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Greater London Authority
City Hall, Kamal Chunchie Way
London E16 1ZE

By email to londonplan@london.gov.uk 
22 January 2026


Dear Planning Team,

Support for housebuilding draft LPG consultation

We are writing to respond to this consultation. CPRE London is a membership-based charity with 2,500 members across London. Our responses are below. 

A. Equality Impact Assessment (EqIA) Consultation
EqIA Question 1
Do you consider that any of the proposed changes could result in additional positive or negative impacts on people with protected characteristics beyond those identified?
CPRE London considers that the EqIA underestimates several potential negative impacts arising from the proposed changes, particularly where environmental quality, access to healthy environments, and long-term liveability intersect with protected characteristics.
Reductions in cycle parking provision may disproportionately affect people on lower incomes, younger people, disabled people, and some ethnic groups who are less likely to have access to private vehicles. Increased car dependency risks worsening air quality, congestion and road danger, which disproportionately affect children, older people and those with health conditions.
Greater flexibility in meeting cycle parking requirements, including off-site or shared provision, may also disadvantage older people, disabled residents, and families if storage is less secure, less convenient, or less accessible.
Relaxing housing design standards may increase risks of overheating, poor ventilation, and reduced daylight. These impacts are likely to affect older people, young children, disabled residents, and those who spend longer periods at home most acutely. The EqIA relies heavily on case-by-case mitigation and does not sufficiently assess cumulative impacts.
Finally, the time-limited planning route may intensify development in already dense areas with limited access to green space, exacerbating place-based health inequalities. These impacts are not sufficiently explored in the EqIA.
EqIA Question 2
Do you have any additional comments on the EqIA?
CPRE London welcomes the inclusion of an EqIA but has concerns regarding its scope and assumptions.
The assessment places significant reliance on the temporary nature of the proposals, without adequately considering the risk that short-term measures become embedded through precedent or extension.
There is limited consideration of cumulative and spatial impacts, including differences between inner and outer London and areas already experiencing environmental stress.
The EqIA focuses primarily on delivery outcomes, with insufficient attention to housing quality, environmental resilience and access to green infrastructure, all of which are central to equality and long-term public health.
CPRE London would welcome clearer commitments to monitoring and review, particularly in relation to air quality, overheating, active travel and access to green space. Without clearer monitoring commitments, it will be difficult to demonstrate ongoing compliance with the Public Sector Equality Duty.
B. Draft Support for Housebuilding London Plan Guidance (LPG) Consultation
B1. Cycle Parking
Question 1
Are the proposed changes to cycle parking standards likely to make a material difference to viability while supporting sustainable growth and mode shift?
Reducing minimum standards risks undermining long-term objectives for sustainable travel. This may impact especially in outer London boroughs where there is very substantial opportunity for mode shift for short journeys from car to cycle.
Cycle parking is essential infrastructure enabling low-cost, low-carbon travel. Reductions risk increasing car dependency, worsening air quality, congestion and road danger, with disproportionate impacts on lower-income communities. Short-term viability gains should be weighed carefully against long-term environmental and health costs.
Question 2
Will the guidance on flexibility and quality address viability and cycle parking challenges?
CPRE London accepts that flexibility may be appropriate in limited circumstances. However, increased reliance on off-site, shared, or hire-based provision risks weakening cycle ownership and everyday usability. High-quality, secure, and conveniently located on-site cycle parking should remain the default. Flexibility should not result in poorer outcomes for residents or increased pressure on surrounding streets.


B2. Housing Design Standards
Question 3
Views on the proposed changes to housing design standards
CPRE London is concerned that removing guidance on dual aspect dwellings and limits on dwellings per core risks a gradual erosion of housing quality. Good daylight, ventilation, thermal comfort, and legibility are essential to healthy homes and resilient neighbourhoods, particularly in a warming climate. Clear safeguards are needed to ensure flexibility does not result in poorer living conditions. Increased units per core also raises safety concerns in relation to fire exits. 
B3. Time-Limited Planning Route and Affordable Housing
Question 4
Will the time-limited planning route support early delivery while maximising affordable housing?
We object to the proposal to reduce the current requirement for affordable housing from 35% to 20% for a time-limited period (and from 50% to 35% on public land). The clear need in London is for affordable housing, especially social rented housing. These measures promote unaffordable market housing when demand for that is low. The private sector housebuilding model has failed and will continue to fail to deliver the social housing London needs.
No evidence is provided to show how these measures will work in practice or how many homes or affordable homes they will provide.
There is significant risk that the proposals will not speed up delivery of completed new homes since developers will be able to wait until the market improves before completing the homes, simply allowing them to profit from the ‘emergency measures’. 
Any time-limited approach must be tightly defined, robustly monitored, and clearly exceptional, with strong review mechanisms to ensure affordability increases where viability allows.
Question 5
Views on the eligibility criteria
While the eligibility criteria may unlock some stalled schemes, they do not sufficiently reflect differences in environmental capacity, infrastructure provision and access to green space. There is a risk of intensifying development pressure in already dense areas, exacerbating spatial and environmental inequalities.
Question 6
Views on the grant funding approach
We believe targeted grant funding is positive but public subsidy should not simply allow building to be more profitable for private sector developers. Public subsidy has previously contributed to worsening affordability by providing subsidies to buyers for example through Right to Buy and Help to Buy schemes. There is substantial risk that this subsidy ‘leaks’ into house price increases.  As such, it would be better targeted at new build of social rent homes led by councils or social housing providers. Grant funding should not simply offset viability pressures and should be linked to improvements in housing quality, energy efficiency, climate resilience and access to green infrastructure to ensure long-term public value.
B4. Viability Reviews and Delivery Milestones
Question 7
Views on review mechanisms
The viability reviews proposed, that are supposed to make sure that developers speed up delivery, are even weaker than those in force currently. The proposed reviews allow the developer to keep too much of any extra profit. Viability reviews are essential. There must be early and late stage reviews with additional profit going towards additional affordable housing. 
CPRE London cautions against prioritising speed over quality. Reviews should assess whether environmental, design and social outcomes have been delivered alongside financial reviews.
Question 8
Alternative review milestones
Flexibility should be tightly defined, justified, and enforceable to maintain accountability.
Question 9
Forward milestones for phased schemes
We are concerned that increased discretion could reduce transparency and consistency. Strong safeguards and clear reporting are essential.
B5. Existing Consents and Stalled Schemes
Question 10
Supporting stalled schemes with existing consent
CPRE London supports bringing forward stalled schemes but is concerned about over-reliance on public subsidy. Where schemes stall due to market changes, land prices should adjust accordingly rather than defaulting to additional public funding or reductions in affordable housing or quality. Public subsidy should be targeted and should not underwrite inflated land values or speculative assumptions.
Question 11
Preventing unnecessary reductions in affordable housing
CPRE London strongly supports measures to prevent unjustified reductions in affordable housing. Greater transparency around viability evidence, stronger monitoring, and clearer build-out expectations are essential.

Yours faithfully,
Alice Roberts
Head of Campaigns 
CPRE London 
alice.roberts@cprelondon.org.uk
07792942691
Registered charity number 1200094
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