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M11. 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? 
 
The draft London Plan was based on London meeting all of its development needs without using Green Belt 
land (BG) or Metropolitan Open Land (MOL).  The option for selective green belt release was not selected 
and the proposed London Plan is based on meeting need by high densities, the co-location of industry and 
the use of small sites, as noted in the November 2017 and July 2018 additions of the Integrated Impact 
Assessment.1    
 
‘2.3.1 This Plan aims to accommodate all of London’s growth within its boundaries without intruding on its 
Green Belt or other protected open spaces.’ 
 
However, paragraph 2.3.4, introduces come uncertainty by referring to ‘working with willing partners 
beyond London to explore if there is potential to accommodate more growth in sustainable locations outside 
the capital. ……………’ in the context of London’s housing needs being 66,000 per annum and capacity being 
65,000 dwellings per annum - the intimation being that willing partners beyond London would be sought to 
deliver the ‘missing’ 1,000 dwellings per annum.  However, no reference is made within the Housing section 
of the Plan to any of London’s housing need being diverted beyond the Capital.  Given this uncertainty, in its 
response to the consultation on the Plan, East of England LGA (EELGA) sought clarification on its intentions 
with regard to the ‘missing 1,000’. 
 
The minor changes include the following: 
 
‘2.3.1 This Plan aims to accommodate all the vast majority of London’s growth within its boundaries without 
intruding on its Green Belt or other protected open spaces.’ (MSC.2.37) 
 
The GLA has subsequently clarified that the strategy for meeting the ‘missing 1k’ is indeed to seek willing 
partners beyond London.  Exportation of 1.5% of London’s housing needs beyond the Capital is therefore an 
integral part of the spatial strategy to meeting London’s housing needs.  This represents some 10,000 
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dwellings over the first 10 years of the Plan.  It is not known whether this was the original intention of the 
Plan or whether it is a subsequent change associated with the minor changes. 
 
EELGA would expect to see some technical evidence supporting this approach and its implications, but there 
does not appear to be any.  An obvious place to expect to see some analysis of the advantages and 
disadvantages would be the strategic environmental assessment, but neither the original IIA nor the 
addendum accompanying the minor changes properly recognise this or provide any meaningful 
analysis/judgement/conclusions.  These do compare spatial options, but there is not a mechanism to assess 
the most appropriate measure for when needs are not met.  There is not an assessment on whether the 
‘missing 1k’ would be best accommodated through selected green belt release or though the city region 
approach.  In the absence of this evidence/assessment it is not clear how a strategy of dispersal/exportation 
is justified or how it contributes to the objective of achieving sustainable development compared to one 
which retains that 1.5% housing need within London, but using GB/MOL. 
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