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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 London Borough of Newham accept the overall findings of the SHMA in terms of 
need (further commentary on which will follow in LBN’s response to M17). It is 
recognised that meeting that need  will require a step change in delivery outputs 
from a number of sources over the plan period. However, it is not considered that 
the strategic approach of the draft London Plan as set out will be effective in doing 
so, nor has it been fully justified. In this regard it fails to be consistent with national 
policy. 
  
To place some expectation on the CAZ, town centres and Opportunities Areas - 
which by nature are more likely to be able to absorb higher density development 
and its associated infrastructure requirements and environmental impacts – is 
pragmatic. Many of these areas have also been capacity tested as part of SHLAA 
processes and have been subject to more detailed exploration of infrastructure 
requirements. However, the cost (in terms of impacts) of a significant focus on these 
areas for capacity, without the exploration of alternatives, has not been fully 
explored. Moreover, LBN have made clear in response to consultation on the draft 
Plan, Matter 5 (and Matters 19 & 20 to follow) that the ‘Presumption in Favour of 
Small Sites’ and the associated small sites targets reached without consultation, 
through an unevidenced, broad brush methodology, lacking in sensitivity or local 
area testing, are both unjustified and unachievable.  
  
It is clear that the significantly higher housing targets, through their incorporation of 
the unrealistic small sites element, are compensating for both a more tempered 
approach to industrial land release and a political commitment to avoid any loss of 
Green Belt. Whilst LBN agree with the approach to employment land retention in the 
interests of sustainable development (and Good Growth principles), in light of an 
unjustified and likely ineffective housing target the London Plan must address the 
need for strategic Green Belt Review. Without this, policy is set to overburden 
locations with increased development that could be more sustainable elsewhere – 
indeed no alternative approaches have been tested in this regard.  
  
Additionally, it has not been adequately demonstrated that current housing targets 
can be met (see M19 & M20), especially in light of growing concerns over the market 
impacts of Brexit). Many Local Planning Authorities will likely fail the Government’s 
Housing Delivery Test (HDT) within the early years of the Plan. This calls into 
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question where this will leave the entire local and regional tiers of planning policy 
across the capital, should the spatial strategy prove to be ineffective so early on. 
Overall, the current strategy and lack of consideration over potential for Green Belt 
release is unjustified and inconsistent with national policy. 
 


