
Land for Industry, Logistics and Services to Support London’s Economic 

Function  
 

This is the written statement of London Borough of Brent to the Matter M62 questions. 
 
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 industrial activity over the plan period? In particular:  
  

 a) Are the industrial job growth projections and associated estimates of 

land and floorspace requirements justified? 

  

The policy approach for industrial land in the emerging London Plan is informed in 
particular by the London Industrial Land Demand Study (CAG Consulting, 2017) (LILDS) 

and the London Industrial Land Supply and Economy Study (AECOM, 2016). The LILDS 
based on employment projections from GLA Economics, identifies that the rate of loss of 
industrial floorspace is much reduced. The Study applies London-wide sector growth rates 

to 2014 BRES data (grossed up to account for self-employment), and thus takes no 
account of the particular trends or performance of sectors at a local/ borough-level. It 

assumes consistent growth rates for employment in sectors across London. 

  

Projections for industrial land needs are driven by employment forecasts.  It should be 
noted that in some parts of the country the relationship between employment and 

floorspace trends in the manufacturing sector can be relatively weak given changes in the 
structure of the sector and productivity improvements. For some boroughs it is notable 

that the two approaches generate very different outcomes.  For example for Ealing the 
trend-based model showing a -4 ha demand compared to -34 ha based on the 
employment-based approach. The average of the two approaches is taken in drawing 

conclusions, rather than considering the appropriateness of each approach (or others).  As 
such there could be a greater capacity for loss of industrial space than the GLA assumes. 

 

For warehouse and logistics space, the LILDS does not present a particularly clear picture 
of trends in demand or stock. It mixes two datasets (VOA and LDD data) to provide a 
relatively unclear picture of what has happened with warehouse floorspace. Suggesting 

that since 2008 demand has been constrained by supply. The risk in using 1998-2008 
trend data is that it does not reflect more recent changes to the warehousing and logistics 

sector and its operational requirements. Technological advances, changing shopping 
patterns and increasing industrial land values are driving considerable change.  

 

It is well documented that due to increased parcel volumes companies such as DPD, DHL 

and Hermes are moving to a hub and spoke model, generally with one or two main national 
UK sorting hubs outside of the North/South Circular, and multiple smaller units (spokes) 

within the North Circular. Click and collect is an increasing feature on our high streets. At 
the same time companies such as Amazon are using automation to achieve efficiencies 
which reduces space requirements. On the basis of these significant changes use of past 

trend data without sensitivity testing is not considered robust. It does not take into account 
scope for efficiencies to reduce space requirements. Consideration is also needed as to 

what extent future warehouse space will remain within industrial employment sites or if it 
will increasingly form part of the high street as part of smaller ‘spokes.’ 

 

There is also a need to consider whether suitable sites exist within London to accommodate 

the very large shed requirements associated with storage and distribution.  This does not 
just mean the land area, but whether such sites are realistically likely to become available.  
The example of the recently developed large distribution units being developed at Origin 

Park, Park Royal which is referenced by the GLA study, is unique.  It was part of an 



exceptionally large site (former Guinness brewery) which had one landowner and therefore 

did not have the issue of needing to displace existing occupiers and parcel up a larger site.  
Within Brent, SIL and LSIS are characterised in the main by relatively small parcels of land 

with low levels of vacancy.  These sites will be difficult to parcel together to provide larger 
scale development opportunities.  As such, even if the capacity estimates are considered 
appropriate, it does not necessarily follow that their floorspace requirements should be 

translated into a ‘provide capacity’ figure, as this will over inflate the target, whilst 
probably not leading to floorspace provision that would meet the identified needs.   

As identified above, on this basis the policies are considered to not be suitably evidenced 

and therefore unjustified. 

 

 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? 

 

There is some potential tension within the policy as it is not clear which would take 

priority where the two elements of the policy might be competing.  Yard space needs are 
likely to be very different between employment sectors, whilst in terms of land use, 

maximum flexibility is likely to be sought in relation to any employment floorspace 
provided.   

 

By seeking no loss of industrial floorspace capacity (or 0.65 whichever is greater) and 

maintenance of yard space, the proposed approach of the GLA points to multi-storey 
industrial development in nearly all development scenarios.  This is because more recent 

industrial development, particularly for warehousing and distribution uses is typically 
between 0.4 and 0.5 plot ratio taking account of modern servicing requirements.  The 
Origin Park site at Park Royal which is quoted by the GLA’s study as a success story in 

terms of rents achieved has a plot ratio of 0.46.  Redevelopment of sites to meet modern 
day servicing requirements/ yard space plus the minimum of replacing existing 

floorspace or a 0.65 plot ratio (or in the case of Brent perhaps a further 10%+ 
floorspace on top of this to meet the “provide capacity” requirement) will therefore 
require additional storeys.   

 

In Brent currently, using an historical typology of between 0.4-0.5 plot ratio for a B8 
employment only scheme, Local Plan viability testing undertaken in October 2018 

indicates that such development is only viable in a few locations.  For B1c and B2 it 
would be unviable in all locations.  Individual site assessments provided in association 
with applications submitted and scrutinised by the Council over the last few years point 

to the unviable nature of pure employment development.  As such measures to provide 
additional floorspace in most cases currently will reduce viability.  This will be 

compounded if it results in more complicated construction requirements for multi-storey 
warehousing/ industrial space.   

 

Notwithstanding the Origin Park site, new purpose built pure employment development 

in Brent in the context of the overall land allocated to employment has been virtually 
non-existent over the last decade.  Such delivery is usually only likely where the 

occupier is the freeholder and has an operational requirement to remain in the area.  
Practical experience and current viability assessment work for Brent indicate it is only 
when residential or other more valuable non-SIL and LSIS policy compliant uses are 

introduced into mixed use developments that viability increases to support new 
employment floorspace.  In these cases the cost of provision of employment floorspace 

means compliance with affordable housing policy is variable, dependent on location.  
Unless greater flexibility is shown (in association with the masterplanning process of co-



location/ intensification) the policy proposal could well to lead to continued stagnation in 

Brent’s industrial land/ buildings stock.  This stagnation could be exacerbated by the 
predicted reduced vacancy levels and increasing rents due to demand.  This will 

undermine the incentive for property owners to redevelop their premises, unless there 
are very significant rises in industrial values.   

 

The continued prosperity of Brent’s economy is important to the Council, it does not 

want to encourage its demise and ideally wants to see increases in floorspace.  As such 
Brent has taken a ‘common sense’ approach to employment sites.  This is that it is 
better to support redevelopment of existing low quality employment space not meeting 

modern employers’ needs and get investment in new space better suited to 
requirements as well as provide for additional homes/ social infrastructure facilities 

where the opportunity arises.  In line with the London Plan we will seek to increase 
provision where possible, but this has to be weighed up against other wider sustainable 

development benefits. 

 

 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?  

 

It is understood that there are likely to be sub-regional variations in industrial land 
needs.  In the context of London’s overall needs however, the case for limited release on 
sites is difficult to understand.  The ‘provide’ capacity and associated intensification of 

industrial sites is untested and as identified above without flexibility in relation to 
allowing other uses to cross-subsidise it is likely to be unviable.  As such the retention of 

identified site capacity, rather than allowing “limited release”, which would allow for 
more traditional plots ratios to be achieved would at this stage make sense. 

 

The London Industrial Land Demand Study (2017) (CAG Consultants) identifies a need 

for Brent to provide in the region of 46.9ha of industrial land up to 2041. This is 
equivalent to approximately an additional 10% of the existing designated employment 

land.  This requirement has emerged post agreement on the London Strategic Housing 
Land Availability Assessment (LSHLAA) sites/ large sites housing target for individual 
sites.  Whilst the GLA removed any former assumptions about delivery of housing on 

current designated employment sites, the need for additional industrial has not been 
factored into other sites outside those areas.  As such the GLA is setting a housing target 

and employment target without sufficiently taking account of the consequential impact of 
Brent’s ‘provide capacity’ status on the sites in the borough to provide for both of these 
increased needs.  In Brent, as most land apart from open space is effectively in active 

use with values greater than industrial (except for social infrastructure), there will not be 
any potential to identify additional pure employment site allocations to meet this target.  

As such it will need to be delivered by greater intensification of employment floorspace 
on existing industrial sites, or within what would have previously been identified for 
other uses. 

 

As identified, in relation to question b) pure employment development in Brent is in most 
cases currently unviable.  Without enabling development through other more lucrative 

uses being introduced on existing employment sites, in all but exceptional cases it is not 
likely to increase provision of employment space within SIL or LSIS.  Making other 
‘mixed use’ developments outside SIL and LSIS provide employment space could provide 

the potential for additional capacity.  Nevertheless, it will have other impacts in terms of 
reducing assumed dwellings capacity from large scale SHLAA sites and also the windfall 

small sites (which will also be impacted by employment floorspace by default now likely 
being sought for retention), as well as affordable housing delivery due to impacts on 
viability. 



 

 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? 

   
No response. 

 
 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?  

 

See above answer to b), which indicates it is not due to existing development patterns/ 

occupier needs which result in lower plot ratios than the policy proposes and that 
currently intensification to a minimum 0.65 is unviable and will therefore not be 

effective.  Where older industrial sites have an existing plot ratio over the 0.45, 
experience within Brent is that this is often cited by chartered property experts of 
industrial premises as not meeting modern occupiers’ requirements for servicing/ 

delivery. 

  

 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? 

 

Criteria E7D.4 allows the loss of viable Non-Designated Industrial Sites on the grounds 
that alternative accommodation is available in reasonable proximity. Brent currently has 
a robust policy to protect Non-Designated Industrial Sites and is concerned this criteria 

could impede its ability to protect such sites. Given that 90ha of Brent’s industrial land 
supply comprises Non-Designated Industrial Sites (GLA Industrial Land Supply and 

Economy Study, 2015), this could severely impact our ability to provide additional 
industrial capacity. For consistency with national policy local planning authorities’ criteria 
for Non-Designated Industrial Sites should be a matter for Local Plans based on evidence 

of local business need and demand.  

 

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

preparation of local plans and neighbourhood plans?  

 

Some policies stray beyond the strategic to the very detailed. For example the definition 
of what constitutes ‘no reasonable prospect’ of a site coming forward is best defined at a 

local level taking into account local demand and whether a borough is to release, retain 
or provide capacity. Furthermore, many boroughs have their own detailed marketing 
requirements which go beyond criteria outlined in paragraph 6.7.4. This paragraph will 

be unhelpful if it is interpreted as superseding local requirements. This will particularly 
be an issue for boroughs which are to provide capacity where an even more stringent 

approach will be required.  

 

 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? 

 

A co-ordinated masterplan process in collaboration with the GLA and borough strikes the 
right balance. Further GLA guidance such as in the Industrial Intensification and Co-

Location Through Plan-Led and Masterplan Approaches Practice Note November 2018 is 



helpful. It allows a mechanism whereby sites can be brought forward for a 

comprehensive scheme without being dependant on a Local Plan review.  As indicated 
above however, Brent has concerns about the viability of retaining existing floorspace or 

0.65 whichever is the higher and how as a ‘provide capacity’ borough Brent is likely to be 
expected to provide even more industrial/ employment space.  Some of these retained 
SIL and LSIS sites have very good access to public transport and have been subject to 

on-going substantial transformational change as a result of release of employment sites.  
The employment that remains is often very poor quality premises/ townscape in gateway 

locations.   Whilst the argument may be put forward that these sites can be improved as 
employment areas through intensification led by a masterplanning approach, viability will 
be critical.  There will have to be more of an incentive for landowners to want to bring 

forward their sites than the current proposed policy context might allow.  The Council 
would like to see greater flexibility in the policy for masterplanning to take account of 

wider sustainability matters apart from employment, such as an intensification of land 
use overall, townscape improvements and benefits to the local community.  The need to 
retain and ideally provide more employment floorspace to meet identified needs 

however, would remain a fundamental outcome.  

 

In relation to co-location/ intensification the requirement through policy E5d for other 

uses to not be allowed within SIL areas is insufficiently flexible particularly for master-
planning purposes.  The notion that SIL and LSIS has to be ‘released’ militates against 
vertical mixed use development and will probably make intensification harder to deliver 

as there will be less ‘pure’ industrial land remaining to develop on.  It is not 
inconceivable that high quality premises containing the uses identified set out in c) can 

be provided as mixed use development, with the safeguards in place to ensure that 
adjacent SIL or LSIS premises are not compromised.    In these cases co-location should 
not constitute the release of SIL and LSIS, as these sites will continue serve an industrial 

function by providing at least the equivalent quantum of industrial floorspace, as 
required by policy E7. Designation as SIL or LSIS should be retained to ensure there is 

no reduction in industrial floorspace or loss of function through future redevelopment. 

 

 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? 

 

The policy places the requirement to identify opportunities for substitution with the 

boroughs. Delivering substitution will require a high level of collaboration with wider 
South East authorities and is something that requires a strategic London-wide approach. 

It should therefore fall within the scope of policy SD2 as a challenge and opportunity the 
Mayor should work with partners across the Wider South East to address. 

 

 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? 

 

The Council considers that this approach can work.  Both residential developers and 
employment providers are increasingly appearing to recognise that with existing land 

availability constraints, co-location/ vertical integration is likely to be a model of delivery 
that will increase in the future.  The Council has recently allowed vertical co-location on 

LSIS.  Notwithstanding current SIL and LSIS designations, due to land shortages 
residential developers are purchasing or obtaining options on these industrial sites.  This 
further brings into question the extent to which redevelopment for pure employment will 

occur.  There is much developer/ landowner interest in taking forward the masterplan 
approach for LSIS and SIL sites.  As indicated previously however, pure employment 



uses developments are pre-dominantly not viable in Brent currently, so there are likely 

to be implications for the amount of affordable housing that can be delivered as 
residential values will have to subsidise the employment. 

 

 k) How would policies E4-E7 affect the implementation of Policy GG4 

“delivering the homes Londoners need”?  
 

As set out in response to point I, for those boroughs that are required to provide 
industrial capacity the policy approach will impact on their ability to achieve housing 

targets identified in the SHLAA. The balance between the need to deliver housing and 
industrial employment uses needs to be recognised. 

 

Given the significant pressure on land for housing it will be challenging for boroughs to 

achieve additional employment capacity through ‘pure’ employment land allocations.  A 
key failing is that boroughs were not made aware of their Policy E4 categorisation and 

demand figures when undertaking the LSHLAA. The SHLAA was a robust and extensive 
process, which identified all potential development sites in each borough. During this 
process boroughs could have considered a site’s potential to provide the employment 

capacity required, and revised housing figures accordingly. 

 

Total 3161 words including matters questions. 

 


