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LONDON BOROUGH OF RICHMOND UPON THAMES 
 

1.1 This statement has been prepared by the London Borough of Richmond upon 
Thames, and it relates only to Matter 62 (Land for Industry, Logistics and Services to 
Support London’s Economic Function).  It should be read in conjunction with 
Richmond Council’s response to the draft New London Plan consultation, submitted on 
2 March 2018. 

 
1.2 The Council welcomes the GLA’s commitment to maintaining a sufficient supply of 

employment land and premises, and to take into account strategic and local 
employment land reviews.  The Council believes it important to use a local evidence 
base in order to enable the protection of key employment sites and to ensure that 
residential development that is proposed is not to the detriment of industrial and office 
locations. 

 
1.3 However, the potential for intensification, co-location and substitution potentially 

undermines the Council’s attempts to protect the remaining small-scale industrial sites 
dotted across the borough. Since 2013, the Council’s monitoring over the five years 
shows a significant loss in excess of 18,000sqm of employment floorspace that was in 
B1c, B2 and B8 use (excluding any Sui Generis employment floorspace) despite the 
already existing protective policy approach; hence the need for a strong position that 
cannot be undermined.       

 
1.4 The response by the London Borough of Richmond upon Thames in relation to the 

Panel’s questions is as follows:  
 
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?   
 
Yes if London is to continue growing and having an economy and jobs to support that 
growth.   
 

b)  Is the aim of ensuring no overall net loss of (i) industrial floor space capacity 
and (ii) operational yard space capacity across London in designated Strategic 
Industrial Locations (SIL) and Locally Significant Industrial Sites (LSIS) justified 
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and realistic, and would achieving that objective ensure the availability of a 
sufficient quantity of land and premises for industrial uses?  

 
1.5 i) There continues to be considerable pressure from residential use to locate on 

employment land.  The aspiration of “no net loss of industrial floorspace capacity” is 
welcome; however, it does not go far enough given the recent huge loss of industrial 
space in the capital. The Council is particularly concerned that the phrase “no net loss” 
does not apply to non-designated industrial sites, which make up approximately 36% 
of industrial capacity in London. In addition, conversion could potentially result in 
further loss of more than a third of capacity in the capital and a higher and more 
significant loss in this and other boroughs with small industrial sites scattered across 
mixed use and residential areas.   
 

1.6 This Council therefore requests changes to the policy to allow boroughs, where 
supported and justified by local evidence and circumstances, to go further and seek 
the principle of no net loss across all industrial sites, not just designated SILS and 
LSIS. This is particularly important for a borough like Richmond, where the evidence 
shows a severe shortage of industrial land.  

 
1.7 We would seek the removal of wording in Policy E4 part C (2nd sentence) as follows:  

• “This should ensure that in overall terms across London there is no net loss of 
industrial floorspace capacity (and operational yard space capacity) within 
designated SIL and LSIS.” 

 
1.8 The first sentence in paragraph 6.4.5 should also be amended as follows: 

• “Based upon this evidence, this Plan addresses the need to retain sufficient 
industrial, logistics and related capacity by seeking, as a general principle, no 
overall net loss of industrial floorspace capacity across London in designated 
SIL and LSIS.” 

 
1.9 ii)    We believe the aim of ensuring no net loss of yard space capacity in policy E4 is 

justified and necessary. Development proposals must ensure sufficient yard space is 
provided having regard to the operational requirements of uses now and potentially in 
the future. These are the types of businesses that need to service London's growing 
and changing character (e.g. 24-hour economy, intensified housing and office-based 
businesses, growing tourism, reduced vehicle usage), which will necessarily have to 
reside in the outer boroughs.  They will not be able to function properly if we do not 
maintain the right amount of operational yard space.  
 

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?   
 

1.10 The approach is justified. However, given the significant pressure from 
owners/occupiers for residential/mixed use development and the flexibility that the 
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draft plan provides to release business space, the “retention” objective may be difficult 
to achieve.  

 
1.11 The Mayor therefore needs to address this contradiction within the policy by changing 

the policy as follows:  
 

• Amend Policy E4 E as follows: “Any release of industrial capacity in line with 
part C should reflect the local and strategic evidence of demand and 
supply of industrial land in the borough, the industrial property market 
area and the borough level categorisation. The release should be focused 
in locations that are (or are planned to be) well-connected by public transport, 
walking and cycling and contribute to other planning priorities including housing 
(and particularly affordable housing), schools and other infrastructure.” 
 

• Change the first sentence of paragraph 6.4.7 as follows: “Boroughs in the 
‘Retain’ category should seek to intensify industrial floorspace capacity 
following the general principle of no net loss across designated SIL and 
LSIS.”  

 
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?  
 

1.12 Given the recent GLA research this is likely. In those areas where there is expected 
significant growth or evidence of a shortage of suitable available land. However, the 
approach needs to be realistic given limited land supply and constraints across 
London.  In this borough, the Richmond Local Plan (adopted in July 2018) 
acknowledged that the Plan is unable to meet the objectively assessed housing and 
employment needs due to such constraints. There is robust and up to date evidence 
on employment needs within LB Richmond and the Local Plan policies set out a clear 
approach to protect the borough’s remaining employment land.  

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?  
 

1.13 Paragraph 6.4.5 states that “Floorspace 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).”  This is supported. London depends on a wide range of 
industrial, logistics and related uses that are essential to the functioning of its economy 
and for servicing the needs of its growing population, as well as contributing towards 
employment opportunities for Londoners. The growth in e-commerce is impacting on 
the UK supply chain and directly on industry.   An efficient storage and distribution 
system requires vehicle parking, and van and lorry turning space is essential to service 
a mix of industrial premises.  Higher plot ratios are likely to cause greater operational 
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difficulties depending upon the types of uses and so 65% seems to be a realistic plot 
ratio.  
 

1.14 The Council is seeking a change to paragraph 6.4.5B as follows: 
• “The principle of no net loss of industrial floorspace capacity applies to overall 

areas of SIL and LSIS, and not necessarily to individual sites within them. 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. However, where locally evidenced that a no net loss approach is 
justified, this may be applied to locally identified employment sites by 
boroughs in their Development Plans.” 

 
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?  
 

1.15 No, the policy is not supported. The approach is a clear shift in policy relating to local 
(non-designated) industrial sites, requiring these to be justified by evidence for their 
continued protection.  The overall impact of the new policies on industrial land may be 
to create the potential to intensify the business uses on the site and release part of the 
protected land through the local plan process for other uses including housing. The 
policy only protects the capacity of these sites for employment, not the total amount of 
land, an approach which could fail to increase future employment and economic 
benefits of these currently protected areas. LB Richmond is identified as an area 
where the industrial capacity should be retained (rather than increased or reduced).  
 

1.16 The Council supports the draft Plan proposals to retain industrial floorspace within 
London; and this is supported by the Council’s own evidence and the up-to-date Local 
Plan (adopted 2018) policy approach. The Council however has concerns about the 
practicalities and feasibility of seeking to achieve housing on industrial land by 
intensifying the use of industrial land in order to free some of it up for housing. These 
concerns include the practicality of co-locating residential and industrial uses. In many 
instances, such an approach will result in only relatively benign industrial uses (i.e. 
storage) being delivered in order to address adverse amenity impacts of introducing 
residential to the area. Existing practice within this borough demonstrates that 
generally commercial floorspace in mixed use development often ends up being poorly 
marketed and not let, and then whole sites are put forward for wholly residential use.  

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

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? 
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1.17 The Council has a plan-led approach to designation of the Key Office Areas and 

Locally Important Industrial Land and Business Parks (which are de facto the 
Borough’s “Locally Significant Industrial Sites” as set out in the London Plan) and site 
allocations for development. A Masterplan approach is taken for redevelopment of 
larger sites.  LB Richmond upon Thames contains no designated Strategic Industrial 
Locations or Opportunity Areas. The suggested outputs could be helpful for the 
retention and intensification of industrial uses on what are broadly seen by developers 
and landowners as potentially mainly housing sites.  
 

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? 
 

1.18 The Council seeks to foster growth compatible with policies on transportation, 
conservation of the environment and providing locally accessible employment 
opportunities for residents as well as meeting the needs of local and small firms on 
appropriate sites.  This objective for a sustainable future would be seriously 
undermined by substitution of our already limited capacity to elsewhere beyond 
London’s boundaries.   The Mayor therefore needs to address this inconsistency within 
the policy by removing this reference to substitution of London’s capacity beyond its 
boundary and delete Part F of Policy E7 in its entirety. 
 

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?  
 

1.19 Whilst the Council recognises that in principle there could be opportunities to introduce 
residential (including affordable housing) without harm to the employment land 
capacity, provided there is no unacceptable impact, there is a concern that introducing 
residential development on existing industrial sites will most likely preclude B2 General 
industrial.  Much of LB Richmond’s industrial land is on small estates with relatively 
poor access to the strategic transport network, reducing the likelihood of industrial 
intensification being attractive to developers and able to be achieved to an acceptable 
design standard. This plan makes no allowance for that, and also seems to neglect the 
reality that some activities and jobs will continue to be "dirty", "noisy", "unappealing" for 
residents to have on their doorstep.  It is open for developers/landowners to argue that 
it is not feasible and appropriate to provide for employment reprovision, and raise 
expectations among residents that a residential use would be most suitable.  This 
means that much of the London-wide research and guidance on intensification and co-
location (e.g. NLP/EC/031 Industrial Intensification and Co-location study) is not seen 
by developers/landowners as directly relevant in this borough – and measures such as 
increasing massing through extensions, adding height and extra storeys or basements, 
to genuinely enable a mix of land uses, are often not practical due to other policy 
constraints, such as flood risk and conservation areas. 
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1.20 It should be noted that Richmond Council is bidding for funding from the Mayor’s 

Homebuilding Capacity Fund to undertake research and planning guidance on large 
employment sites to identify the potential for flexible hybrid space (B1c/B2/B8) and 
space for micro, small and medium-sized enterprises that may be viable, and how 
these can be accommodated alongside residential uses in order to meet Richmond’s 
housing needs. However, at the moment it is unclear how the Council should 
encourage developers to see the potential for flexible hybrid space alongside enabling 
residential development, and therefore the Council is seeking funding from the 
Homebuilding Capacity Fund to undertake research into its viability.  
 

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

1.21 The SHLAA undertaken for the borough did not assume additional housing from large 
sites identified for employment use in the borough’s protected Key Office Areas and 
Locally Important Industrial Land and Business Parks.  However, the London Plan 
policy approach raises expectations and the Mayor’s position potentially opens up 
industrial areas for mixed use if it can be justified. The Council is aware that other 
boroughs, where re-designation has been justified, have experienced cases where 
developers are not necessarily increasing the industrial capacity side so overall the 
London Plan policy could actually lead to a weakening of capacity. Policy should make 
it clear that industrial areas must be subject to a sequential approach to change of use 
before they can contribute to meeting housing delivery targets.  

 
1.22 Therefore, the Council is seeking the following addition to paragraph 6.7.3 of E7: 
 

• “Outside of areas designated as SIL or LSIS there may be opportunities to 
deliver co-location involving a mix of industrial and residential and/or other uses 
on the same site either side-by-side or through vertical stacking. There must 
be robust and compelling evidence that redevelopment for industrial or 
alternative employment uses has been fully considered before mixed use 
schemes (including other employment generating or community, and 
residential uses) can be progressed, and the residential element only 
subject to not adversely impacting on the other established uses.  Mixed-
use and residential development proposals on existing Non-Designated 
Industrial Sites should ensure either that there is no reasonable prospect of 
the site being used for logistics/ industrial purposes, or incorporate light/general 
industrial or storage/distribution uses or put in place suitable relocation 
arrangements for any businesses/operations affected. 

 
 
Word Count: 1933 (excluding the Panel’s questions and introductory text) 
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