
Draft London Plan Examination in Public 

Written Statement made by Michael Sparks Associates 

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 M64.   

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. 

 

Green infrastructure, open space and urban greening  

 

M64. Would the policies for green infrastructure assist in creating a healthy city in accordance with 
Policy GG3 and will they provide an effective strategic context for the preparation of local plans and 
neighbourhood plans? Are Policies G1, G4 and G5 and their detailed criteria justified and necessary and 
would they provide an effective basis for development management? How would they affect the 
implementation of Policies GG4 and GG5 on delivering the homes Londoners need and growing a good 
economy? In particular: 
 

a) Is the Mayor’s target of making more than 50 percent of London green by 2050 and its designation as a 
National Park City justified and achievable? 

No Comment 

b) Do the policies adequately reflect the qualitative differences and value of different types of green 
infrastructure, including open and green space and the role of waterways (blue space) and the access to 
it? 

No Comment 

c) Given the All London Green Grid is it necessary for Boroughs to prepare green infrastructure 
strategies in accordance with Policy G1 B? 



No Comment 

d) Does Policy G4 provide sufficient protection for the amount and quality of all green and open space 
including private gardens and allotments and on housing estates? Is the categorisation in Table 8.1 
justified? Should the policy refer to the improvement of existing spaces? 

No Comment 

e) Is the expectation that Boroughs develop an Urban Greening Factor based on Policy G5 and Table 8.2 
justified with particular regard to viability and practicality? 

The objective of increasing urban greening (GG2 & G5) is generally supported and could be considered to form a 
strategic policy objective, however draft policy G5 of the Plan offers a specific mechanism to calculate how this is 
being delivered using a ‘factor’ approach.  This specific mechanism does not appear to have been tested 
properly to relate to all forms of development and is potentially unachievable, particularly when a higher intensity 
of development is also being promoted by the Plan.  The manner in which Local Authorities respond to this 
objective should be left more open and if a specific mechanism (in this case the factor) is to be used, then this 
should be appropriate and fully tested for all forms of development rather than a simplistic division between 
residential and commercial, particularly as commercial spans a multitude of different typologies.  

For example, warehouse and industrial development often needs to incorporate large areas of service yards and 
car parking to ensure that they are fit for purpose and meet the operational needs of business.  As a rule of 
thumb, such development is normally based on an employment unit with a site coverage of 40-50% with a 
service yard covering the majority of the remaining site area, which is required for accommodating loading docks 
and allowing the safe manoeuvring for HGV’s and other site traffic.  As the service yard needs to be a wide open 
space made of a robust material normally a concrete slab, tree and hedge planting is not feasible in this area. 

This limits the amount of space available for Green Infrastructure across the site.  Furhtermore, the provision of 
green roofs is not viable due to increased loading requirements.  Industrial units incorporate a portal frame, the 
main principle of which is to span great distances with minimum material.  The increased loading associated with 
accommodating green roofs over the body of the unit will add so much weight to render this type of system 
obsolete.  It is true that where there are smaller spans, such as canopies over loading areas and elements of 
office provision, green roofs are possible, but the ability to incorporate substantial elements of additional green 
infrastructure can be severely restricted due to the typology of the development. 

It is therefore considered that whilst the objective for urban greening set out in policy G5 could be considered a 
strategic matter, the suggested mechanism to secure this is unsound and it is not appropriate for this to be 
included in the Plan.  How Local Authorities respond to this objective should be at their own discretion and 
subject to proper testing through the preparation of Local Plans and/or Neighbourhood Plans.  

 


