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The following written statement responds to the draft list of matters and questions asked by the examination in 
public (EIP) Panel in respect of item M62.   

This statement to the EIP Panel is made by Michael Sparks Associates (MSA), a multi-disciplinary architectural 
practice that specialises in the provision of employment units for a range of investment funds developers and end-
users in London and across the UK. 

Over the last 5 years, the practice has been involved in the planning and design of 400,000 sq m of industrial and 
warehouse properties within Greater London, and have worked with the London Boroughs of: Barking and 
Dagenham, Bexley, Brent, Bromley, Croydon, Ealing, Enfield, Havering, Hounslow, Hillingdon, Merton, Newham, 
Sutton, Waltham Forest and the Old Ok Common and Old Oak and Park Royal Development Corporation Area. 

Whilst initial representations were not made on the Draft London Plan, after reviewing how the emerging policy will 
be applied in practice, it is clear that the implications of the new Plan policies are likely to impact upon the delivery 
of employment floorspace to serve the London market. 

The industrial and storage and distribution market is dynamic and the occupational market is sensitive to time 
pressures and values certainty for delivery in the provision of new units.  This is especially the case at the present 
time where there is a need for business to retain a competitive edge and allow them to react to uncertain and 
rapidly evolving circumstances. 

 

Land for Industry, Logistics and Services to Support London’s Economic Function Written statements in 
response to M62 may be up to 4,000 words in length.  

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 industrial15 activity over the plan period? In particular:  

a) Are the industrial job growth projections and associated estimates of land and floorspace requirements 
justified?  

There are high levels of demand for employment floorspace at the current time and this is anticipated to grow in 
support of the growing population of London.  Whilst there is currently uncertainty over the future economic 
conditions that may affect London, there needs to be a flexible supply of employment land to allow business to 
react to changing conditions and operational requirements so that jobs can be supported within the confines of 
Greater London.  

 

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?  



The objectives for no net loss of employment land are welcomed as such land needs to be protected to ensure 
that the business needs of London can be accommodated.  The mechanism by which this is monitored, however, 
needs serious consideration to ensure that sufficient land is left for employment needs and is not transferred to 
other uses as has happened over the last 10 years.  The previous policy provisions to allow limited release of 
employment land and monitoring thereof, have clearly not worked. Greater attention needs to be paid to this aspect 
across the Greater London area to provide confidence that the new planning framework for London will operate in 
an effective manner.  A robust monitoring regime that is sfficiently resourced  is therefore required to fully assess 
such issues. 

 

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?  

The categorisations for Hillingdon and Hounslow should be changed to ‘Provide Capacity’ so that more 
employment land is provided in these Boroughs to serve the increased cargo handling capacity of Heathrow Airport 
once this expands. 

The designation for Enfield to Provide Capacity is welcomed, although in order for the Borough to achieve this, the 
release of Green Belt land adjacent to areas of SIL will be required.  The other policies set out within the draft 
London Plan therefore need to be amended to clarify that Local Authorities will be supported in the assessment of 
Green Belt boundaries where this will contribute to the provision of additional employment floorspace and will not 
have a detrimental impact upon the more strategic objectives for Green Belt land as set out within the NPPF. 

As was seen with the approach to the management of employment land since 2001, the key issue in maintaining 
an appropriate supply of employment land for London is establishing a robust monitoring mechanism to ensure 
that employment land is not lost where there is a need for its retention.   

 

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? 

The two largest areas of employment land within London are at Park Royal and within Enfield.  These areas are 
successful due to their connectivity and the fact that they include a significant focus of businesses uses in a single 
location, which assists supply chains and allows different business to interact with each other.  An additional driver 
for the success of Park Royal is its proximity to Heathrow airport, which the Government has now decided should 
expand its role as a hub and to provide additional capacity for London and the south East of England.  

The expansion of Heathrow is likely to affect business users as well as residential areas as additional land is 
needed to provide for the additional runway and facilities.  In itself, the expansion will require the allocation of 
additional employment land to support the airports increased cargo handling, which is scheduled to double to 3 
million tonnes per annum by 2040.   

Additional land should therefore be provided in the areas closest to the airport such as Hounslow and Hillingdon, 
with flexibility provided to release areas of Green Belt to replace any employment areas directly lost by the 
expansion and then to increase capacity to support the cargo handling operations at the airport.  

Innovative forms of development at higher intensity can play a part in increasing industrial capacity, but this is 
generally only viable in the area around Heathrow.  For this to be feasible, however, this requires substantial, 



unconstrained sites that are regular in size.  The ambition to intensify development will therefore not be possible 
in a large number of cases so it is considered that additional land will be required to support employment and cargo 
activity. 

 

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? 

The approach to assessing floorspace and yard space set out in paragraph 6.4.5 is potentially flawed and there is 
a real prospect that taking such a broad approach will not be fit for purpose.   

There is a risk that if the Local Authority uses the 65% plot ratio approach on a broad basis, then the approach 
could potentially lead to less land being available for employment provision.  If it is assumed that existing 
employment land is developed at a plot ratio of 40% but could all be uplifted to a plot ratio of 65% then the 
release of land to alternative uses could be promoted in accordance with the no ‘net loss’ approach.    
 
However, not all sites can be developed at a plot ratio of 65%.  In order for most industrial sites to be fit for 
purpose, they require large areas of service yard to meet the operational needs of occupiers.  In addition, many 
employment sites need to address constraints that can impact upon the efficiency of the development.  Therefore 
to fully assess the industrial capacity in any given area, the Local Authority would need to review each site in 
detail, understand how it could be planned to meet occupiers requirements and then establish whether any form 
of intensification is feasible.  This is a significant amount of work to undertake and it is not considered that Local 
Authorities will necessarily have the time or resourcing to complete such an intensive exercise.  
 
It is considered that this policy will not be effective as it will not necessarily look at the issues with sufficient detail 
or technical expertise to understand whether sites can be intensified or developed at 65% plot ratio. 
 
This is essentially what has happened in Sutton where land was lost to residential use meaning that all new 
development on SIL land is to be intensified, although this is not always possible and so the Council may end up 
with a shortfall of floorspace and a lack of employment capability.   It is also likely to increase population 
numbers but not allow for a similar increase in job creation across B1c/B2/B8 uses, leading to more 
unsustainable forms of development. 
 

 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?  

This policy is not in accordance with National Policy as the NPPF clearly requires any alternative use of 
employment land to consider whether the loss of this land may ‘..undermine key economic sectors..’ (para 121 a).  
Consideration of this point needs to be clearly defined within Policy E7. 

 

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

The policy requirements of E4 to E7 are considered to provide a confusing and conflicting set of policy requirements 
for Local Authorities to navigate.   

The main thrust of these policies is to secure the intensification and more efficient use of employment land.  On 
the surface the approach may seem reasonable, but this does not take account of the following: 



• Many end users require large yard spaces and areas for manoeuvring such that plot ratios typically reach 
40-50% of site coverage. 

• Not all locations are suitable for higher intensity development. 
• Not all locations are feasible for higher intensity development. 
• The provision of smaller units can adversely affect site efficiency as more shared space is needed for 

circulation and manoeuvring etc. 
• Higher intensity development does not always equal more efficient development in terms of job creation.  

Some operators have low site coverage but high employment density (e.g. where the majority of 
employees drive vehicles and large service yards/parking areas may be required). 

• The use of a standardised approach across multiple sites to determine whether land can be transferred 
to an alternative use does not take account of individual characteristics and constraints. 

• The approach could lead to the loss of employment land and reduce the ability for business to respond 
flexibly to changing circumstances. 

• Reducing the availability of employment land could limit the ability of sites to be redeveloped upgrade to 
provide modern employment premises by increasing land values and making redevelopment to 
employment unviable. Viability would be further affected by placing additional demands on development 
for low cost or affordable works spaces.  

 

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?  

The policy framework is potentially confusing as set out above.  The role of planning frameworks is unclear and 
the time taken to prepare such frameworks and ‘collaborate’ with the GLA may not be in the best interests of 
business.  Whilst there are many benefits of engagement with strategic partners and collaboration across agencies, 
additional complexity within the planning system should be avoided. 

 

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 substitution of industrial capacity outside of London needs very careful consideration to ensure that London 
doesn’t simply become a primarily residential area, as this would promote more out-commuting and greater 
separation between the places that people live and where they work.   

In addition, to allow London to function, services and employment activity should be provided in close proximity to 
the areas that can take advantage of these services.  Locating employment capacity further away from areas that 
rely on certain services will be counter-productive in terms of efficiency and sustainability. 

 

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?  



Whilst not always appropriate or feasible, MSA were part of the project team that secured planning permission at 
the former Nestle site in Hayes where new residential and industrial uses are to co-exist alongside each other and 
other sites are also being reviewed to determine how they could potentially be developed to provide a mix of uses 
to include residential and industrial or warehouse operations.  

It should be noted, however, that such arrangements are not always feasible and can potentially result in 
compromised layouts that will not provide for sufficient residential amenity or for the unfettered operation of the 
proposed employment units. 

Each site therefore has to be considered and planned on its merits and in light of any constraints affecting 
development including the operational requirements of end-uses of employment units. 

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

No Comment 

 


