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M62. 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 industrial1 activity over the plan period?   

In particular:  

a) Are the industrial job growth 

projections and associated 

estimates of land and floorspace 

requirements justified?   

It is for the GLA to determine the industrial job 

growth projections for London.  However, any 

increases in population will also increase the 

demand for goods and servicing and associated 

required land. The demand for industrial space 

is likely to be met, the question is, where will it 

be met?  Will it be in London or in the home 

counties?  Therefore, this is not just about how 

much land is required, but where that land is 

and the further it is away from the final 

delivery point, the more vehicles will be 

required to service London, increasing costs, 

congestion and emissions.   
 

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?   

FTA welcomes the recognition in the draft plan 

of the need for a sufficient supply of land and 

premises in different parts of London to meet 

current and future demand for industrial and 

related functions. In particular, we welcome 

the need for land for storage and 

logistics/distribution and for intermodal freight 

interchanges.  However, we do not feel that the 

policy of ‘no net loss’ goes far enough, given 

that we already face a shortfall. 

FTA is pleased to see that our comments have 

been taken on board in the new section 6.4.5A. 

We were concerned that the original text did 

not go far enough and did not recognise 

that ‘no net loss of floorspace capacity’ is not 

the same as ‘no net loss of land’ and relies too 

much on intensification. For logistics, open land 

and vehicle storage areas are required. Freight 



consolidation needs the ability to cross dock 

and therefore requires large yards where we 

can transfer from bigger trunking vehicles to 

urban appropriate vehicles. We welcome the 

exclusion of mezzanine space from the 

calculation of floorspace capacity. However, 

this still does not go far enough.  In terms of 

floor space, we need to be specific that this 

means ground floor space to enable vehicle 

access. 

In addition, it only applies to designated 

industrial land which is just 64 per cent of 

industrial land, meaning that 36 per cent is at 

risk. The base level of industrial land is low 

already, but capacity needs to be in the right 

geographical area.   

The London plan entwines together ‘industrial’ 

and ‘logistics’ land which is not helpful. Further 

categorisation of industrial land may be needed 

as the requirements of the freight industry are 

distinct from other industrial services due to 

the transport related functions which underpin 

our operations.  Therefore, it should be 

considered whether having a joint 

categorisation of industrial and logistics land 

still delivers for London given the different 

requirements. 

The needs of logistics land are distinct and 

separate to general industrial land.  Ensuring 

the availability of sufficient affordable logistics 

land in the right location for optimal efficiency 

is necessary in order to achieve the goals of 

the Mayor’s Transport Strategy, including 

improving air quality and safety and reducing 

congestion.  

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?   

FTA notes that three boroughs (Barking & 

Dagenham, Havering and Newham), all in the 

Thames Gateway, have been identified for 

‘limited release’ due to higher vacancy rates. 

However, it is important to understand the 

reasons behind higher vacancy rates at each of 

the sites in the three boroughs, such as poor 

transport links, because the building quality is 

poor or not of the optimal size, or because land 

owners are land-banking for redevelopment for 

residential use. The Thames Gateway is a 

growth area, so it seems surprising that there 

is an overall lack of demand for logistics and 

industrial land in those boroughs.   

There should not be any release of industrial 

and logistics land.  We need a further category 

of ‘additional’, where logistics land supply is 

insufficient.  Logistics works across boundaries 

and therefore boroughs shouldn’t be the 



categorisation of demand; instead the plan 

should focus on key arterial routes as it is 

important to ensure that new logistics sites are 

well-connected to the transport network.  
 

d) Are there parts of London where 

significant amounts of additional 

industrial land are likely to be 

needed in addition to that which is 

currently in use and/or designated?  

Logistics land requirements – central 

London  

There is a need for stronger protection of 

logistics land in Central London and in 

particular, in the City and the West End for 

cross-docking and micro-consolidation. The 

only really suitable sites are under-utilised 

car parks, and these would need specific 

protection otherwise once they are 

redeveloped, the opportunity is lost forever.   

Logistics land requirements – inner/outer 

London   

FTA is concerned about the very heavy focus 

on intensification within the plan, while this 

may be appropriate for some industrial uses, it 

is not a wholesale solution. For logistics, open 

land and vehicle storage areas are required. In 

addition, the document makes no mention of 

the need for lorry parking facilities. All drivers 

of HGVs (goods vehicles over 3.5 tonnes) must 

under EU Drivers Hours regulations take rest 

breaks during the day (45 minutes after 4.5 

hours of driving) as well as overnight and 

weekly rest breaks. In May 2018, the 

Department for Transport published the 

National Survey of Lorry Parking 1, which 

identified that there is a severe lack of facilities 

for drivers to take their breaks in the Greater 

South East region.  Whilst London does have 

some facilities, none of them have any level of 

security fencing and they are the most 

expensive in the UK so offer extremely poor 

value for money. New distribution centres 

should be designed to accommodate vehicles 

and their drivers to park up safely and securely 

with access to basic welfare facilities (i.e. 

toilets) and larger developments should provide 

greater levels of facilities for overnight breaks 

(i.e. showers and hot food). Overnight facilities 

may be chargeable, and the level of charge 

would depend on the level of security and the 

quality and range of facilities on offer. New 

logistics sites should be built to accommodate 

the largest trucks possible and include 

alternative fuel and recharging infrastructure to 

support the uptake of electric and alternatively-

                                                           
1 
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/723349/
national-survey-of-lorry-parking-report.pdf  

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/723349/national-survey-of-lorry-parking-report.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/723349/national-survey-of-lorry-parking-report.pdf


fuelled freight vehicles to help meet the 

Mayor’s ambitions for air quality.  

As mentioned above, the industry needs sites 

in inner and outer London, close to the main 

arterial routes for consolidation and cross 

docking facilities to allow for more efficient and 

urban-ready final mile movements. 

Whilst FTA supports the need to safeguard the 

green-belt to prevent urban sprawl, 

consideration should be given to review if some 

release of green-belt is required, especially in 

locations close to major arterial routes. 
 

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?  

No.  It would create inappropriately designed 

premises for logistics space with insufficient 

yard capacity for commercial vehicles and 

operational needs.  The need for a plot ratio 

should be questioned as it is likely to constrain 

the right development in the right location.  If 

there is to be a ratio, then it should be far 

lower than 65 per cent i.e. 40 per cent and 

allow the flexibility for different demands and 

locations, and the ratio should only apply to 

mixed-use sites and co-location and not to 

logistics land. 

Regarding 6.4.5B where the ‘principle of no net 

loss of floorspace capacity does not apply to 

sites used for utilities infrastructure or land for 

transport functions which are no longer 

required’ - much greater clarity is needed 

about which types of transport functions sites 

are included, who decides if they are no longer 

required and what evidence will be required to 

support that decision.  
 

f) Is the approach set out in Policy 

E7D towards “non-designated 

industrial sites” (36% of total 

amount of industrial land2) justified 

and consistent with national 

policy?   

As mentioned above, the ‘no net loss’ principle 

only applies to designated industrial land which 

is just 64 per cent of industrial land, leaving 36 

per cent at risk. Non-designated industrial land 

tends to be small pieces of land but is 

nevertheless important, particularly in dense 

locations in central and inner London. Ideally, 

the non-designated status should 

be removed, and all land used for logistics 

purposes should be either strategic or locally 

significant in order to protect those 

sites. However, we recognise that this would 

potentially require boroughs to designate every 

piece of land in their area, which would be 

extremely difficult. Therefore, we would like 

some form of protection to be applied to non-

designated land, otherwise market forces often 

mean that logistics gets pushed out in favour of 

housing. 



E7D4 should be removed as developers will 

always be able to point to other sites to 

accommodate industrial or logistics functions, 

but they might not actually be suitable.  In 

addition, the ‘ors’ after each condition should 

be replaced with ‘ands’ and a more prescriptive 

requirement should be added in addition to the 

first three requirements.  
 

g) Would policies E4-E7 provide an 

effective strategic context for the 

preparation of local plans and 

neighbourhood plans?   

 No comment 

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 

frameworks3” and “a co-ordinated 

master-planning process in 

collaboration with the GLA”, and the 

relationship between policies E5D 

and E7B?   

 No comment 

i) Is Policy E7F, along with Policy 

SD2, likely to be effective in terms 

of facilitating the substitution of 

some of London’s industrial capacity 

to related property markets beyond 

London’s boundary, and would 

achieving such an objective 

contribute to the achievement of 

sustainable development?  

No comment 

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?   

No comment  

k) How would policies E4-E7 affect 

the implementation of Policy GG4 

“delivering the homes Londoners 

need”?  

No comment 
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