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Response to consultation on the London Emergency Housing Package

Question 4
Do you agree that the relief should not apply to development on “excluded land”?
CPRE London strongly supports excluding Green Belt, Metropolitan Open Land, parks, recreation grounds, allotments, and other locally designated open spaces from eligibility for CIL relief. These areas are not reserved for development but strategic assets that support biodiversity, climate resilience, public health, and everyday well-being. Their protection also plays a critical role in preventing urban sprawl and maintaining compact, efficient settlement patterns.
Maintaining a clear and robust exclusion is essential for policy integrity. Allowing emergency financial measures to apply to protected land would risk signalling that environmental safeguards are negotiable in periods of market difficulty. In London’s high-pressure context, such signals can quickly translate into cumulative erosion of protected landscapes. CPRE England’s national policy is clear that Green Belt protection should be strengthened, not weakened, and that delivery challenges should be addressed through better use of urban land and structural reform rather than by encroaching on valued open space.

Question 5
Views on approaches restricting relief to certain land uses
Restricting relief to residential development is appropriate, but CPRE London considers that the policy would be more effective if it explicitly supported schemes that combine new housing with the re-provision of existing retail and service uses.

In London, large retail parks and single-storey supermarkets occupy extensive areas of land and often serve important local functions. Redevelopment of these sites can offer opportunities to deliver significant numbers of homes without encroaching on Green Belt, Metropolitan Open Land, or valued green spaces. However, such schemes are frequently complex because existing retail activity must be maintained or reprovided, often on constrained sites, while housing is delivered above or alongside.

Where redevelopment involves re-providing retail floorspace as part of a mixed-use scheme, costs and delivery risks are materially higher than for stand-alone residential development. Without clear policy support, these complexities can deter landowners and investors from bringing sites forward, even where redevelopment would reduce pressure on protected land and improve land-use efficiency.

CPRE London therefore considers that, if relief is intended to support housing delivery in the public interest, it should recognise and support mixed-use redevelopment that retains or reprovides essential retail uses while delivering new homes. Explicitly acknowledging the role of retail reprovision would help unlock appropriate urban sites, support local access to services, and reinforce the objective of accommodating growth within the existing urban area rather than at the expense of protected open land.

Question 6
Views on the proposed £500,000 borough-level CIL liability threshold

CPRE London notes that the proposed relief applies only to larger developments where borough-level CIL liability would exceed £500,000. This means the policy is, by definition, targeted at large-scale schemes rather than small or incremental development. While there is a logic to focusing on sites with higher upfront infrastructure costs, this design choice has important implications that should be considered carefully.

Large sites are typically those with the greatest complexity. They are more likely to involve phased delivery, land assembly, infrastructure provision, and the re-provision of existing uses. They also tend to be more exposed to land value dynamics and market absorption constraints, which have been identified in national evidence as key factors shaping delivery rates. In this context, there is a risk that the proposed threshold addresses a symptom of delivery challenges rather than the underlying causes.

CPRE London is concerned that a threshold-based approach may not materially change build-out behaviour on these sites. Evidence from the Independent Review of Build Out Rates and wider economic analysis suggests that delivery on large sites is often paced to protect values rather than constrained by individual cost items such as CIL. Reducing CIL liability above a fixed threshold may therefore improve scheme margins without necessarily accelerating delivery, while reducing resources available for local infrastructure and environmental improvements.

Given that the relief is focused on the largest schemes, it is particularly important to ensure that it does not weaken the ability of local authorities to fund the infrastructure needed to support higher-density development, including green space, active travel, and environmental mitigation. CPRE London therefore considers that the case for a fixed £500,000 threshold has not yet been fully demonstrated and should be assessed alongside alternative approaches, such as borough-led CIL reviews that address viability and infrastructure funding more comprehensively.

The Community Infrastructure Levy exists in part to compensate for those impacts through investment in local infrastructure, with a proportion of receipts intended to be spent in the area where development occurs. Reducing CIL liability for the largest schemes risks weakening this compensatory function and could leave communities exposed to intensified development pressures without adequate mitigation. In this context, the proposal raises broader questions about whether such scales of development are always appropriate in sensitive locations, particularly where local infrastructure, environmental capacity, and community resilience are already under strain.

Question 7
Views on the threshold applying to developments as a whole, including phased schemes
Applying the threshold rigidly to developments “as a whole” risks disadvantaging phased schemes. Phasing is often unavoidable on complex urban sites due to funding, remediation, and infrastructure constraints. Treating an entire scheme as a single unit for eligibility purposes may create uncertainty that delays early phases or encourages redesign for policy compliance rather than good planning outcomes.
The consultation should explicitly address how it will avoid creating perverse incentives that delay delivery. Greater flexibility would help ensure that long-term regeneration programmes are supported rather than hindered by the proposed mechanism.

Question 8
Views on the minimum affordable housing requirement
Under the current London Plan, major residential developments are generally expected to deliver around 35 per cent affordable housing in order to meet strategic policy objectives and to access supportive or fast-track planning routes. The proposed emergency measures would allow qualifying schemes to proceed with an affordable housing commitment of around 20 per cent, representing a reduction of approximately 15 percentage points from established policy expectations.

CPRE London does not support this reduction. While it is acknowledged that, in some individual cases, a lower minimum requirement may result in a higher headline percentage of affordable housing being proposed at application stage, the overall effect of such reductions is more likely to be absorbed into land values than to translate into increased delivery. Evidence from London and other high-demand markets indicates that where policy requirements are lowered without directly addressing land value expectations, the primary outcome is to protect or enhance residual land value rather than to accelerate build-out or deliver more genuinely affordable homes.

This concern is well established in policy and academic evidence. The Independent Review of Build Out Rates led by Sir Oliver Letwin found that delivery constraints on large sites are driven primarily by market absorption and value-protection strategies, not by the level of planning obligations. Bank of England analysis similarly shows that in supply-constrained markets, reductions in development costs are often capitalised into land prices rather than leading to higher output. In this context, reducing affordable housing requirements risks weakening long-term affordability outcomes without addressing the structural factors that limit delivery.

There is also a risk that reliance on review and clawback mechanisms to capture value later undermines affordable housing delivery in practice. While such mechanisms have a role in responding to uncertainty, they can delay delivery, reduce certainty, and result in affordable housing being delivered in smaller quantities or as financial contributions rather than as homes. Lowering minimum requirements therefore increases the risk that communities see less affordable housing delivered overall, even where schemes perform better than initially assumed.

Public confidence in the planning system depends on development delivering clear and visible public benefit. Affordable housing is central to that legitimacy, particularly in London where housing need is acute and access to secure, genuinely affordable homes underpins economic and social resilience. CPRE London therefore considers that maintaining robust minimum affordable housing requirements is essential, and that efforts to improve housing delivery should focus on structural reform of land and development economics rather than on reducing obligations that are critical to meeting housing need.

Question 9
Overall views on the qualifying criteria

The qualifying criteria rely heavily on financial thresholds and narrow viability framing. There is a risk that this approach treats symptoms rather than causes. Evidence suggests that delivery constraints in London often stem from land value expectations, market absorption strategies, and ownership structures, rather than from individual cost items alone.
The criteria would be stronger if they more clearly targeted genuine barriers to delivery and were explicitly linked to resident-facing outcomes such as improved public realm, green infrastructure, and environmental quality. Without this, relief risks improving margins without accelerating build-out.

Question 10
Will time-limited CIL relief improve viability and support housebuilding?
Time-limited CIL relief may improve short-term viability in some cases, particularly where cashflow pressures are acute. However, there is substantial evidence that such relief does not reliably translate into faster build-out or increased housing delivery in supply-constrained markets such as London.

The Independent Review of Build Out Rates, led by Sir Oliver Letwin, found that slow delivery on large sites is not primarily driven by planning obligations or infrastructure costs. Instead, the binding constraint is often market absorption, with developers pacing delivery to protect achieved sale prices. In this context, reducing one cost component can improve scheme returns without materially changing incentives to accelerate build-out.
Bank of England analysis (Bank of England Quarterly Bulletin (2014 Q1)) reinforces this conclusion. Research published in the Quarterly Bulletin and associated staff working papers shows that long-run house price growth in England has been driven predominantly by land value inflation rather than construction costs. In constrained systems, cost reductions and favourable market conditions are often capitalised into land values rather than resulting in proportionate increases in housing investment.

OECD research on housing supply and land-use regulation similarly finds that supply responsiveness is weak in constrained urban markets, with price and cost signals translating into land value movements rather than sustained increases in output. ( OECD (2021) Brick by Brick: Building Better Housing Policies, OECD (2019) The Economic Consequences of Land Use Regulation OECD Economics Department Working Paper No. 1544).

These findings are consistent with wider political economy scholarship on the financialisation of land and housing. David Harvey’s work on the spatial fix and accumulation by dispossession highlights how capital increasingly seeks returns through the built environment, while Manuel Aalbers’ research on the financialisation of housing shows how land and housing are treated as investment assets, with development timing shaped by asset management logic rather than housing need.

Taken together, this evidence suggests that while CIL relief may help at the margin, there is a material risk that it is absorbed into land values or developer returns rather than producing faster delivery. Without parallel measures that address land value expectations and structural drivers of slow build-out, the impact of time-limited relief is likely to be limited.

Question 11
Are there criteria that should be clarified or adjusted?
Clearer criteria are needed on how schemes are assessed where delivery constraints arise from sequencing, risk, and ownership structures rather than narrow viability. The consultation should also clarify how it will ensure that relief changes delivery behaviour rather than simply protecting or increasing land values. Transparent expectations around benchmark land value assumptions and delivery commitments would improve confidence in the policy.

Question 12
Are there additional eligibility criteria that should be considered?
Public subsidy through CIL relief should not be used to make policy-non-compliant schemes viable. Relief should be limited to development that demonstrably meets London Plan standards, so that it supports good development outcomes rather than underwriting environmental or design shortfalls.

Question 13
Views on the proposed steps before applying for relief

The proposed steps are broadly workable, but care is needed to ensure procedural requirements do not disadvantage complex regeneration schemes where negotiations are iterative. Clarity and proportionality will be essential if the process is not to become a barrier in itself.

Question 14
Views on the proposed application fee

A fixed fee may be proportionate for very large schemes but risks deterring some regeneration proposals. A graduated approach or refund mechanism where relief is refused could reduce unintended deterrence.

Questions 15
CPRE London considers that the principal risk of the proposed sliding-scale relief is that it weakens the clarity and stability of planning policy by linking infrastructure contributions too closely to marginal changes in affordable housing percentages. While the intention is to incentivise additional affordable housing, the structure risks creating complex trade-offs that are difficult for communities and local authorities to scrutinise and understand.

As set out in response to Question 10, there is strong evidence that cost reductions of this nature are often absorbed into land values rather than translating into faster delivery or improved outcomes. In this context, the proposed mechanism risks protecting residual land value while reducing public benefit.
There is also a risk that the policy encourages schemes to be optimised around qualifying thresholds rather than delivering the most appropriate mix of homes, tenure types, infrastructure, and environmental mitigation for a given location. This could distort decision-making and weaken the link between development and local need.
Finally, sliding-scale relief on larger schemes risks reducing CIL receipts in precisely the locations where development places the greatest pressure on parks, transport, public realm, and environmental infrastructure. Without clear safeguards and monitoring, there is a risk that temporary relief becomes embedded in expectations, undermining long-term infrastructure funding and public confidence in the planning system.
Questions 16
CPRE London considers that a more appropriate balance would place stronger emphasis on tenure quality as well as quantity, ensuring that any additional relief is clearly linked to the delivery of social rent housing and to schemes that remain fully compliant with London Plan policy. Without this focus, the proposed approach risks diluting its stated objective and may not deliver the level or type of affordable housing required to meet London’s housing needs.

Question 17
CPRE London considers that there is no single “optimal” level of relief that can be set through a uniform formula without risking unintended consequences. In a city as constrained and varied as London, the balance between delivery, infrastructure funding, and affordable housing is highly sensitive to land values, site context, and local capacity.

From CPRE London’s perspective, any relief should be strictly limited and carefully targeted, so that it supports genuinely policy-compliant development while preserving the primary function of CIL as a mechanism to fund local infrastructure and mitigate development impacts. Levels of relief that materially reduce CIL receipts on the largest schemes risk undermining the ability of local authorities to provide the parks, green spaces, transport improvements, and environmental mitigation needed to support growth, particularly in already pressured neighbourhoods.

CPRE London also considers that maximising affordable housing delivery is best achieved not through deeper relief, but through maintaining robust minimum requirements and focusing incentives on the delivery of social rent housing. Evidence suggests that excessive relief is more likely to be absorbed into land values than to translate into higher delivery, whereas strong, consistent policy expectations provide greater certainty for communities and decision-makers alike.

Accordingly, CPRE London believes that any relief should be modest, time-limited, and linked to clear public benefit, with a presumption in favour of protecting CIL receipts and affordable housing requirements unless there is clear evidence that relief will materially change delivery outcomes.

Question 18
CPRE London considers that a percentage-based CIL relief would entrench existing inequities between boroughs. Boroughs that have set lower CIL rates would see a proportionately greater loss of already limited infrastructure funding, while boroughs with higher CIL rates would continue to retain comparatively more cash for infrastructure even after the discount is applied. In effect, the boroughs with the least capacity to absorb funding reductions would be hit hardest.

This outcome is problematic. Many boroughs have deliberately set lower CIL rates to avoid discouraging development or in recognition of local viability constraints. A percentage-based relief would penalise those authorities by further reducing their ability to fund essential local infrastructure, while insulating boroughs that have historically charged higher rates.

CPRE London therefore considers that a different approach is required. Relief should be designed in a way that does not amplify existing disparities in infrastructure funding across London. Options such as a capped cash reduction, or a hybrid model that combines a percentage discount with a minimum retained CIL floor, would help avoid disadvantaging boroughs with lower CIL rates and would provide a more equitable and transparent framework for applying relief.


Questions 19
Views on viability evidence and enforcement
CPRE London considers that the treatment of Benchmark Land Value (BLV) is critical. While it is reasonable for applicants to provide BLV evidence, the policy must ensure that BLV is firmly anchored to Existing Use Value plus a genuinely modest and policy-compliant premium. Without clear parameters, there is a risk that inflated or circular benchmarks are used to demonstrate the need for relief, effectively transferring land value risk from landowners to the public sector. Clear guidance on acceptable evidence and assumptions is therefore essential.

The requirement for a statutory declaration is welcome, but CPRE London considers that it should complement, not substitute for, clarity on inputs. Statutory declarations are most effective where the scope of what is being declared is well defined. The Government should therefore specify a minimum set of standardised inputs that must accompany the summary appraisal, including assumptions on sales values, build costs, developer return, finance, and the treatment of grant or other subsidy.

Finally, CPRE London supports the proposal to amend the CIL Regulations to specify required viability information, as this would promote consistency across boroughs and reduce the risk of relief being granted on the basis of incomplete or optimistic assumptions. Overall, the level of information should be sufficient to demonstrate that relief is genuinely necessary to enable delivery, while maintaining clear discipline around land value and avoiding a process that primarily protects residual land value rather than unlocking stalled development.

Question 20
CPRE London considers that the existing enforcement mechanisms are necessary but not, on their own, sufficient to deter gaming of the system. While statutory declarations under the Perjury Act 1911 and enforcement provisions under Regulation 110 of the CIL Regulations provide an important legal backstop, in practice they set a very high threshold for action and are unlikely to be routinely invoked. This limits their effectiveness as day-to-day deterrents, particularly in a system that relies on summary viability information rather than full open-book assessment.

The risk is not primarily deliberate fraud, but the use of optimistic, selective, or circular assumptions, particularly around Benchmark Land Value and developer return, which may technically comply with professional standards but nevertheless overstate the need for relief. Existing enforcement mechanisms are not well suited to addressing this type of behaviour, which sits in a grey area between misjudgement and misrepresentation.

CPRE London therefore considers that additional, proportionate deterrents should be available, consistent with the Government’s aim of a streamlined process. These could include clearer standardised parameters for key viability inputs, the ability for boroughs to require targeted clarification where assumptions appear out of line with guidance, and consequences where schemes that receive relief subsequently demonstrate significantly higher performance than assumed, such as reduced eligibility for future relief or automatic reconsideration of contributions.

Such measures would strengthen confidence that relief is being granted only where genuinely necessary, without reintroducing the complexity of full viability testing. They would also help ensure that the proposed system supports delivery in the public interest rather than becoming a mechanism for protecting land value through weakly enforced assumptions.


Question 21
Question 22
Question 23
Question 24
Question 25
Question 26


Question 27
Views on the proposed implementation process

Emergency relief should not become a substitute for structural reform. Many borough CIL charging schedules were set under very different market conditions. If relief is introduced, it should be linked to a requirement for boroughs to review their CIL schedules within a defined timeframe, with oversight from the Secretary of State, to ensure the system returns to stable, locally calibrated charging.

Question 28
Other ways developers could be supported through the CIL system

Systematic borough-led CIL reviews, improved transparency of spending, and clearer links between receipts and development impacts would provide more durable support than repeated emergency measures. Visible investment in health, active travel, environmental improvements, and green space is also critical for sustaining public consent for development.


Question 29
Views on the new PSI category for residential development of 50 or more homes
There is a real risk that the proposed PSI category could, in practice, lead to a levelling down of quality and weaken the primacy of the local plan, even though this may not be the stated intention.

The mechanism is deliberately asymmetric. It is triggered only where a local planning authority is minded to refuse an application, and it gives the Mayor a route to intervene at that point. This means that local refusals, including those based on design quality, environmental impact, infrastructure capacity, or cumulative effects, become subject to strategic override, while locally approved schemes proceed without intervention. Over time, this risks shifting the balance of decision-making away from locally adopted plans and locally defined standards.

Although the proposal states that the Mayor may only intervene where there is an impact on the implementation of the London Plan and where there are sound planning reasons, these tests are broad. In practice, housing delivery targets can come to dominate such assessments, particularly in the context of an (claimed) acute housing shortage. Where this happens, there is a risk that local plan policies relating to place-making, environmental protection, and infrastructure are treated as secondary considerations rather than as the primary framework for decision-making.

There is also a cumulative quality risk. If applicants come to expect that refusal can be escalated to mayoral determination, local plan policies may carry less practical weight in shaping scheme design at the outset. This can weaken incentives to resolve local concerns early and lead to more schemes being designed to the minimum acceptable standard rather than to the locally intended quality threshold.

For these reasons, CPRE London would be concerned if the new PSI category were to be used in a way that routinely overrides robust, policy-compliant local decisions. Without clear guidance and restraint, the proposal risks undermining local plan primacy and eroding confidence that the planning system rewards good design, environmental quality, and genuine place-based planning rather than simply prioritising housing numbers.

Question 30 
(Maybe add that Stage 1 is helpful in assessing if the scheme is London Plan compliant. Also that the system is currently marred by total lack of transparency and public involvement which needs to change.)
Views on the streamlined process for the new PSI category
CPRE London understands the intention behind a streamlined process and recognises the desire to reduce delay and uncertainty for medium-sized residential schemes. However, CPRE London has reservations about the proposed approach as currently framed.

By removing the Stage 1 process and triggering mayoral involvement only when a local planning authority is minded to refuse, the streamlined procedure risks narrowing scrutiny to the point where important local considerations are marginalised. In practice, this could reduce the weight given to locally adopted plan policies on design quality, environmental protection, infrastructure capacity, and cumulative impacts, particularly where refusal is based on place-specific concerns rather than strategic policy conflict.

CPRE London is concerned that a process designed primarily to intercept refusals may, over time, weaken the primacy of local plans and lower expectations of quality. If the streamlined process is introduced, it should be accompanied by clear guidance that mayoral intervention is exceptional and that robust, policy-compliant local decisions should not be overridden solely to meet housing numbers. Without such safeguards, the process risks prioritising speed and certainty over good planning outcomes.

Question 31

Do you agree that development in Category 3D of the Schedule of the Mayor of London Order 2008 should be brought into scope of the Mayor’s call-in power? Please state why.

CPRE London does not support extending the Mayor’s call-in power to development in Category 3D as proposed. While Green Belt and Metropolitan Open Land are of clear strategic importance, the current framework already provides strong protection by enabling mayoral scrutiny at Stage 1 and empowering the Mayor to direct refusal where development is inappropriate. Extending call-in powers would materially alter the balance of decision-making by reducing the ability of local planning authorities to refuse development on protected land without the risk of strategic override.

CPRE London is particularly concerned by the consultation’s reliance on the concept of securing development on “poor quality” Green Belt or Metropolitan Open Land. Even as Government policy begins to introduce the concept of “grey belt”, this remains a highly sensitive and evolving area of policy. The established test in national policy and the London Plan continues to be whether development is inappropriate and whether very special circumstances clearly outweigh the harm. Introducing qualitative distinctions into decision-making through call-in powers risks weakening the clarity and consistency of these protections in practice.

There is also a significant behavioural risk. If land within the Green Belt or Metropolitan Open Land is perceived to become more developable when it is degraded or poorly managed, this creates a perverse incentive for neglect rather than stewardship. Over time, this could undermine the environmental and social value of protected land and erode public confidence that these designations provide durable protection.

Finally, CPRE London is concerned that enabling call-in in Category 3D cases reframes refusal as a provisional rather than final outcome. This risks encouraging speculative applications and shifting emphasis away from strict policy compliance toward design optimisation and housing delivery arguments, even where local authorities are acting fully in accordance with national and London Plan policy.

For these reasons, CPRE London does not agree that Category 3D development should be brought into scope of the Mayor’s call-in power. Any change of this nature should be considered only as part of a much clearer and more robust policy framework, with explicit safeguards to preserve the primacy of the local plan, the very special circumstances test, and the long-term integrity of Green Belt and Metropolitan Open Land protections.


Question 32
Public Sector Equality Duty impacts

Do you have any comments on any potential impacts for you, or the group or business you represent, and on anyone with a relevant protected characteristic that might arise under the Public Sector Equality Duty as a result of the proposals in this document?

CPRE London considers that the scale and concentration of growth envisaged by the proposals may have significant implications for the quality of life of Londoners, with disproportionate impacts on people with protected characteristics under the Public Sector Equality Duty.

High-density urban development, if not carefully managed, can place substantial pressure on local environments, including air quality, access to green space, daylight, tranquillity, and local infrastructure. These factors are closely linked to physical and mental health outcomes. Evidence published in The Lancet and The Lancet Public Health demonstrates that high urban density without adequate access to green space, clean air, and social infrastructure is associated with increased risks of stress, anxiety, depression, cardiovascular disease, and respiratory illness. The research also shows that access to local green space has measurable protective effects for both physical and mental health.

The impacts of intensified growth are not experienced evenly. Older people, disabled people, children, carers, and lower-income households are more likely to depend on local parks, green spaces, and the immediate public realm for daily activity, wellbeing, and social connection. They are also less able to mitigate adverse impacts by relocating or altering their living circumstances. Where development leads to cumulative environmental degradation, prolonged construction disturbance, or increased exposure to pollution and heat stress, these groups are more likely to experience sustained harm.

There is a particular concern that the proposals assume that London can continue to absorb significant population growth without adequately addressing the distribution of environmental and social costs. Those with greater financial flexibility may be able to move away from areas experiencing intensified pressure, whereas long-term residents, social housing tenants, and those with strong community, employment, or care ties are more likely to remain and bear the impacts. This raises questions about whether the proposals sufficiently consider who is affected by growth and whether those impacts fall disproportionately on people with protected characteristics.

CPRE London therefore considers that careful and explicit regard must be given to the Public Sector Equality Duty in implementing these proposals. This includes prioritising the prevention of environmental harm, protecting access to local green space and environmental quality, and ensuring that accelerated development does not undermine health, wellbeing, and quality of life for those least able to adapt or relocate. Without such safeguards, there is a risk that the proposals exacerbate existing inequalities and conflict with both the spirit and the intent of equality and environmental legislation.

The Making Space for Nature review highlights that fragmented and degraded green assets are less resilient and less able to deliver ecological and social benefits. In an urban context, protecting the quality of green space, including at its edges, is therefore as important as protecting its designation.

Question 33
Mitigation of any identified impacts
CPRE London considers that effective mitigation must be embedded at the earliest stages of policy design and decision-making, rather than treated as a secondary or compensatory exercise once development proposals are advanced. In the context of accelerated housing delivery, mitigation should focus on preventing harm wherever possible, consistent with the environmental principles set out in the Environment Act 2021.

At the local level, a core mitigation measure is the protection and enhancement of green infrastructure. Local parks, green spaces, and green corridors should be treated as essential health and environmental infrastructure, particularly in high-density areas. Development supported by the proposals should demonstrably maintain or improve access to local green space, deliver biodiversity net gain primarily on site where reasonably practicable, and contribute to coherent and connected ecological networks, in line with the principles set out in Making Space for Nature, rather than relying on distant or abstract forms of offsetting.

Mitigation must also address air quality, noise, and heat stress, which disproportionately affect vulnerable groups. This requires a strong emphasis on prevention, including limiting development intensity where environmental capacity is already constrained, ensuring high standards of design and layout, and avoiding reliance on late-stage mitigation or compensation to address harms that could have been prevented.

However, mitigation cannot be achieved solely at the neighbourhood or borough level. CPRE London considers that a key strategic mitigation measure is the adoption of a more balanced regional approach to housing and population growth. In the absence of a coherent national spatial strategy, the proposals risk reinforcing the concentration of growth in London, compounding environmental pressures in already dense and constrained areas. A clearer commitment to regional rebalancing, supporting growth in other cities and regions alongside London, would help mitigate cumulative impacts on quality of life, infrastructure, and environmental capacity in the capital.

Finally, effective mitigation depends on maintaining adequate infrastructure funding and accountability. Community Infrastructure Levy and planning obligations must remain sufficient to support local mitigation measures, including investment in green space, active travel, and environmental improvements. Clear monitoring of outcomes and regular review of emergency measures would help ensure that mitigation is real and effective, rather than aspirational, and that temporary interventions do not become embedded in ways that erode environmental quality or equality over time.



Question 34

Environmental principles
CPRE London has concerns about how the proposals interact with the environmental principles set out in the Environment Act 2021. While the consultation repeatedly reaffirms commitment to environmental protection, the structure and framing of several proposals suggest that delivery pressures, particularly housing delivery in London, are being given precedence over the preventative and integrated approach required by the Act.

In particular, the proposals risk weakening the prevention principle and rectification at source principle. By focusing on mechanisms to override local refusals, reduce infrastructure contributions, and rely more heavily on mitigation or later-stage review, the approach risks addressing environmental harm after it has occurred rather than preventing it in the first place. This is especially concerning in relation to Green Belt, Metropolitan Open Land, and the cumulative impacts of development on air quality, green space, and ecological networks.

There is also a concern about the integration principle. Environmental considerations appear to be treated as constraints to be managed within a delivery-led framework, rather than as integral factors shaping where and how development should take place. The emphasis on accelerating development within London, without equivalent consideration of spatial balance across the wider region or the UK, risks concentrating environmental pressure in already constrained urban areas rather than addressing housing need in a more distributed and sustainable way.

CPRE London is not suggesting that the Environment Act can simply be set aside. Rather, the concern is that the emergency framing of the proposals risks marginalising the Act’s principles in practice. If population growth and housing delivery are to be concentrated in London, this must be accompanied by a demonstrably stronger commitment to prevention, local environmental quality, and the protection of green infrastructure, in line with the spirit as well as the letter of the Environment Act 2021.


