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Matter 62 
 
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? 
 
We would strongly argue that the policy of ‘no net loss’ of Strategic Industrial Land, 
expressed in the above policies, is not consistent with national policy. The National Planning 
Policy Framework (NPPF) sets out a clear approach that ‘brownfield’ land should be given 
priority for new housing development. In particular, section 11 of the NPPF makes clear that 
strategic policies should make as much use as possible of brownfield land for new homes. 
 
By contrast, the blanket policy of ‘no net loss’ of Strategic Industrial Land, as set out in the 
draft London Plan, would create an inbuilt resistance to any release of this type of 
brownfield land for new homes regardless of local need. Not only would this fail to make the 
most efficient use of brownfield industrial land, it would force local planning authorities to 
consider the release of green spaces, back gardens, or even Green Belt land for new homes. 
 
For example, in Enfield a sizable proportion of the 10,000-home Meridian Water 
development site, including a GLA-supported Housing Zone, is located within Strategic 
Industrial Land and is now at risk due to the ‘no net loss’ policy. As a result, Enfield Council is 
now looking to review its Green Belt boundaries in its new draft Local Plan, in order to find 
more land to meet its housing targets, with a significant risk that new homes could be built 
on Green Belt land. 
 
Therefore, the draft Plan represents a decisive shift away from the traditional focus on 
development of brownfield land, towards development on green space. This would clearly 
be to the detriment of the character and quality of life in many areas of London, especially 
suburban areas, and entirely contrary to national planning policy. 
 
Rather than a blanket ‘no net loss’ policy across London, it would be far more effective to 
leave this matter to the discretion of London boroughs through their site allocation policies. 
The London Plan should then empower boroughs to protect industrial land where this can 
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be locally justified. This would ensure greater protection of industrial land where it is really 
needed, and where this is likely to result in productive industrial use, whilst also enabling a 
managed release of industrial land where appropriate to meet housing demand. 
 
a) Are the industrial job growth projections and associated estimates of land and 
floorspace requirements justified? 
 
We do not have any reason to query the projections and estimates within the draft Plan. 
However, this data undermines the case for a ‘no net loss’ policy because it demonstrates 
that the existing footprint of industrial sites, especially warehousing and distribution, is 
poorly used. There are also examples of industrial units on SIL being used for non-industrial 
uses, such as churches or entertainment venues. 
 
The ‘no net loss’ policy is therefore likely to provide an incentive to continue this inefficient 
use of industrial land. The Plan clearly favours the intensification of industrial land to 
increase industrial floorspace, for example through the use of double decking warehousing 
functions that are common in continental Europe. However, by protecting footprint through 
the ‘no net loss’ policy, developers are unlikely to be under sufficient pressure to 
consolidate and increase industrial floorspace in this way. 
 
The current confusion between protecting footprint and increasing floorspace is likely to 
lead to stagnation. However, removing the ‘no net loss’ policy can avoid this confusion, 
whilst focusing on a plan-led approach to intensify existing industrial land. Such an approach 
could lead to more industrial floorspace being available, and more brownfield land being 
freed up for housing and other uses, whilst meeting national policy. 
 
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? 
 
For the reasons mentioned above, we do not consider the ‘no net loss’ policy to be justified 
and realistic. Simply safeguarding an area of derelict land for industrial use offers no 
guarantee that the land will be used for that purpose, or that the land is in a suitable 
location or configuration to meet changing demands. A more effective solution would be to 
empower boroughs to protect industrial land where this can be locally justified, as set out 
above. 
 
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? 
 
We do not consider these categorisations to be justified. They appear to have been 
formulated on a top-down basis without consultation with the boroughs involved. For the 
boroughs that have been required to provide additional SIL, it is difficult to see where this 
land is expected to come from. This would either need to be taken from land that has 



already been allocated for housing or other uses, or from land such as open space or Green 
Belt. Either way, this would have severe consequences for housing delivery and other 
planning priorities. 
 
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? 
 
We are not aware of specific areas of London where this is the case. 
 
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? 
 
We would not have any specific reason to query this approach. 
 
f) Is the approach set out in Policy E7D towards “non-designated industrial sites” (36% of 
total amount of industrial land) justified and consistent with national policy? 
 
A plan-led approach to the release of brownfield industrial land is entirely appropriate, 
where this has been locally assessed, and we would in fact encourage this approach for all 
industrial sites. 
 
g) Would policies E4-E7 provide an effective strategic context for the preparation of local 
plans and neighbourhood plans? 
 
We do not consider that these policies provide effective strategic context, as the ‘no net 
loss’ policy and borough-level capacity characterisations are far too restrictive to enable 
boroughs to set effective local policies in response to local needs. 
 
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? 
 
It is currently unclear how these approaches would manifest within the local planning 
process. They could well lead to unintended consequences, such as putting Green Belt land 
at risk as mentioned above.  
 
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? 
 
If industrial capacity can better be delivered on sites outside London, this should of course 
be fully explored, especially if this increases capacity for housing and other uses within 
London. 
 



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? 
 
We are not aware of any evidence on the feasibility of this, over and above the evidence 
that is already available in the London Plan evidence base. 
 
However, we would argue that the ‘no net loss’ policy actually makes the intensification 
approach less likely to be achieved, since it eases the pressure on the overall footprint of 
industrial land. By contrast, the consolidation and intensification of industrial land can more 
effectively be achieved if there is pressure on this land from housing and other uses. 
 
k) How would policies E4-E7 affect the implementation of Policy GG4 “delivering the 
homes Londoners need”? 
 
The ‘no net loss’ policies in E4-E7 would significantly impact the implementation of GG4, 
since it would remove a large stock of available land for housing use. Potentially, disused 
brownfield industrial sites could be allowed to remain derelict, whilst new homes are 
increasingly built on green space, back gardens or Green Belt land. This would be considered 
by many Londoners to be the opposite of ‘good growth’. 


