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b) Have the environmental and social implications of the proposed increase in 

housing targets been fully and properly assessed?  

1. If it is not known what the environmental and social implications of the increase is 

housing is, it is simply not appropriate for the London Plan to prescribe a policy 

approach to housing land. This does not allow Boroughs to then assess reasonable 

alternatives in developing a strategy through their own Local Plans which is justified in 

the context of the NPPF Paragraph 182. 

2. Narrowing development options to the range of options as set out in Policies GG2 and 

H1 will not achieve sustainable development. It is not considered that the implications 

of intensifying development in these areas have actually been fully assessed, for 

example, in consideration of the impact on infrastructure and the knock-on effects of 

insufficient capacity (e.g. the environmental issues associated with lack of physical 

infrastructure capacity around transport, drainage etc.). The assumptions for the 

required densities (which would be necessary to achieve the Borough targets through 

this limited source of housing supply) has not? considered the environmental context, 

site-specific constraints and wider infrastructure needs.  

3. The Plan, as currently drafted, does not permit Boroughs to examine the Green Belt, 

through ‘exceptional circumstances’ as set out in the NPPF, as a potential source of 

housing land supply.  

4. This, therefore, will result in a context which undermines Boroughs’ abilities to meet the 

identified objectively assessed needs which renders the plan unsound, as it is not 

positively prepared or consistent with National Policy (NPPF Paragraph 182). 

c) Policy H1 B 2) a)-f) identifies various sources of capacity. Will these be sufficient 

to meet the ten years targets and what proportion of housing is expected to be 

delivered by means of the different types? How much is expected to be delivered 

on existing industrial land in the context of Policies E4-E7?  

5. It is not clear how it can be determined whether the sources of capacity are sufficient at 

this strategic stage.  

6. The plan is too prescriptive as it will not enable Boroughs to meet their full objectively 

assessed needs in accordance with the requirements of the NPPF, as they are not able 

to consider the full range of alternatives to meet their needs.  

7. This is not a sound approach as it will not support Boroughs in meeting their objectively 

assessed needs. Further capacity options testing will need to be undertaken at Borough 

level through their own Local Plans in order to develop a strategy which responds to the 

needs and characteristics of that Borough. 

8. There is a huge range in the opportunities that will arise from the sources identified at 

Policy H1 B 2) a)-f) on a Borough by Borough basis, which may result in some not 

being able to meet their needs. Therefore, alternative sources of housing land supply 

should be identified, including the Green Belt, where ‘exceptional circumstances’ are 

able to be demonstrated.  
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9. The seven Boroughs comprising over 25% of their land area as Green Belt land are 

expected to deliver almost 25% of the London Plan Housing target, which risks being 

not be deliverable if they are not permitted to look to the Green Belt. 

10. Therefore, the lack of evidence supporting the identified sources of capacity will likely 

undermine the ability of Boroughs to deliver their housing need and as such, is not 

positively prepared. 

d) Will the focus on existing built up areas rather than urban extensions using 

GB/MOL provide sufficient variety of house types and tenure?  

11. Policy H12 refers to the 2017 SHMA and notes that Boroughs should have regard to (at 

part 6)): 

‘the nature and location of the site, with a higher proportion of one and two bed units 

generally more appropriate in more central or urban locations which are closer to a 

town centre or station or with higher public transport access and connectivity’ 

12. If the overall strategy is to direct growth to these locations, then it is inevitable that a 

higher proportion of one and two bed units are delivered. This would not likely meet the 

need for family housing, and could result in imbalanced communities. This could also 

challenge the ability to meet identified local affordable housing needs.  

13. Brownfield urban land can face significant design constraints relating to the setting of 

surrounding buildings, infrastructure constraints, and in some cases the desire for 

regeneration. Forcing a higher proportion of development to such areas will impact on 

design quality, placemaking, open space provision and amenity, all of which are 

factors that impact on existing and future communities. Brownfield urban land can also 

require a greater level of enabling works (e.g. remediation), and be more challenging 

to construct and deliver. This can challenge the viability of sites and ultimately reduce 

the affordable housing which can be delivered on such sites. Brownfield land can also 

have higher existing use values, which when employed as the benchmark for viability 

assessments, can further constrain the ability to deliver affordable housing on such 

sites.  

14. Recognising the difference in Boroughs’ characteristics, including the potential for 

Green Belt release in exceptional circumstances, will offer greater opportunity for 

housing delivery as well as ‘relax’ the need to intensify sites to the extent that a range of 

tenure and unit sizes is limited. 

e) Is the emphasis on development in outer London consistent with the intention in 

Policy GG2 that seeks to proactively explore the potential to intensify the use of 

land on well-connected sites?   

15. We are supportive of directing growth towards outer London Boroughs where there is 

greater capacity. However, this should lead to a major opportunity to review the Green 

Belt and identify poor-performing and well-connected/located Green Belt sites. The 

outer London Boroughs typically have a lower density and less urbanised character, 

and are likely to be more constrained by Green Belt. Therefore, the potential for 

detrimental impacts on townscape is greater, as higher densities will be required to 
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meet the housing targets (as there will inherently be fewer sources of housing capacity 

as identified by the policy approach).  

16. The PTAL Map for London in 2031 show the general pattern of connectivity and 

presents a stark difference between inner and outer London. It demonstrates that there 

are fewer opportunities for meeting need in well-connected areas in outer London 

Boroughs. Additionally, in some instances, well-connected locations will be surrounded 

by elements of Green Belt land. Therefore, an approach which excludes the Green Belt 

as a potential source of housing supply, will not allow the intensification of well-

connected sites. Furthermore, with the removal of the PTAL-linked density matrix, local 

character is a key determining factor in determining appropriate densities, which (as set 

out above) will prevent the policy being effective.  


