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WRITTEN STATEMENT 

South East Strategic Leaders and South East England Councils 

(Examination in Public IDs 2448 and 3133) 

London Plan:  Examination in Public – Matter M62 

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: 

 
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 frameworks” 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”? 
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SEEC/SESL comments 

 

1. We focus this submission on EiP Matter 62 part (i) as this has direct 

reference to the relationship with the wider South East. 
 

SEEC/SESL comments on part (i) 

 

2. The South East and London are the drivers of the national economy, home 

to the UK’s largest populations, and consistently deliver the highest homes 

growth and net financial returns to the Treasury.  It is, in part, the strong 
interdependencies between the areas that make them both successful.  But 

it is important to recognise that the wider South East is more than a 

commuter economy and areas outside London have strong economies in 

their own right, which need investment to sustain and grow, supporting 

local growth plans – and continuing to make a vital net contribution to UK-

wide public finances. 
 

3. It is important to put discussion on M62(i) in the context of the Mayor’s 

wider policy for ‘willing partners for growth’. Despite the Mayor’s welcome 

aim to accommodate the vast majority of London’s growth in its own 

boundaries, the Plan explains he is interested in working with ‘willing 

partners’ for growth beyond London.  As part of this, the Mayor sees 

exploring options to accommodate housing growth outside London as a 
‘prudent long-term contingency’; and the Mayor also says he is looking at 

the scope for substituting some industrial capacity, moving jobs outside 

London where there are mutual benefits for areas that choose to cooperate 

on providing sites for homes and/or jobs (Policy E7.F).  

 

4. SESL and SEEC acknowledge the Mayor’s interest in working with willing 
partners beyond London to explore if there is potential to accommodate 

more growth in, or transfer industrial land uses, to the wider South East. As 

SEEC and SESL have highlighted under other Matters, the wider South East 

already has high levels of housing and economic growth, and faces 

considerable environmental and other constraints. The Mayor must 

therefore not assume there is capacity for the wider South East to 

accommodate further growth from London. 
 

5. However, there has been little sustained attempt by the GLA to identify, 

establish or develop working relationships with councils who could be 

potential willing partners for growth, or transfer of industry.  As such, it is 

not clear, at this stage, if there is any interest from communities, 

businesses and authorities outside London to such an approach, given 
limited tangible details from the Mayor.  

 

6. Some wider South East leaders have raised particular concerns about what 

sorts of industrial uses the Mayor is referring to transferring. It is not clear 

whether these are large-scale/low-economic output uses, or small-

scale/high-economic output businesses. The type of business would have 
significant implications for sites required and whether such uses would 

contribute to local economic priorities and sustainable development in the 

wider South East. 
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7. To effectively progress the policy approach, the desire of any local 

authorities and communities in the wider South East to accept some of 

London’s industrial capacity or activities would need to be explored in a 

structured way by the GLA. This must include proper consideration of the 
potential impacts in both London and the communities outside London.   

 

8. To help councils outside London consider whether they may be in a position 

to discuss the approach further with the Mayor, clarification is needed in 

the Plan on the benefits to councils and what the Mayor is asking for.  In 

this way, potential partners could see if there might be mutually beneficial 
outcomes, supporting their own local economic and other growth ambitions. 

The approach will only contribute to sustainable development if it supports 

locally identified wider South East priorities – otherwise it may simply result 

in inappropriate businesses in unsustainable and unsuitable locations.  

 

9. If relocated jobs are to support local economic growth, it would help if the 
inspectors could ask the Mayor to clarify in the Plan: 

 what type of jobs would be covered, and what skills would be 

required? 

 what types of sites would be required? 

 what infrastructure could the Mayor help put in place? 

 how would businesses be persuaded to move? 

  


