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10 February 2026


Dear Planning Team,

Draft Integrated Impact Assessment Scoping Report

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. 

Introduction
CPRE London welcomes the opportunity to comment on the Draft Integrated Impact Assessment (IIA) Scoping Report. We recognise the importance of the IIA in integrating Strategic Environmental Assessment, Sustainability Appraisal, Health Impact Assessment and Equalities considerations into the preparation of the London Plan.
Our experience of the IIA undertaken for the London Plan 2021 is directly relevant. While that assessment was procedurally compliant and identified a range of environmental impacts, its influence on fundamental plan assumptions, particularly the overall scale of housing growth and long-term pressure on protected open land, was limited. The IIA largely tested how growth could be accommodated rather than whether the scale of growth itself was compatible with environmental limits, and cumulative and cross-boundary effects were under-developed.
This demonstrates that issues constrained or deferred at scoping stage are rarely revisited in a way that materially influences outcomes. Given the significantly higher housing targets now proposed, weaker delivery conditions, and the revised National Planning Policy Framework published in December 2024, it is essential that the IIA scope is robust, open-ended, and capable of informing strategic choices from the outset.
Question 1
Have there been any significant omissions of plans, policies, programmes or sustainability objectives relevant to the scoping of the IIA?

CPRE London considers that the Draft IIA Scoping Report contains significant omissions and under-developed policy contexts that limit its ability to assess the full sustainability implications of the emerging London Plan.
The Scoping Report does not sufficiently reflect London’s role as a functional city-region. While it acknowledges that impacts beyond the GLA boundary will be considered, it does not adequately integrate plans, programmes and evidence from neighbouring authorities likely to be significantly affected by the London Plan. The GLA covers approximately 1,572 km², compared with a wider London metropolitan area of around 8,382 km². A substantial proportion of environmental, social and infrastructure impacts are therefore displaced beyond the plan boundary. These cumulative and indirect effects should be treated as integral to the assessment, in line with SEA requirements to consider the area likely to be significantly affected by the plan.
The Scoping Report also underplays the role of major strategic transport investment in shaping development patterns. Experience in London shows that transport schemes can drive development pressure, particularly where scheme viability depends on housing delivery and land value uplift. The long-running case of Crossrail 2 illustrates how infrastructure proposals can create policy lock-in and sustained pressure on constrained land, including Green Belt and Metropolitan Open Land. This context is not yet adequately reflected in the scope of the IIA.
There is insufficient recognition of social infrastructure as a land-use issue. While health and wellbeing outcomes are referenced, the spatial and land-take implications of schools, healthcare facilities, leisure centres and burial provision are not yet adequately reflected. Burial provision in particular represents a largely irreversible form of development linked to population growth and ageing, frequently falling on open or peri-urban land.
CPRE London is concerned by the framing of paragraph 4.22 of the Scoping Report, which states that the new London Plan will need to accommodate higher housing targets set by national government, including through consideration of Green Belt release. This wording risks pre-determining the outcome of the assessment by treating housing targets as fixed requirements rather than assumptions to be tested against environmental limits. Environmental assessment legislation requires the IIA to be capable of identifying whether accommodating the full housing target would give rise to unacceptable harm, and of informing plan-makers where such harm cannot be adequately avoided or mitigated.
The Scoping Report also does not yet reflect the full weight of national policy objectives relating to the protection of Green Belt, Metropolitan Open Land and publicly accessible parks, particularly following the revised National Planning Policy Framework published in December 2024. These designations operate as strategic constraints intended to impose limits on development, and this role should be more clearly embedded in the IIA scope.
Question 2
Is the baseline data collated relevant and of sufficient detail to support the IIA, or is there additional key baseline data that could be used?
While the baseline data is wide-ranging, CPRE London considers that it relies too heavily on headline indicators and lacks sufficient functional and spatial detail in several key areas.

For Green Belt, Metropolitan Open Land and parks, the baseline presents aggregate figures for green land cover without adequately distinguishing between designated and non-designated land, publicly accessible and private land, or land vulnerable to incremental erosion. This risks overstating environmental capacity and understating the sensitivity of strategically protected land.
The baseline does not sufficiently address access to open space, quality of provision or spatial inequalities. National policy increasingly emphasises the functional role of open space, including accessibility and long-term capacity, and these aspects should be explicitly reflected.
There is insufficient baseline evidence on the cumulative loss of front gardens and permeable surfaces, despite previous London Plan evidence of long-term decline. This is particularly significant in Outer London boroughs such as Hounslow, where incremental changes to residential plots have materially affected surface water management, urban cooling, biodiversity and townscape character.
Paragraph 4.30 of the Scoping Report provides important evidence on the gap between nationally set housing need, current London Plan targets and actual delivery, and on the role of macroeconomic and structural factors in suppressing delivery. This evidence is highly material to the baseline, as it demonstrates that sustained delivery at the national target level cannot be assumed. The baseline should therefore reflect alternative delivery trajectories, the likelihood that unmet demand will be displaced beyond the GLA boundary, and the risk that a recession or prolonged economic slowdown could weaken brownfield viability and infrastructure funding. In such circumstances, there is a real risk that pressure to meet housing targets is redirected towards the release of less constrained land, with Green Belt and Metropolitan Open Land treated as contingency capacity rather than as strategic constraints. The IIA baseline should therefore test how different economic scenarios could alter spatial outcomes and environmental risk, rather than assuming stable delivery conditions throughout the plan period.
In this context, CPRE London considers that the baseline should extend beyond the GLA administrative boundary to include authorities within the functional London metropolitan area where they are likely to be significantly affected by London Plan policies.
Question 3
Do you agree with the key sustainability issues that have been identified for London?
CPRE London broadly agrees with the sustainability themes identified but considers that several are insufficiently framed.
The Scoping Report frequently treats environmental impacts as an inevitable consequence of growth. SEA good practice requires sustainability issues to be framed as questions to be tested, not outcomes to be assumed. The current framing risks normalising harm, particularly to protected open land, and moving prematurely to mitigation rather than first considering avoidance.
Cumulative and indirect impacts are acknowledged but not yet sufficiently embedded. For Green Belt, Metropolitan Open Land and parks, harm often arises incrementally through repeated small decisions. Without a stronger focus on cumulative erosion, long-term loss of openness and degradation of function may not be adequately captured.

There is also insufficient recognition of irreversible land use. Burial provision represents a largely irreversible form of development, and proposals to reuse or reopen historic burial grounds can give rise to significant environmental effects. Many such sites have developed into ecologically valuable semi-natural habitats, including London priority habitats such as acid grassland, yet these long-term impacts are under-represented.
Question 4
Do the IIA objectives and assessment questions provide a sound framework against which to assess the sustainability performance of the emerging London Plan?
The proposed objectives and assessment questions provide a useful starting point but require strengthening to ensure compliance with SEA requirements and alignment with national policy.
While the framework recognises the need to assess reasonable alternatives, it does not yet demonstrate that alternatives will be genuinely distinct. It is not clear that avoidance-led options which minimise harm to Green Belt and Metropolitan Open Land, or alternative delivery trajectories reflecting economic uncertainty, will be meaningfully tested. Without this clarity, there is a risk that alternatives are limited to variations of a single growth-led approach.
The assessment framework focuses primarily on minimising or mitigating impacts rather than clearly embedding the mitigation hierarchy of avoid, reduce and then mitigate. Given the strength of national policy protection for Green Belt and Metropolitan Open Land, avoidance should be central.
The revised National Planning Policy Framework published in December 2024 reinforces the permanence and strategic role of the Green Belt, retains the exceptional circumstances test for boundary changes, and introduces the concept of grey belt. While grey belt has the potential to support more granular and evidence-led assessment of land within the Green Belt, it also introduces a heightened risk of incremental and cumulative erosion if not applied within a clear and robust assessment framework. The IIA should therefore explicitly test how grey belt is defined, applied and distinguished from the wider Green Belt, and assess whether its use genuinely reduces environmental harm or instead functions as a mechanism for meeting housing targets with limited consideration of reasonable, avoidance-led alternatives. In particular, the framework should assess impacts on the integrity, function and permanence of the remaining Green Belt, rather than treating grey belt land in isolation.
In line with CPRE’s long-standing position on the importance of Green Belt permanence and integrity, this could include an assessment question such as: To what extent would the identification and development of grey belt land, individually and cumulatively, affect the integrity, function and permanence of the remaining Green Belt, and how does this compare with reasonable, avoidance-led alternatives that do not rely on Green Belt land?
Conclusion
CPRE London considers that the Draft IIA Scoping Report provides a useful starting point but does not yet offer a sufficiently robust or neutral framework to assess the sustainability of the emerging London Plan in a context of heightened pressure for release of lower value land, and extremely high requirements for land allocation for housing more generally.
In particular, the framing of housing targets in paragraphs 4.22 and 4.30 risks constraining the role of the IIA by treating those targets as fixed requirements rather than assumptions to be tested against environmental limits. Green Belt, Metropolitan Open Land and parks are acknowledged but not yet treated as strategic constraints with the full weight required by national policy.
If these issues are not addressed at scoping stage, there is a material risk that the IIA will be unable to demonstrate that reasonable, avoidance-led alternatives have been properly assessed. The Scoping Report should therefore be strengthened now to ensure that the IIA can genuinely inform strategic choices, withstand scrutiny at Examination in Public, and provide a sound and legally robust basis for the preparation of the London Plan.
Yours faithfully,
Alice Roberts
Head of Campaigns 
CPRE London 
alice.roberts@cprelondon.org.uk
07792942691
Registered charity number 1200094
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