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Response to Matter 62: Land for Industry, Logistics and Services to Support 

London’s Economic Function 

 
No, the policies are not consistent with national policy. 

 
Paragraph 22 of the NPPF1 states that “planning policies should avoid the long term protection 
of sites allocated for employment use where there is no reasonable prospect of a site being used 
for that purpose.”  
 

As drafted, Policy E4 is an absolute policy and seeks to maintain the supply of industrial land 
across London. It is unlikely that this will be effective due to the lack of flexibility in Policy E4, 

which doesn’t allow Local Authorities to make their own judgements , based on local needs and 

evidence base assessments. 
 

Policy E4 provides an overarching policy which indicates the requirement for no net loss of 
industrial floorspace across London, this contradicts para 22 of the NPPF.  

 
Paragraph 17 of the NPPF stipulates the 12 Core Planning Principles. The first sets out that 

Planning should be “genuinely plan-led, empowering local people to shape their surroundings, 
with succinct local and neighbourhood plans setting out a positive vision for the future of the 
area.”  
 
Furthermore, point 5 notes that planning should “take account of the different roles and character 
of different areas”.  
 
Policy E7 dictates how no-net loss should be achieved across London, assuming a one-size fits 

all approach. London comprises 35 borough’s all of differing characteristics, as such, policy E7 
contradicts the need for planning to empower local people to shape their surrounding s with local 

plans, and the varying character of London Boroughs and areas within those Boroughs. 

 
Whilst it may be considered that the policies seek to ensure sufficien t suitable land and premises 

are available to meet the needs of industrial activity over the plan period, policy E7 prioritise s 
industrial intensification ahead of the occupation of residential development.  

 
Furthermore, these policies assume that all SIL land is currently the most suitable land for SIL 

purposes, without allowing the flexibility to re-evaluate the characteristics of each SIL site. In 

some cases, it may be necessary to release under utilised SIL land and re -allocate better 
performing employment land which performs the functions of SIL over a plan period. 

 
The Land for Industry and Transport SPG2 provides guidance on the implementation of policies 

relating to land for industrial type activities. It is drawn up in the context of the NPPF (2012).   

 

                                                
1 National Planning Policy Framework - 2012 
2 EiP Library Ref: NLP/EC/015 

Are policies E4, E5, E6 and E7 consistent with national policy and would they be effective in 

helping to ensure that sufficient suitable land and premises are available to meet the 

quantitative and qualitative needs for all foreseeable types of industrial activity over the 
plan period?  
 



 

 

As set out within paragraph 2.14 of the SPG “When reviewing development plans, local planning 
authorities are urged to consider whether sites that are currently allocated for industrial or 
commercial use could be more appropriately re-allocated for housing or mixed-use development.” 

 
The prescriptive policy and the requirement for no net loss across London identifies an absolute 

position, requiring additional evidence from Local Authorities should they seek to demonstrate 

general conformity with the New London Plan. 
 

It is our position that the more detailed elements of policy E7 should be removed from the Plan 
and should form part of an SPG that sits alongside the overarching policy aspirations of the GLA 

for London, this is set out further in part G.  

 
No, the aim is not justified or realistic.   

 

The approach to no net loss of industrial floorspace is not justified by the submitted  evidence 
base. Paragraphs 8.4.1 and 8.4.2 of the London Industrial Land & Economy Study3 concludes 

that “the rates of release over the last five years appear to be excessive and a more moderate 
rate of release is probably more appropriate”.   
 

We support the ‘planned, monitored and managed’ approach to the provision of industrial 
floorspace capacity, however there are concerns regarding the principle of no net loss of 

industrial floorspace capacity in overall terms across London.  
 

The aim of ensuring no net loss is unrealistic. A Green Belt/MOL review has not been 
commissioned, as such, in order to accommodate London’s growth the only way to achieve the 

significant housing targets is to change the use of existing, suitable land.  

 
The Plan seeks no-net loss across the plan period, as such, the requirement to deliver industrial 

intensification ahead of the occupation of residential development is unjustified and unrealistic. 
This prioritises industrial floorspace over housing. It must be emphasised that the no net loss is 

across the plan period and should not be considered on a site by site basis . 

 
For example, vacancy rates across SIL in the London Borough of Bexley (LBB) are very high, as 

set out within the London Industrial Land & Economy Study. Whilst some land is categorised as 
SIL, there are areas of employment land which hold the common characteristics of SIL and these 

should be re-allocated, to allow for the release of underutilised SIL land, in sustainable locations  

such as train stations, town centres and major bus routes .  
 

The London Borough of Bexley (LBB) have produced a Growth Strategy 4 in consultation with the 
GLA. Paragraph 3.2.4 sets out the key principles relating to employment land. This has been 

established through significant work with both LBB, TfL and the GLA, which is now supported by 
a robust evidence base.  

 

Whilst it is understood that the draft London Plan seeks no net loss of industrial floorspace, there 
is an opportunity within Bexley to redistribute and consolidate industrial estates, thereby 

releasing under-utilised industrial land in sustainable locations.  

                                                
3 EiP Library Ref: NLP/EC/006 
4 EiP Library Ref: NLP/AD/57 

b) Is the aim of ensuring no overall net loss of (i) industrial floorspace capacity and (ii) 

operational yard space capacity across London in designated Strategic Industrial Locations 
(SIL) and Locally Significant Industrial Sites (LSIS) justified and realistic, and would achieving 

that objective ensure the availability of a sufficient quantity of land and premises for industrial 

uses? 
 



 

 

 

Bexley are not seeking to replace existing industrial land with residential development. Instead, 
lost industrial floorspace will be re-provided through improvement, intensification and 

densification of core industrial areas ensuring a more efficient use of industrial land.  
 

We do not consider this approach justified and this is set out further in our response to question 

C. 

 
No, the categorisations are not justified. 

 

For example, in the current London Plan, Bexley is categorised as a borough for Managed Release 5 
of Industrial Land.  

 
Paragraph 2.85 of the draft New London Plan states in the Thames Gateway there is particular 

scope for strategically co-ordinated consolidation and/or reconfiguration of parts of some SILs. 

It then goes on to state “Release of surplus industrial land should be focused around public 
transport nodes and town centres to enable higher density redevelopment, especially for 
housing.” 
 
Bexley, shares the same characteristics of the boroughs that are earmarked for limited release, 
including an above average vacancy rate, and should therefore  be in the limited release category 

as per Paragraph 6.4.86.  

 
Figure 2-3 within NLP/EC/006 shows the Core, Wider and Vacant Industrial Land by Borough. 

The four highest ranking boroughs for Vacant Land are Newham, Bexley, Barking and Dagenham 
and Havering. Three of these boroughs have been categorised as ‘limited release’ , these are 

located north of the River, while Bexley to the south, is now being restricted as a retain capacity 

borough.  
 

However, within the London Industrial Land & Economy Study7, Bexley sits within the East Sub-
Region, which contains the highest proportion of vacant industrial land relative to stock . As set 

out below, there are multiple figures within the study which demonstrates LBB’s Managed 
Industrial Land Release. 

 

Figure 2.17 and 2.18 shows the borough’s industrial land released between 2010 -15, and 
measures this against the SPG8 benchmark release equivalent. In accordance with their 

categorisation both Bexley and Greenwich have consistently released less than the SPG 
benchmark release figure, demonstrating their capability to manage the industrial release 

process, unlike many other boroughs across London. Within the 5 year period, Bexley released 

11% of their benchmark release figure 9, while Greenwich released 12%. These boroughs sit 
within the Thames Gateway however are located to the south of the River, and have now been 

categorised as “retain capacity” boroughs.  
  

                                                
5 Map 4.1 of Current London Plan (p. 153) 
6 See 6.7 of Bexley’s London Plan Representations  
7 EiP Library Ref: NLP/EC/006 
8 EiP Library Ref: NLP/EC/015 
9 See 6.8 of Bexley’s London Plan Representations  

c) Are the borough-level capacity categorisations (“retain”, “provide”, or “limited release”) 

set out in Table 6.2 justified, and would the proposed approach ensure a sufficient quantity 
of land and premises in different industrial property market areas?  
 



 

 

As set out in the Industrial Land section Barton Willmore’s representations 10 Bexley should not 

be penalised because other parts of London may have previously released too much Industrial 
Land. The Bexley Growth Strategy is a robust, locally led, cross party, evidence-based document, 

in addition to the London Plan Evidence Base, it is unclear as to why Bexley has now been 
categorised as a “retain capacity” borough 11. 

 

Bexley characteristically has under used industrial land in close proximity to transport nodes.  
One of Bexley’s aspirations, and key elements of the adopted Growth Strategy, is to release 

vacant or underused industrial land in areas with the potential to be well connected and 
particularly around railway stations and town centres.  

 
Bexley have carried out work to justify the release of SIL, which would now be considered 

contrary to policy. The London Plan would form most recently adopted development plan 

document, as such Bexley would require further evidence to justify any deviation from the London 
Plan.  

 
On a whole, Local Plans will now be considered to be out of date , and Borough’s will be required 

to carry out more work through the local plan process to demonstrate deviation from the 

prescriptive London Plan Policies. Given the lack of flexibility within the policies, Local P lans will 
struggle to prove general conformity to the London Plan without the need for significant 

additional work.  

 
No. Paragraph 6.13 of Bexley’s London Plan Representations sets out that the Local evidence 

which informed the boroughs Growth Strategy acknowledges a plot ratio of 40% to industrial 

floorspace (B1c, B2 and B8). We echo Bexley’s concern within their representations, and do not 
consider 65% to be an appropriate baseline. The characteristics of Industrial Land varies from 

Borough to Borough; therefore a blanket plot ratio can not be applied.  
 

For example, Barking and Dagenham apply an average plot ratio of 25% (0.25)  and Bexley apply 
a plot ratio of 40% (0.4). Applying a higher ratio to vacant plots has the possible impact of 

Borough’s needing to assume additional floorspace. This has the capability of inflating the 

borough baseline figures beyond a realistic scenario.  
 

Should this be applied and rigidly adhered to, many Borough’s which are currently considered to 
have high vacancy levels, could have to provide additional floorspace in order to meet a 65% 

plot ratio baseline. This is another example of the draft London Plan being too prescriptive 

without acknowledging any local characteristics.  
 

 

No. E4 sets out an overarching position of no net loss of industrial floorspace capacity within 

designated SIL and LSIS and any release of industrial land should be facilitated through the 
processes of industrial intensification, co-location and substitution. This is a Strategic Approach 

to the matter at hand and is suitable for a strategic plan. However, Local Authorities should then 

                                                
10 Page 5 (Industrial Land – Bexley) 
11 See 2.3 of Bexley’s London Plan Representations  

e) Is the approach to assessing floorspace and yard space capacity set out in paragraph 6.4.5 

– 6.4.5B based on existing floorspace or floorspace assuming a 65% plot ratio (whichever is 
greater) justified and would it be effective?  
 

g) Would policies E4-E7 provide an effective strategic context for the preparation of local 

plans and neighbourhood plans? 
 



 

 

have the flexibility to set out a specific approach to meet this strategic aim taking into account 

the local context. 
 

However, policy E7 is too prescriptive and dictates how E4 and the principle of no net loss should 
be implemented across all 35 London boroughs, including the provision of diagrams (figure 6.3), 

to demonstrate how this should be done. Whilst the GLA have said in the EiP Hearings to date 

that this is just one of many ways of how Policy E4 could be implemented,  and that there is 
flexibility in this policy, this is not how the policy reads. It is unclear as to why a highly 

prescriptive and specific policy has been included which dictates the approach, as opposed to 
suggesting the possible ways the objective of no net loss can be delivered, which may be more 

suitably contained within supplementary guidance documents.  
 

At the EiP Hearing on Matters 7 and 8 (16 th January), the prescriptiveness of E7 was raised, and 

its inclusion within the draft London Plan questioned. The GLA responded to say that this policy 
is included to avoid the need for SPG’s. Contrary to this, the supporting text for policy E7 states: 

“Further advice on the implementation of Policy E7 will be provided in Supplementary Planning 
Guidance”. There is clearly some disconnect between Officer responses and the current draft 

policy. 

 
A diagram to suggest one way of how a policy could be achieved should not be inscribed in 

policy. The policy should be refined to be strategic in nature and subsequent details should be 
provided in the supporting text or in a supporting SPG.  Boroughs should be allowed to define the 

nature or form of intensification as appropriate to their local areas and economic profile, through 
their evidence-based local plans, in order to meet the strategic objective. 

 

No, we understand the paragraph under question is “this approach should only be considered as 

part of a plan-led process of SIL intensification and consolidation or as part of a co -ordinated 

masterplanning process in collaboration with the GLA and relevant borough12”.  

 

It is clear that applications must follow a plan led process, however if not, this must be part of 

a co-ordinated masterplan. There is no framework for determining applications on this basis , 

which creates challenges for the decision maker. There is no guidance as to what is considered 

a co-ordinated masterplan, or how this is measured and/or tested. There is no obvious 

relationship between policies E5D and E7B as there is no explanation as to how applications can 

be determined through a route other than a plan led process.  

 

Our understanding is that this is only feasible on large single sites, whereby the site can be split 
into two or more parcels, intensifying industrial and providing residential development, for 

example the Former Nestle Factory in Hillingdon.  
 

                                                
12 Policy E7B 

h) Are policies E4-E7 clear about how they would be implemented through the determination 

of planning applications, particularly in terms of the role of “planning frameworks” and “a co -
ordinated masterplanning process in collaboration with the GLA”, and the relationship 

between policies E5D and E7B?  
 
 

j) What evidence is there about the feasibility of delivering schemes on industrial land that 

would lead to the provision of net additional industrial floorspace along with the provision 

of significant numbers of new homes on the same site? 
 
 



 

 

However, this does not take into account other areas of London where industrial land and 

floorspace has been under-utilised and inefficiently used for decades, falling into disrepair. This 
is the case in LBB where vacancy rates on many estates have created poor quality environments.  

Applying a ‘net additional’ requirement in these areas would not accord with market requirements 
and could undermine the delivery of new homes and the success of completed neighbourhoods. 

This is particularly pertinent where the LPA have reallocated/planned for this industrial floorspace 

to be delivered or intensified on other more suitable sites.  
 

An example of this scenario is in Belvedere where there are sites which are capable of delivering 
1,000+ residential units in sustainable and suitable locations, but are restrained by the need to 

deal with key issues such as the agent of change, characteristics of SIL , and the need to provide 
a land use buffer, in addition to a detailed phasing plan to ensure the intensification of industrial 

land ahead of residential occupation.  

 

Policy GG4 requires the identification and allocation of a range of sites to deliver housing 
locally. This would be carried out by a local authority and set out in their Local Plans. By 

imposing prescriptive policies such as E7, local authorities are required to produce further 
evidence to justify the loss of SIL and the provision of residential development.  

 

Policy E7E stipulates that the intensified industrial, storage and distribution uses must be 
completed in advance of any residential component being occupied. The principle of no net loss 

of industrial land is across the plan period and not on a site by site basis . This would significantly 
affect the implementation of GG4, as industrial sites suitable for intensification would first have 

to be identified and subsequently intensified, ahead of the occupation of any residential 
development, in a manner of good growth. 

 

Local Authorities may have identified suitable land release and want to re -allocate and 
redistribute SIL elsewhere in more suitable locations across the Plan Period.  

 
In order to allow local plans to work in accordance with the London Plan, Local Authorities should 

be able to allocate areas for industrial replacement within their Local Plans to demonstrate that 

the Borough can ensure the no net loss principle across the plan period within their Borough-
boundary.  

 
By requesting Industrial Intensification ahead of the occupation of residential development, 

Policy GG4 (E) would not be positively implemented. Whilst housebuilders may be able to build 

out schemes, these would then be left empty until industrial intensif ication can occur, 
undermining the objective and need for building out planning permissions at a faster rate.  

 
 

 

k) How would policies E4-E7 affect the implementation of Policy GG4 “delivering the homes 
Londoners need”? 

 
 


