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London Plan Examination 
London Borough of Bexley (respondent number 2722) 
Statement on Matter 62 

1. 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? 

1.1. The draft London Plan policies on industrial land would not be effective in 
ensuring sufficient land to meet identified needs as they propose an 
unrealistic and undeliverable approach which is ultimately unsound.  
Further, their overly detailed and prescriptive approach will prohibit local 
plans and proposals from optimising the potential of underused 
employment land, preventing the delivery of housing on appropriate sites 
and thereby calling into question the soundness of the Plan. 

2. 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? 

2.1. It is not considered that the categorisations are justified.  Paragraph 182 of 
the NPPF 2012 states that plans should set out the most appropriate 
strategy considered against the reasonable alternatives, based on 
proportionate evidence.  The justification for “limited release” within Table 
6.2 is set out in paragraph 6.4.8 of the draft London Plan and references 
Thames Gateway boroughs with vacancy rates above the London 
average.  It is submitted that, based on the available evidence, these 
characteristics clearly apply to Bexley in as much as it is a Thames-side 
outer London borough within the Thames Gateway that has a significant 
capacity of surplus industrial land and floorspace, which could be 
optimised for other uses through a plan-led approach. 

2.2. Bexley is one of only four London boroughs with an industrial land vacancy 
rate of more than 10%; two of the other three are “limited release” 
boroughs1.  Moreover, land which is not vacant has the third lowest ratio of 
industrial floorspace per hectare, behind only Barking and Dagenham and 
Havering, which are both “limited release” boroughs2.  Industrial land in 
Bexley also mirrors that in the “limited release” boroughs in terms of its 

                                                
1 CAG Consultants. London Industrial Land Demand Final Report. 2017. 
https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/ilds_revised_final_report_october_2017.pdf. p.34. 
2 Ibid. p. 202. 
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land values3, sectoral uses, and location.  Of the Thames Gateway 
boroughs, Bexley and its industrial land has much more in common with 
Barking and Dagenham, Havering, and Newham than it does with the 
“retain” boroughs, which are either land-locked, located in inner London or 
generally have lower vacancy rates.  To exclude Bexley from the “limited 
release” boroughs is considered an unreasonable and inconsistent 
interpretation of the evidence.  To ensure the draft Plan provides a sound 
and justified approach in this regard Table 6.2 should be amended to 
categorise Bexley as a “limited release” borough. 

2.3. The classification of Bexley as a “retain” borough means that it has 
significantly less industrial land to develop for other uses, because nearly 
all industrial land is already designated SIL or LSIS.  Notably, 93% of 
Bexley’s industrial land is designated as such, leaving only 7% of industrial 
land designated for other uses or without a formal policy designation – this 
is the lowest level in London4.  Draft policy E7D supports mixed-use or 
residential development proposals on non-designated industrial sites, 
indicating that the draft London Plan assumes that these sites will continue 
as an important source of developable land.  In fact, 36% of London’s 
industrial land is currently non-designated, more than five times the non-
designated percentage in Bexley.  Non-designated industrial land therefore 
represents a significant land source that most boroughs enjoy, but Bexley 
does not5. 

2.4. It should also be noted that the planned and managed release of industrial 
land, particularly in the north of the borough, is essential to unlocking 
growth in Bexley.  This is recognised in the current London Plan and the 
Bexley Core Strategy (2012), and is a fundamental part of how sustainable 
growth can be delivered in the Bexley Growth Strategy (December 2017).  
Bexley’s adopted Growth Strategy sets out a sound alternative growth 
narrative around optimising the potential of its opportunity areas and 
particularly its associated underused employment land.  The Growth 
Strategy represents a pro-active plan-led approach to support the re-use 

                                                
3 Bexley’s industrial land value (£2.5m per ha) is identical to the limited release boroughs.  Whilst 
these values are similar to those in other boroughs, the ratio of residential to industrial land values 
differs wildly: the limited release boroughs and Bexley all have a ratio around 3 (Bexley 3.0, Barking 
and Dagenham 3.2, Havering 2.9, and Newham 4.1), while Greenwich has a ratio many times greater 
(9.8) and Bromley twice as low (1.6). Source: GLA Economics. Economic Evidence Base for London 
2016. https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/economic_evidence_base_2016.compressed.pdf. 
Table 4.1, p.143. 
4 Lichfields. Industrial evolution: Planning for London’s industrial needs. February 2018. 
https://lichfields.uk/media/3899/industrial-evolution-insight_feb-2018.pdf. p. 7. 
5 Notably, the “limited release” boroughs tend to also have a relatively low percentage of industrial 
land which is non-designated; by contrast, the other Thames Gateway boroughs that are categorised 
as “retain” all have significantly higher percentages of their industrial land that is non-designated, with 
as much as 45% non-designated. 
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of surplus industrial land and floorspace for other uses whilst 
simultaneously taking positive steps to intensify industrial floorspace 
capacity and bring vacant sites back into industrial use.  This approach 
follows the guidance for “limited release” boroughs set out in supporting 
text paragraph 6.4.8.  By categorising the borough as “retain”, the draft 
London Plan effectively prohibits Bexley from realising the ambitions of the 
Growth Strategy, which seeks to address the need for housing and 
employment land in a sustainable way and was produced in collaboration 
with the GLA. 

3. 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? 

3.1. The approach to assessing floorspace and yard space capacity is 
unworkable because it would burden most developments with a 
requirement to provide significantly more industrial floor space than was 
originally on the site, rendering those potential developments unviable.  It 
is also unjustified, based on an outdated assessment produced nearly a 
decade ago.  The final sentence in paragraph 6.4.5 should therefore be 
amended by removing reference to the 65% requirement: 

“Floor space capacity is defined here as either the existing 
industrial and warehousing floorspace on site or the potential 
industrial and warehousing floorspace that could be 
accommodated on site at a 65 per cent plot ratio (whichever is 
the greater).” 

3.2. Notwithstanding the Council’s objections to Table 6.2 set out above, LB 
Bexley considers that should no net loss be pursued in the borough it 
should only be based on a realistic baseline that reflects current provision.  
The 65% figure would require re-provision far beyond existing floor space 
capacity.  Amending paragraph 6.4.5 in accordance with the proposed text 
would ensure that no industrial floor space capacity is lost without imposing 
an unrealistic expectation on developers and on plans. 

Unworkable 

3.3. The 65% plot ratio represents an alternative minimum that any 
development of industrial land must meet in calculations of industrial floor 
space that must be re-provided.  This places a significant burden on 
developers to provide industrial floor space even where there is no 
evidence of market demand, threatening viability and discouraging 
otherwise appropriate schemes from coming forward, even where that 
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development would have re-provided all existing industrial floor space (or 
even provided additional floor space) but that floor space (if it were a single 
storey building) would fail to constitute at least 65% of the development 
site.  The minimum would apply even where the site has been persistently 
vacant.  

3.4. The requirement not only threatens individual development proposals, but 
also stymies the Council’s ability to have a plan-led approach that works 
for Bexley.  The Council has produced an alternative narrative for growth 
that relies in part on the release of vacant or underused employment land, 
particularly within Bexley’s opportunity areas.  The approach, which was 
endorsed by the Mayor of London, assumed a land take that did not 
account for re-provision of industrial floor space at levels far greater than 
currently provided. 

Unjustified 

3.5. The plot ratio figure of 65% is based on a decade-old assessment of data 
which is not immediately obvious in the submitted documents and is also 
contradicted by other, more up to date, evidence which suggests a much 
lower plot ratio would be appropriate and certainly below 54%.  It is also 
considered that calculating average plot ratios for London is hugely 
problematic given the variety of local circumstances, the operational 
requirements of different operators and the dominance of some sectors in 
particular areas including Bexley were warehousing, distribution and waste 
uses demand certain typologies and configurations.   

3.6. Turning firstly to the 65% figure, the draft London Plan itself is silent on the 
justification and origin of the assumption; the original source is identified 
only by following a series of obscure citations and in-text notes that 
eventually lead to the appendix of a 2009 study of London employment 
sites.   

3.7. A supporting document provided to the EIP library Analysis of plot ratios in 
industrial development in London 2011-2018 (2018, EIP library reference 
NLP/EC/032) states that the figure was sourced from the London 
Employment Sites Database (LESD) 20176.  The LESD 2017 does not 
provide any evidence to support the use of a 65% minimum plot ratio 
assumption in planning policy; in fact, that figure is mentioned in an 
explanation of the methodology used for the database’s recording of 
recently completed employment developments and those in the pipeline in 
London (section 3.3).  The report mentions that “Work for the GLA on 
Industrial Land Use found a plot ratio of 65% of industrial uses” and 

                                                
6 EIP library reference NLP/EC/002a 
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provides a footnote citing the London Industrial Land Supply and Economy 
Study7.  However, a review of the Aecom study makes clear that the citation 
is not accurate, because there is no discussion of plot ratios nor any other 
evidence to support the assumption. 

3.8. Although this citation is inaccurate, the LESD 2017 report separately states 
that the assumption was first used in the LESD 2012, informed by an 
“analysis of plot ratios using LDD data” presented as an appendix in the 
LESD 2009.  This analysis considered approvals only from the previous 
year and is therefore based on a limited and now outdated dataset but 
appears to have established the 65% plot ratio assumption and is therefore 
the genesis of the assumption. 

3.9. The 65% plot ratio minimum requirement has profound implications for 
development across London, yet it is based on the appendix of a decade-
old report.  The report is not directly cited in either the draft London Plan 
nor in the Analysis document8, and the LESD 2009 has not been provided 
to the EIP library. 

3.10. The 65% figure seems to have been chosen over other evidence, which 
suggests a lower plot ratio across London.  The London Industrial Land 
Demand report, which has been submitted as evidence to inform the 
London Plan, found that the actual London-wide plot ratio is 54%, 
excluding vacant sites.  The report notes:  

“In 2015 there were 4,006 ha of industrial land occupied by Core 
industrial uses excluding any vacant land.  According to the VOA 
floorspace statistics there were a total of 21m sq m of industrial 
floorspace, which would give an implied plot ratio of 5,240 sq m 
per ha”9. 

3.11. There are significant concerns with this calculation, including the exclusion 
of vacant land – which if factored in would drive down the plot ratio 
significantly – and the consideration only of core industrial uses. 

3.12. Given the origin of the 65% minimum requirement figure, and the fact that 
it was chosen over other, more recent evidence, it would not be 
unreasonable to conclude that it was selected due not to the strength of 
the evidence, but rather because it is the figure that would allow the GLA 
to meet the gap between existing industrial capacity and future projected 
need.  The London Industrial Land Demand report (2017, CAG 

                                                
7 2015, Aecom, EIP library reference NLP/EC/006 
8 NLP/EC/032 
9 CAG Consultants. London Industrial Land Demand Final Report. 2017. 
https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/ilds_revised_final_report_october_2017.pdf. p.201. 
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Consultants, EIP library reference NLP/EC/003) warns that if recent trends 
were carried forward through the London Plan period then London would 
lose 1,630 ha of industrial land by 204110, leaving the capital with 
insufficient land to meet projected employment on industrial land11. The 
policies are therefore attempting to replace land to meet projection of future 
need. No net loss does not actually mean no net loss – it means provide 
more. Given that this approach is undeliverable, other solutions should be 
considered including application of different plot ratio minimums in different 
areas to reflect local evidence, substitution outside of London, and/or 
categorising more boroughs as “Provide capacity” in Table 6.2. 

3.13. In an implicit acknowledgement that the requirement is based upon a weak 
and outdated source of evidence, the GLA produced Analysis of plot ratios 
in industrial development in London 2011-2018 (NLP/EC/032) to provide 
additional analysis of plot ratios to inform the EIP.  Like the 2009 study, 
however, this approach is flawed and does not provide a robust justification 
for establishing an alternative minimum plot ratio because it is based on 
unreliable source data.  The analysis reviewed approvals of 255 industrial-
only schemes, 13 residential and industrial co-location schemes, and 41 
mixed industrial, non-industrial and residential co-location schemes, all 
from April 2011 to February 2018. 

3.14. Information about each scheme was provided by an interrogation of the 
London Development Database (LDD), which can be a helpful tool but as 
an information source is too flawed and incomplete to represent a robust 
evidence base of the calibre required to support such a significant policy.  
Input into the LDD is by London borough LDD information officers, who can 
take different approaches to reviewing, scrutinising and inputting data 
provided to them by developers in their planning applications.  Further 
doubt is raised over the accuracy of the LDD in that non-residential floor 
space of less than 1,000m2 is not required to be identified, resulting in a 
significant data blackspot12. 

3.15. The 2009 source and the hastily-produced 2018 supporting evidence are 
both based on this flawed data source.  Even when taken at face value, 
both analyses highlight the unsuitability of imposing a standardised figure 
across London based on an average plot ratio.  The LESD 2009 report 
pointed out that “standard deviation values are very high; the average 
results are not good indicators of the likely plot ratios for any one site”13.  

                                                
10 Ibid. p.12. 
11 Ibid. p.85. 
12 Some boroughs, including Bexley, choose to input data on non-residential floor space of less than 
1,000m2, creating further divergences between boroughs’ contributions to the database. 
13 Roger Tym & Partners. London employment sites database – Technical Paper 1. November 2009. 
https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/gla_migrate_files_destination/tech-paper1-final.pdf. p. 28. 
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This discrepancy between the average and the median is mirrored in the 
2018 supporting evidence, where the average is higher than the median in 
nearly every instance14 across all data sets, regardless of development use 
class type or location.  This is reinforced by the data showing that a 
significant proportion of schemes had a proposed industrial plot ratio of 
less than 65%; in outer London; a full 49% of schemes did not propose 
industrial development at plot ratios of 65% or greater.  The consistent 
standard deviation indicates that, devising a policy based on an average 
from poor quality data is highly inappropriate and will lead frequently to 
unintended consequences. 

3.16. The GLA’s own 2018 evidence even notes that “average industrial plot 
ratios (mean and median measures) are typically higher in inner London 
compared to outer London.”  This is certainly the case in Bexley, where 
recent emerging local evidence suggests that existing plot ratio is as low 
as 30%.  An audit of designated industrial land in the Bexley Riverside 
Opportunity Area was carried out jointly by officers from both LB Bexley 
and the GLA between October and November 2018.  Officers visited 655 
buildings on 343 sites across designated industrial land within the Bexley 
Riverside Opportunity Area, to produce evidence to support the production 
of the forthcoming Bexley Riverside Opportunity Area Planning 
Framework.  Across this area, which contains most of the borough’s 
industrial sites and included consideration of vacant sites, building 
footprints cover approximately 22% of designated employment land; when 
accounting for yard space and multi-storey buildings, plot ratios rise to 
around 30%. 

3.17. The GLA’s own evidence base highlights that Bexley has amongst the 
lowest plot ratios in London.  The London Industrial Demand Study used 
VOA floorspace statistics to determine industrial floorspace per hectare by 
borough.  Bexley has the third lowest plot ratio across London, as seen in 
Figure 1 on the following page, taken directly from the study15. 

3.18. The graph shows that low plot ratios are not unique to Bexley but common 
in outer London.  Recent separate analysis from Lichfields also found that 
“the average plot ratio on designated industrial sites in outer London is 
currently just 33%”16. 

                                                
14 The industrial plot ratio mean is higher than the industrial plot ratio median in every data set with the 
exception of B8 only developments in outer London and of residential and industrial co-location 
schemes in inner London. 
15 CAG Consultants. London Industrial Land Demand Final Report, 2017, p. 201-201, Figure 14.1. 
https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/ilds_revised_final_report_october_2017.pdf 
16 Lichfields. Industrial evolution: Planning for London’s industrial needs.February 2018. 
https://lichfields.uk/media/3899/industrial-evolution-insight_feb-2018.pdf. p. 11. 
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3.19.  The lower plot ratios in Bexley are not necessarily due to inefficient land 
use but rather to local constraints and to the built form required to support 
the dominant sectors operating within the borough.  The physical layout of 
sites is in response to requirements for buffering, environmental 
designations such as Sites of Importance for Nature Conservation, and 
land needed to manage flood risk.  The preponderance of logistics, 
distribution and warehousing sectors requires lower plot ratios to 
accommodate sufficient access, servicing and parking. 

4. g) Would policies E4-E7 provide an effective strategic context for the 
preparation of local plans and neighbourhoods plans? 

4.1. The industrial land policies fail to provide an effective strategic context for 
Local Plans.  In Bexley, the Council’s Growth Strategy is the most 
appropriate strategy for the borough.  It was produced in collaboration with 
the Mayor of London and other partners and is supported by robust 
evidence.  The strategy provides a vision for meeting Bexley’s growing 
need for housing and jobs, in part by releasing underused employment 
land, particularly within our opportunity areas.  This comprehensive 
approach would be jeopardised by the draft London Plan’s industrial land 
policies. 

4.2. Draft policies E4-E7 deal not only with matters of strategic importance to 
Greater London but go into detail that should remain the preserve of Local 
and Neighbourhood Plans.  This is a matter of significant concern and 
prejudicial to an appropriate plan led approach to land use in Bexley.  The 
policies appear to recognise that designation of strategic and locally 
significant industrial land is the purview of the boroughs, but then go on to 
provide an inappropriate level of detail regarding the determination of 
development proposals within those sites.  This shackles local authorities 
from making decisions based on local circumstances and local needs.  This 

Figure 1: London boroughs’ industrial floor space per hectare 2015) 
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is most clearly the case with the imposition of a strict alternative minimum 
plot ratio to be used in calculations to determine no net loss; boroughs 
should be given flexibility to develop local approaches.  The requirement 
in supporting paragraph 6.7.2A that masterplans should be supported with 
developer agreements is another way the draft London Plan attempts to 
micro-manage the implementation of policy. 

5. 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 master planning process in 
collaboration with the GLA,” and the relationship between policies E5D and 
E7B? 

5.1. The requirement that industrial floor space must be provided before other 
uses threatens deliverability.  Given that the GLA’s own evidence base 
indicates that residential land values are 3.2 times higher than those for 
industrial land17, it is likely that most developments which re-provide 
industrial floor space will require residential elements to be built out first to 
then fund subsequent phases including industrial elements. Viability 
concerns are exacerbated by the requirement that “industrial sites will need 
to meet the 50 per cent threshold for affordable housing” as set out in 
paragraph 6.7.2.   

5.2. The Council agrees that the implementation of policies E4-E7 should be 
done only through planning frameworks including local plans, opportunity 
area planning frameworks, area action plans, and other adopted 
masterplans.  The policies raise issues that are broader than those that 
should be addressed in a planning application.  For instance, particular 
sites might be constrained by issues such as heritage or diversity, which 
means that a site-by-site approach is too restrictive, but a broader spatial 
approach in a masterplan would allow those issues to be considered 
across a wider area which might identify solutions. 

5.3. In Bexley, for example, there are two industrial estates located next to one 
another: the Europa Trading Estate is a multi-occupier industrial estate with 
multiple land owners, and Batts Cables is a self-contained facility owned 
and operated by one user.  The Europa estate’s location within an 
Opportunity Area and adjacent to a railway station means that it has 
significant potential for co-location and limited release, but the site is highly 
unlikely to be optimised unless a masterplan is produced to ensure the 
most appropriate design approach is taken across the area. 

                                                
17 GLA Economics. Economic Evidence Base for London 2016. 
https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/economic_evidence_base_2016.compressed.pdf. Table 
4.1, p.143. 
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5.4. A masterplan-led approach would also allow for the strategic 
implementation of this policy, informed by borough- or area-wide evidence 
bases regarding existing industrial capacity and potential for intensification.  
The recently undertaken audit of designated industrial land in the Bexley 
Riverside Opportunity Area, for example, provides a snapshot of industrial 
land across the opportunity area, highlighting which sites are underused 
and appropriate for redevelopment and others which have potential for 
intensification.  This allows for a strategic perspective in which land use 
across the area is optimised; by contrast, if considered on a site-by-site 
basis, developers would simply scramble to meet the policy requirements, 
thereby failing to realise potential opportunities. 

5.5. Relying on masterplans would also improve development viability, allowing 
sites to come forward which otherwise might not.   

5.6. Given the benefits a masterplan approach provides, the policies should be 
amended to state clearly that determination of planning applications should 
have regard to masterplan documents and not be done on an ad hoc, case 
by case basis.  In particular, the statement in paragraph 6.7.2A “there 
should be a development agreement in place between the industrial 
developer and associated (non-industrial) developers” should be removed 
because these agreements should be established at the development 
stage, not the plan-making stage.  Retaining this requirement would cause 
confusion about whether the policies should be implemented through 
planning decisions or through plan-making. 

6. 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? 

6.1. The Council agrees with the ambition to facilitate the substitution of some 
of London’s industrial capacity beyond the boundaries of Greater London, 
but the approach outlined in E7F is unlikely to be effective. 

6.2. London is not an island and homes and jobs can be supplied outside of its 
boundary; indeed, this is already the case today.  Sub-regional markets do 
not end at invisible borders.  In the Council’s discussions with local 
landowners and businesses about their needs, it is access to markets, 
connections, and infrastructure that is cited as their priority, regardless of 
whether or not that is within London. 

6.3. The draft London Plan recognises this reality but fails to set out a 
framework to effectively facilitate meeting demand for industrial land with 
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a cross-boundary approach.  The draft Plan has already been published 
and as a result the approach is established.  The GLA should have worked 
collaboratively with outer London boroughs and neighbouring authorities 
before drafting the Plan to agree how much industrial capacity can be 
provided outside of London.  This should have then been reflected in 
reduced floorspace requirement projections within London. 

6.4. The ambition to facilitate the substitution of some of London’s industrial 
capacity in related markets beyond the capital’s boundaries raises 
questions over the highly detailed and restrictive nature of draft policies 
E4-E7.  The recognition that industry can be accommodated outside of 
London is an implicit recognition that London can in fact afford to lose some 
industrial floor space, particularly where that land could be optimised for 
other uses.  The policies should therefore be amended to introduce more 
flexibility and to allow local authorities to account for local circumstances, 
including calculating no net loss based on existing floor space capacity. 


