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South East Strategic Leaders and South East England Councils 

(Examination in Public IDs 2448 and 3133) 

London Plan Examination in Public – Matter M11 

Spatial Development Strategy 

 
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? 

 

 

 
SESL/SEEC comments on part (a) 

 

Housing - outer London 

 

1. There is a potential risk that, with the ambitious housing targets for 

London’s outer boroughs and the refusal to assess the inner boundary of 
the Green Belt, London may not be able to meet its planned housing 

provision, which already falls short of predicted need.  This could result in 

further increases to unmet needs. 

 

Housing on small sites 

 

2. The Plan’s emphasis on providing housing on small sites is supported in so 
far as it will help to increase the delivery of new homes.  There is, however, 

a risk that, in some locations, the level of delivery anticipated on small sites 

may be unachievable due to the lack of availability.  This would further 

increase the gap between assessed need and housing delivery.  It would be 

beneficial for the GLA to undertake further collaboration with London 

boroughs to encourage delivery on a variety of small sites based on realistic 
local opportunities. 

 

3. The development of small sites can hamper the ability to provide 

comprehensive infrastructure to support communities, including affordable 

homes.  The Plan will need mechanisms to prevent knock-on impacts, 

particularly areas in the wider South East abutting London as services and 
infrastructure capacity are already stretched. 
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Opportunity areas (OAs) 

 

4. Some of the proposed OAs close to London’s boundary, such as Kingston or 

Sutton, could have significant implications for adjoining areas across the 
boundary.  The Plan should recognise the potential cross-border impacts of 

the OAs and the need for the Mayor’s agencies and London boroughs to 

engage on these matters with relevant local authorities outside London, as 

key planning authorities and infrastructure providers, in order to deliver 

sustainable growth which reflects the plans of those areas outside London 

too. 
 

SESL/SEEC comments on part (b) 

 

Green Belt and Metropolitan Open Land in London 

 

5. The Plan reiterates the Mayor’s protection of London’s Green Belt (Policy 
G2) and other green/open spaces (Policy G3-G4). 

 

6. Large parts of the wider South East are subject to environmental and other 

constraints, some of which cover significant areas.  These include, for 

example, Green Belt, Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty, National Parks 

and land at risk of flooding.  Such designations, whilst valuable in their own 

right, can restrict the ability of local areas to meet their own identified 
housing needs.  However councils across the wider South East with Green 

Belt, outside London, are under pressure to commit to, and undertake, 

Green Belt reviews in order to accommodate high levels of growth.  Many 

local authorities outside London have already had to release some Green 

Belt land for development. There needs to be a level playing field for this 

requirement; it should be applied consistently across all Green Belt 
authorities including the GLA and London Boroughs. 

 

7. The significance of paragraph 84 of the National Planning Policy Framework 

(NPPF), and in particular the need to “promote sustainable patterns of 

development” when reviewing Green Belt boundaries, should not be under-

estimated; it has been a key issue in a number of local plan examinations1 . 

It is not clear how the London Plan accords with the NPPF on Green Belt. 
 

8. The Mayor should show leadership and encourage Green Belt review at 

London-wide level – or explain his justification for not doing so.  This is 

particularly relevant given that the Plan shows a gap of 1,065 homes per 

year between demand and supply.  A review would also clarify whether 

London’s Green Belt is fulfilling its formal purposes. 
 

                                                 
1
 Including Coventry, Cheshire East, Cambridge City and South Cambridgeshire and the Vale of White Horse 


