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

 
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:  

Reference to “industrial” or “industry” in these matters includes all types of economic 

activity referred to in policy E4A(1)-(9A) incorporating the Minor Suggested Changes.  

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

floorspace requirements justified?  

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?  

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?  

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?  

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?  

f) Is the approach set out in Policy E7D towards “non-designated industrial sites” (36% 

of total amount of industrial land16) justified and consistent with national policy?  

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 

frameworks17” and “a co-ordinated masterplanning process in collaboration with the 

GLA”, and the relationship between policies E5D and E7B?  

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?  

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?  

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

homes Londoners need”?  
 

The Policies E4 to E7 may not 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. 



A considerable increase in low cost work space will be required for small and 
emerging enterprises (SME) in key locations where they can best relate to 

associated businesses nearby. Existing premises and space for that must be 
protected. 

 
EiP library paper NLP/EC/009 is important for supporting places of work for 
incubators, accelerators and co-working spaces. 

 
In January 2017 the Government published an Industrial Strategy Green 

paper for consultation. It aims to improve living standards and economic growth 
by increasing productivity and driving growth across the whole country. 
The Mayor gave his response published on 11th August 2017. ‘Supporting 

businesses to start and grow’ was the fourth section of the response. 
 

In his covering note he wrote that many small businesses operating in London 
do not benefit from an even playing field on a national scale. Whilst there are 
obvious benefits to operating in London, there are also inherent costs which 

have been exacerbated by recent Government policy – such as the 
disproportionate impacts of the recent revaluation of business rates. 

 
He wrote of the GLA support to financial services, life sciences, creative 

industries, tourism and technology – and new sub sectors like fintech, edtech, 
medtech and advanced urban services. He stressed the importance of skills. 
 

M62 a) – Yes. The industrial job growth projections and associated estimates of 
land and floorspace requirements are justified. 

 
The GLA conducted a full audit of the Park Royal industrial estate and mapped it 
to produce input for policies in the OPDC Local Plan for the Opportunity Area. 

London’s local authorities need to do that for ‘industrial’ and business workspace 
in their borough. Policy E4 A applies to that for “land reviews” but it does not 

state that they should be carried out. 
 
PROPOSAL: There should be an additional paragraph 6.4.5C:- 

‘Boroughs should conduct audits of their current industrial land and map 
it and maintain a requirements register for workspace of all types that 

need to be accommodated.’ 
 
Policy E2 is important for low cost business space as covered by Matter M60. 

 
M62 b) – Yes.  

 
The aim of ensuring no overall net loss of industrial floorspace capacity and 
other workspace is justified. It would support the aim for ensuring the 

availability of quantities of land and premises for industrial uses but what results 
may not be sufficient to meet those needs unless Policy E4 D for additional 

capacity is achieved. Due to the housing backlog, there will continue to be 
demands upon industrial and other SME workspace for new homes. That is made 
more difficult by the Government’s unreasonable imposition of permitted 

development rights for conversions which have not been subject to IIA reviews. 
 



The “release of industrial land” in Policy S4 C should be strongly resisted 
because any borough may not know of the pan-London requirements for it. 

 
PROPOSAL: Paragraph 6.4.5B should have added the words 

‘Boroughs should not allow release of industrial land until checking with 
other local authorities and the GLA that there is not a need for it, of 
which they might not be aware, and after considering future demand 

and backlog. The ‘London Industrial Land Demand Study’ (CAG 
Consultants et al, Oct 2017) should be taken into account. See also 

Policy E7 for co-location and substitution, particularly paragraph 6.7.4.’ 
 
Policy E4 E should prevent release of industrial land in east London due to the 

poor transport connections that would be inadequate for that required for 
housing. 

 
Industrial uses that may move from other parts of London should be considered 
before release. That would meet the requirements of Policy E8 C 3) for 

availability of “conventional space for expanding businesses to grow or move 
on.”  

 
The concept of mixed-use development and building above existing 

commercial/industrial uses is not new. More than 20 years ago Government 
commissioned research on mixed-use development considered both horizonal 
and vertical mixed-use development and in 2001 published research by London 

Residential Research on the scope in London for building new homes above or 
alongside commercial development, including on car parks, above supermarkets, 

petrol stations and industrial uses. It was one of the first studies to encourage 
building in the “airspace” above these uses. In 2004, GLA published their “Mixed 
Use Development and Affordable Housing Study” (London Residential 

Research/CBRE), which again featured case studies of building above industrial 
uses. This was followed by ODPM’s ‘Employment Land Reviews: Guidance Note’ 

(2004). 
 
So what is new? The rate at which Strategic Industrial Land (SIL) has been lost 

to housing in the last five years, has raised concern. This has led to the proposal 
in Policy E7  

• to intensify the business uses of SIL sites (E7A),  
• to promote mixed-use or residential developments on Non-Designated 

Industrial Sites, including mixed-use developments which “co-locate” 

industrial and residential uses (E7D), to intensify industrial uses on site 
ensuring that there is no overall net loss of industrial, storage and 

warehousing floorspace (E7E). 
 
This policy needs to be spelt out in some detail, because: 

 
• the requirements of the policy need to be very clear to both London 

boroughs receiving applications and developers who wish to take 
advantage of it; 

• it provides a strategic approach to be applied across London; and 

• this enables such developments to be considered at the earliest 
opportunity. 

 



PROPOSAL: The London Plan team might consider more content in the 
paragraphs of guidance following that part of Policy E7 and the 

production of an SPG on intensifying industrial and commercial sites. 
 

London Forum strongly supports this policy as a pragmatic way of maintaining 
industrial floorspace, whilst allowing new residential development. This will work 
best where such sites are well-connected to local services, amenities and social 

infrastructure. This would suggest that, in addition to Policy E7, the policy 
criteria that apply to Small Sites (H2) should also apply to these sites. This 

should be embraced through the “plan-led approach” proposed in E7F. 
 
There have been objections that the policy is too detailed, especially the use of 

illustrative material. Since few London boroughs or developers seem to 
understand the concept of “co-location” of uses and no net loss of 

industrial/commercial floorspace, this level of detail is essential, but should later 
be superseded by an SPG on intensifying industrial and commercial sites whilst 
maintaining the supply of industrial/commercial floorspace. 

 
 

M62 c) – Yes. The broad categorisation for managing industrial capacity is a 
robust approach which guides boroughs and developers on where industrial 

floorspace should be retained, where limited release may be possible and where 
additional capacity should be provided. This will be reviewed in detail by 
boroughs when preparing or revising their Local Plan. 

 
The borough-level capacity categorisations (“retain”, “provide”, or “limited 

release”) set out in Table 6.2 should help to prevent continued loss of industrial 
land that has been happening at too great a rate. However, as above, few 
boroughs will know the London-wide needs for industrial, commercial and SME 

workspace. 
 

PROPOSAL: The three boroughs in the north-east of London in Table 6.2 
marked for limited release of industrial floor space capacity should have 
cross reference to Paragraph 6.4.5B (extended as proposed above.) 

 
Six boroughs are to provide additional industrial floorspace capacity. That could 

limit their achievement against their housing targets and London Forum 
suggests that one or more of them should comment on that at the EiP hearing 
on this subject for the Panel to consider the implications. 

 
No boroughs in the ‘Retain capacity’ category should be allowed or encouraged 

to avoid creating increased industrial land capacity if it is possible to do so. 
 
PROPOSAL: Add to paragraph 6.4.7 the words 

‘Boroughs in the ‘Retain’ category should continue to seek additional 
industrial land capacity that may be needed in London at any time.’ 

 
Paragraph 6.4.5B states in its second sentence that “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.” London Forum is 



concerned about that because such sites may be suitable for unmet needs for 
which capacity may be hard to find. 

 
PROPOSAL: Delete the second sentence of paragraph 6.4.5B 

 
M62 d) – Yes, as in Table 6.2.  
 

The 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 are likely to be where existing uses require more space and where 
some Outer London Development Centres (Policy E8 G) are of a type that would 
require such space. 

 
M62 e) – No comment 

 
M62 f) – Yes. the NPPF 2012 (para 17, 9th bullet) explicitly promotes mixed-use 
developments, as well as the general aim to plan positively for objectively-

assessed need and bring forward sufficient sites through the local plan. 
 

The approach set out in Policy E7D towards “non-designated industrial sites” 
(36% of total amount of industrial land) is justified but London Forum has 

concerns about co-locating residential and mixed-use development with ongoing 
industrial uses. Too often, new residents have forced the closure of nearby 
industrial workspace due to noise, lighting, vehicle movements or odours. 

Policy E7 E 2), 3) and 4) may prevent such problems from occurring but the 
mitigation recommended must be achieved by a borough in its negotiation with 

a developer. 
 
M62 g) – Yes. 

 
Policies E4-E7 would provide an effective strategic context for the preparation of 

local plans and neighbourhood plans providing the changes London Forum has 
proposed above are included in the NLP. 
 

M62 h) – Yes. Policies E5D and E7B both see major SIL sites coming forward 
through a co-ordinated masterplanning process in collaboration with the GLA 

and the relevant borough as a means of securing the strategic policies for such 
sites.  
 

There is a lack of guidance in Policies E4 to E7 on the approach boroughs should 
take to determining planning applications which relate to industrial land. That is 

in contrast to the current London Plan which has sections in most policies for 
that purpose. Boroughs are given a good basis for development management in 
the policies in draft NLP Chapter 6 but the London Plan team might consider if 

additional paragraphs after some policies would assist consistent decision 
making across all boroughs. 

 
M62 i) – Policy E7 F for collaboration across local authority boundaries on 
industrial capacity is as required by the Duty to Cooperate from the Localism Act 

2011. Although the Government withdrew its guidance on this subject on 13th 
September 2018, it applies still to London and the NLP because its inclusion in 



the NPPF 2018 is not applicable to the assessment of the draft NLP which is to 
be carried out on the legislation and policies applying in December 2017. 

 
The wording of Policy E7 F is 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. 
 

Any local authority considering such industrial land substitution should be guided 
in considering sustainability by the content of Policy E7 F 2) and 3) and 

paragraph 6.7.2A. 
 
M62 j) – The evidence is from previous studies and good practice guidance over 

the last 20 years. Despite increasing amounts of mixed-use developments, most 
are horizontal rather than vertical mixing and few involve industrial uses. These 

developments will not appeal to “traditional” developers of single-use 
developments, such as industrial or housing schemes, who will see Policy E7 as 
ruling out their preferred approach, and see Policy E7 and Figure 6.3 as too 

detailed and/or prescriptive. The degree of detail is essential to making the 
policy work, and the requirements will be reflected in the residual land value.  

 
See also: Jessica Ferm and Edward Jones, Mixed use “regeneration” of 

employment land in the post-industrial city: Challenges and realities in 
London, European Planning Studies, August 2016  - case studies from 
Camden and Lewisham  

 
Mixed use ‘regeneration’ of employment land in the post-industrial city: 

Challenges and realities in London.  http://bit.ly/2FP45DR 

 
M62 k) – This policy would enable more housing to be built on land that 
previously would have been protected for industrial or commercial uses. Whether 

these sites produce a significant contribution will depend not only on their size 
but also their location in relation to town centres, their degree of accessibility to 

public transport, local services, amenities and social infrastructure – the same 
criteria as any sites that come forward as site allocations in the Local Plan.  
 

References: 

 

GLA - Mixed Use Development and Affordable Housing Study  -  

http://bit.ly/2U6IJ8G 

 
This report was commissioned by the Greater London Authority in May 2003. 
The research and report writing has been undertaken by London 

Residential Research 
 

Published 1 December 2004 
Employment Land Reviews: Guidance Note 
Ref: ISBN 1851127593PDF, 744KB 

Ministry of Housing, Communities & Local Government 
This publication was withdrawn on 7 March 2014 

Archived and replaced by the new planning practice guidance launched on 
6th March 2014 on an external website. 



Policies E4-E7 would affect the implementation of Policy GG4 for “delivering the 
homes Londoners need” by possibly causing the removal from 2017 SHLAA of 

some sites boroughs had thought might be used for housing before the draft NLP 
was available. 

 
The need to retain industrial land and to create more of it, as in Chapter 6, could 
be in conflict with the drive for more homes. That may result in pressure for 

more intensification of land use for housing but it should not be allowed to lead 
to tall buildings of the wrong type in the wrong places. 


