
 
 

Examination in Public of the draft London Plan: Written submission by 
CPRE London (1142) to the EIP Panel, December 2018 

SPATIAL DEVELOPMENT STRATEGY - OVERALL SPATIAL DEVELOPMENT STRATEGY 

Matter 11:  Is the strategic approach to accommodating development needs within London 
justified and consistent with national policy? In particular: a) Is the focus on the Central 
Activities Zone, Town Centres, Opportunity Areas and through the intensification of existing 
built-up areas in inner and outer London whilst protecting the Green Belt and Metropolitan 
Open Land justified and would it be effective in meeting identified needs and achieving 
sustainable development? b) Alternatively, should some of London’s development needs be 
met through reviewing Green Belt and Metropolitan Open Land in London? 

1. CPRE London strongly supports the strategic approach to accommodating development in 
the draft London Plan.  We believe this approach adopted is consistent with national policy as set 
out in paragraphs 117 to 121 of the NPPF which emphasise the importance of making use of 
previously-developed land, under-used land, airspace above buildings, and retail and employment 
land where appropriate.  It is also consistent with national Green Belt policy set out in the NPPF.  

2. Green Belt developments tend to be in areas with low or very low PTAL so will be car 
dependent and add to overall car trips: the importance of building on previously developed sites, 
rather than GB, is fundamentally related the need to keep London moving and reduce air and 
noise pollution, specifically by not adding in, but reducing, car trips: there are very large 
numbers of previously-developed sites within London with high or potentially high PTAL where 
development can be car-light or car-free, also ensuring very serious impacts of air quality and 
noise on London’s health and mental health are addressed as part of the overall planning 
framework.  

3. The ‘Town Centres’ approach promotes master-planning for a strategic shift from car trips 
to sustainable transport modes (walking, cycling, public transport) and reduces the need to travel 
by ensuring offices, retail, leisure, restaurants, schools, surgeries, sports facilities, night time 
economy etc are planned within a ‘town’ area which does not require travel by car. As such it is 
not only desirable, but fundamental to (re)building a city which functions efficiently and with an 
improved environment. The Opportunity Areas approach does the same or similar. It is very 
difficult to do this in areas with Low PTAL so the Town Centres/ OA approach needs to be very 
strictly only adopted in areas with high or potentially high PTAL.  [Town Centre / OA approach 
can accommodate disabled / car-club etc.] 

4. We welcome the strong focus on making the most of the Opportunity Areas that have been 
identified and the support and leadership role that the Mayor intends to play.  We also welcome 



the emphasis on intensifying the use of existing built up areas across London.  This is supported 
by evidence we have gathered in exploring opportunities to make better use of previously 
developed land in the Borough of Enfield referred to in our submission on Matter 10.   

It is important that intensification is accompanied by strong protection of existing green spaces 
within built up areas, whether or not they are designated as Metropolitan Open Land (MOL), and 
the provision of new green infrastructure, including through the proposed new urban greening 
factor, particularly in areas which are deficient in green space.  We recommend that this is 
recognised by adding at the end of Policy SD1 B(3) ‘and ensuring open and green space is planned 
to accommodate informal and formal outdoor sports’. 

5. It is also important that the diverse and distinctive character of London’s local areas is 
safeguarded in promoting urban intensification.  We have argued that the Policies D1 and HC1 
should be amended to reflect this and ensure that greater weight is attached to the Character 
Map of London (figure 7.4) contained in the draft London Plan.  We address this issue further in 
our submission on Matter 12. 

6. On calls for a Green Belt review, we would also reiterate the point made in our response 
to Matter 10 that we do not believe that recent levels of economic growth or public spending on 
infrastructure in London can be maintained. In such circumstances, the building of major new 
settlements or urban extensions in the Green Belt will be neither affordable, necessary or 
desirable. The regeneration of existing communities and the use of brownfield land, both within 
Greater London and beyond in the Thames Estuary, should be the main priority as the draft Plan 
sets out, and Green Belt releases should be strictly exceptional.  

7. The Examination may receive evidence arguing that policies should encourage the building 
of a million new houses on 20,000 hectares of Green Belt land near to train stations on the edge 
of London. CPRE has examined these proposals, made by the MP Siobhain McDonagh and other 
organisations such as the Centre for Cities, and it is more difficult and costly to build housing at a 
large scale in the Green Belt than is claimed. The arguments assume that the new housing will be 
built at the relatively high average density of 50 houses per hectare. In many cases this will 
simply not be possible on a Green Belt site, due to the need to also provide other supporting 
infrastructure such as roads, schools, sewerage and so on. Also, the mapping supplied by the 
consultancy Quod does not take into account environmental assets such as public footpaths, 
ancient trees or hedgerows. Moreover, taking a general approach of building on Green Belt land 
close to train stations is likely to increase hope value. This will make it more difficult to provide 
affordable housing on the land and so would be contrary to the London Plan’s stated priority of 
boosting the supply of genuinely affordable homes. 

8. Land designated as Green Belt and Metropolitan Open Land (MOL) should be afforded the 
highest level of protection from inappropriate development.  Green Belt and MOL within London 
performs a vital role safeguarding precious open space and providing opportunities for people 
living in London to enjoy the natural environment and fresh air. It provides life-enhancing respite 
from the dense urban environment and is a major reason why London is perceived globally as a 
relatively green city.  It is critical for the future environmental, social and economic health of 
London and Londoners that we do everything we can to safeguard the extent and improve the 
quality of Green Belt and MOL.   



9. Green Belt also plays a vital role in shaping the urban environment by restricting urban 
sprawl and concomitant car-dependent development in areas with very low PTAL, and reinforcing 
policies to make better use of existing developed land, including through intensification, in 
particular in areas with high PTAL.  As such, strict protection of the Green Belt is an essential 
component of the strategic approach set out in the draft London Plan which we strongly support.  
We are particularly supportive of the proposed Policy in G2B which states that the ‘de-
designation’ of Green Belt ‘will not be supported’.  We believe this should be strengthened by a 
requirement to enforce a presumption against the loss of Green Belt through active intervention 
by the GLA to resist the release of Green Belt land for development which is currently being 
considered by a number of outer London boroughs.   

CPRE London, 

December, 2018 

 


