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M63. Are policies E2 and E3 justified and would they be effective? In particular: 

a. Are they necessary to address the strategic priorities of London, or do they extend to 
detailed matters that would be more appropriately dealt with through local plans or 
neighbourhood plans?    
 

1. The BPF believes that local needs are best determined by Local Authorities and that 

consequently city-wide policy should not be overly prescriptive.  

 

2. In the case of policy E2C, we encourage the GLA to relax the requirement that developments 

with floorspace of greater than 2,500 sqm, or a locally determined lower threshold, consider 

the scope to provide a proportion of flexible workspace suitable for micro, small and 

medium-sized enterprises.  

 

3. We propose that policy E2C be amended so that it reads: 

  

“Development proposals for new B1 business floorspace greater than 2,500 sqm (gross 

external area), or a locally determined lower threshold in a local development plan 

document, should consider the scope to provide a proportion of flexible workspace 

suitable for micro, small and medium-sized enterprises.” 

 

4. Whilst we support the principle of encouraging B1 floorspace in large developments, it is 

inappropriate to prescribe a specific gross area across the entirety of London, given the 

capital’s boroughs individual requirements and variance in need. If 2,500 sqm really is an 

appropriate area for a given part of London, this is better determined by the Local Authority 

and the relevant local development plan, where specific needs are better accounted for. 

 

5. We also question whether there is any need for policy E3A and recommend its deletion. 

Boroughs can already ensure affordable business space is provided through their planning 

obligations and such requirements are usually determined with consideration for other 

relevant strategic priorities, such as social or affordable housing provisions. We are also 

concerned that under the current proposals firms could retain the competitive advantage 

granted to them by this policy indefinitely, regardless of their size, and fear this will threaten 

viability.     

 

6. If E3A is to be retained, we would advise that it be amended as follows: 

“In defined circumstances and where local circumstances and viability concerns are 

considered, planning obligations may be used to secure affordable workspace at rents 
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maintained below the market rate for that space for a specific social, cultural or economic 

development purpose. Such circumstances include workspace that is: 

1. for specific sectors that have social value such as charities or social enterprises 
2. for specific sectors that have cultural value such as creative and artists’ workspace, 

rehearsal and performance space and makerspace 
3. for disadvantaged groups starting up in any sector 
4. supporting educational outcomes through connections to schools, colleges or higher 

education supporting start-up and early stage businesses or regeneration.  
 

Local Authorities must ensure that either landlords are able to establish a negotiated 

maximum timeframe for which a business can occupy a subsided space at below market 

rate or that a maximum period of 5 years occupancy at below market rate is set.” 

 

b. Would they be effective in helping to ensure that the accommodation needs of all 

micro, small and medium sized businesses, including those wishing to start up or 

expand, could be met in all parts of London? 

 

7. We fear these policies could in fact be detrimental for many businesses, or potential 

businesses, in the capital.  

 

8. Policy E2B could even lead to a reduction in the amount of business space available as less 

cost-effective or less revenue enhancing design measures may be needed to accommodate 

different uses on-site following development, consequently reducing viability. The value of 

proposals may also be negatively affected by a sub-optimal mix of use, which in turn will 

affect the feasibility of projects, will reduce build out and could decrease the amount of 

business space available to firms.  

 

9. In addition, these proposals may mean that landlords become more cautious about leasing 

space whilst a new development is being conceived, given that they know they will have to 

maintain the use of the space in any regeneration. Landlords could even be minded to serve 

notice to existing small business as a precautionary measure so that they need not provide 

new floorspace for similar purposes following development.   

 

10. We recommend that E2B is either deleted or amended so that it reads: 

 

Development proposals that involve the loss of existing B1 space (including creative and artists’ 

workspace) in areas where there is an identified shortage of lower-cost space should: 1) 

demonstrate that there is no reasonable prospect of the site being used for business purposes, or 

2) ensure that an equivalent amount of B1 space is re-provided in the proposal (which is 

appropriate in terms of type, fit-out use and size), incorporating existing businesses where 

possible. In exceptional circumstances  Where this is not feasible, it must be demonstrated we 

encourage that developers show that suitable alternative accommodation (in terms of type, fit-

out use and size) is available in reasonable proximity to the development proposal. 
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11. We also caution that Policy E3A has the potential to harm London’s business environment, 

as one business’s subsidised rent is another’s unfair competition. There is a significant 

possibility that business that enjoy the preferential terms offered by this proposal will be 

able to use their rent advantage to unfairly drive incumbent competitors out. We 

recommend its deletion. 

 

c. Or would that objective be better achieved by market forces in the context of other 
policies in the Plan, including E1A, E4A, E4H, E5C and E6, as well as any relevant 
policies in local plans and neighbourhood plans? 

 

12. Market forces are bringing about evermore innovative ways to provide low-cost business 

space in the capital and the GLA should be mindful of this when finally deciding on its 

approach. The rise in recent years of flexible office space providers, who give small or medium 

sized businesses the ability to rent on short term leases, should be of particular note.  

 

13. In light of this, the BPF questions the necessity of many of the measures outlined in the Plan. 

We note that the 2015 Ramadus reporti for the GLA on Small Offices and Mixed Use 

concluded there was enough small office space available and at an acceptable range of rent 

values and would therefore encourage the GLA to provide more evidence that these policies 

are needed. The Ramadus report did also note that some specific areas have experienced 

sharp rental hikes but that these were caused in part by supply constraints. The BPF cautions 

then that any measures aimed at addressing this should be extremely wary about any 

unintended consequences that could limit supply.  

 

d. How would policies E2 and E3 affect the implementation of policy GG5 “growing a 
good economy”?  
 

14. As outlined previously, the BPF is doubtful that policies E2 and E3 will be of benefit to 

businesses in London and suspect therefore that they will do little to meet GG5. 

 

15. Given that the Ramadus reporti for the GLA on Small Offices and Mixed Use concluded there 

was already enough small office space available and at an affordable price to match the level 

of demand, we question whether these policies are worthwhile. Again, as outlined 

previously, we fear that the possible unintended consequences of these proposals may do 

more harm than good, by limiting viability, buildout and supply of affordable business or 

workspace.  

 
Laurence Raeburn-Smith 
Policy Officer 
British Property Federation 
St Albans House 
57-59 Haymarket 
London SW1Y 4QX 
 
0207 802 0121 
lraeburn-smith@bpf.org.uk 

mailto:lraeburn-smith@bpf.org.uk


  
 
 
 
 
 

WE HELP THE UK REAL ESTATE INDUSTRY GROW AND THRIVE 
 

British Property Federation written response to the London Plan Examination in 

Public: Low Cost and Affordable Business Space, M63 

 

iRamidus Consulting Limited, (2015), Small offices and Mixed use in the Central Activities Zone, Report for the 
Greater London Authority: Available at: https://www.ramidus.co.uk/knowledge/ 

                                                           


