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M65. Would Policies G2 and G3 provide an effective strategic context for the 

preparation of local plans and neighbourhood plans?  

 

Policy G2 is clear that any amendment to Green Belt boundaries will not be supported by the 

Mayor. The London Plan is part of the development plan for London. This means that the 

release of land from the Green Belt following a review of the Green Belt will be very difficult, if 

not impossible, for a London borough to do.  

 

Policy G3 is clear that development that harms the MOL will not be supported by the Mayor. 

Only extensions will be supported where this is deemed appropriate.  

 

Both policies are clear in terms of what is required by local plans and neighbourhood plans. 

However, whether Policies G2 and G3 are consistent with national policy, and whether they 

are effective policies in terms of delivering London’s strategic objectives, is another matter.  

 

Are the policies and detailed criteria justified and necessary and would they provide an 

effective basis for development management? In particular:  

 

a) Is Policy G2 on London’s Green Belt consistent with national policy and, if not, is 

this justified?  

 

The policy is contrary to national policy as expressed in both the NPPF 2012 and the NPPF 

2018.  

 

The NPPF 2012 allows local authorities to alter the Green Belt through local plans. As 

paragraph 83 states: 

 
“Once established, Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in exceptional circumstances, through 

the preparation or review of the Local Plan.” 

 

The Mayor has been anxious to assert throughout this examination that the London Plan is 

not a local plan or development plan document. Indeed, on occasion the GLA has questioned 

whether the NPPF 2012 should be apply to the examination of the London Plan at all. 

Therefore - and consistent with this position - the Mayor cannot determine what the London 

boroughs may do in terms of the Green Belt through the preparation of their own local plans. 

This is a local matter, not a strategic concern. Only the London local planning authorities can 

determine whether it is appropriate to review their Green Belt boundaries to add or remove 

land from the Green Belt.  

 

The wording in the current London Plan policy relating to the Green Belt – policy 7.16 – is 

consistent with national policy. It is consistent because it does not preclude the possibility of 

Green Belt release through a local plan or in ‘exceptional circumstances’ where this can help 

secure the objectives of the Green Belt.  By contrast, the Policy G2 in the DLP amounts to an 



unequivocal statement of opposition by the Mayor to any release of the Green Belt under any 

circumstances.  

 

This is not a matter over which the Mayor of London has jurisdiction. While he may produce a 

spatial strategy that outlines the general principles of growth and where that growth might best 

be accommodated, ultimately, it is down to the individual local planning authorities to 

determine the most appropriate way to meet the housing targets that have been identified by 

the Mayor.  

Therefore, to be in keeping with national policy, the London boroughs should be allowed to 

continue to exercise their planning judgement on this matter. In doing so they will have to 

balance an array of different planning objectives articulated in both the London Plan and their 

own emerging local plans. The local planning authority should be allowed to make a decision 

on land use in their area based on what they consider represents the most sustainable pattern 

of development to achieve the overall strategic aims of the London Plan.  

 

In view of the challenging housing targets, and the Mayor’s questionable approach to 

assessing housing capacity in London (e.g. his discounted modelled capacity approach to 

large sites plus his small sites modelled approach) it is important that the boroughs are allowed 

the flexibility and discretion – as allowed by national policy – to alter the Green Belt.  

 

To this end the Revised Policy G2 should be re-drafted to read: 

 

A The Green Belt should be protected from inappropriate development. To this end 

the Mayor will support: 

1) local reviews of the Green Belt undertaken through the preparation of Local 

Plans with the aim of achieving the strategic objectives of the London Plan. 

Development proposals that would harm the Green Belt should be refused  

2) the enhancement of the Green Belt to provide appropriate multi-functional uses 

for Londoners should be supported.  

B Alterations to the Green Belt will be supported, where appropriate to achieve the 

strategic objectives of the London Plan. Its de-designation will not be supported.  

  

We should also consider what the new NPPF 2018 says about the relationship between spatial 

development strategies and the Green Belt. The NPPF 2018 sets out a new approach to 

planning. Under the NPPF 2018 spatial development strategies are part of the development 

plan (para. 17). As such they are subject to the tests of soundness set out in the NPPF (para. 

35). The NPPF 2018, is clear that a Mayor with powers to prepare a spatial development 

strategy can formulate strategic policies. Strategic policies should set an overall strategy for 

the area. This includes making sufficient provision for housing (para. 20). The NPPF 2018 

states that the Mayor may formulate a strategic policy that determines whether Green Belt 

release is necessary to achieve the strategic objectives of the spatial development strategy 

(para. 136), and if it is, the Mayor can show where this is needed through maps and diagrams 

(para. 23 and 139). This is what the recently published Draft Greater Manchester Spatial 

Framework does.  

 

Even so, while a Mayor of a combined authority with powers to produce a spatial development 

strategy may coordinate a Green Belt review and indicate where land should be removed from 

the Green Belt to achieve the aims of the spatial strategy (para. 136), the Mayor’s powers do 

not extend to either compelling or restraining the local authority from making the actual 



amendment to the Green Belt. The authority to do so ultimately resides with the local planning 

authority and neighbourhood forum (para. 136). To provide additional clarity, paragraph 136 

of the NPPF 2018 states that detailed amendments to the Green Belt may be made through  

non-strategic policies.  

 

b) Is the ‘swapping’ of Metropolitan Open Land (MOL) referred to in paragraph 8.3.2 and 

allowed for by Policy G3 AC justified? Do the other detailed criteria provide sufficient 

clarity about inappropriate development and how any boundary alterations should 

proceed?  
 

MOL has equivalent status to the Green Belt. Therefore, the reasoning that applies to the 

Green Belt should apply also to MOL.   

 

To be consistent with the NPPF 2012, Part B should be amended so that it is clear that any 

alteration to the MOL can only be made through the preparation of a new local plan: 

 

“B The alteration extension of MOL designations will should be supported where 

appropriate undertaken through the Local Plan process.” 

 

In contrast to the policy on the Green Belt the policy for the Metropolitan Open Land (MOL) is 

more consistent with the NPPF 2012 since part C does allow for alterations to MOL boundaries 

through the local plan process. However, the new revised text undermines the practicality of 

this by requiring ‘land swapping’. While this may be desirable, it may not be realistic in practice. 

More pertinently, the Mayor has no jurisdiction over the amendment of MOL boundaries, as 

this is a non-strategic matter. Like the Green Belt, any decision to amend MOL boundaries will 

rest with the local planning authority.  

 

Part AA should be amended so that the Draft London Plan is clear that designation of new 

MOL should only occur through the local plan process: 

 

“AA Boroughs should designate MOL through the Local Plan process by…” 

 

Part AB should be amended to read: 

 

“AB The alteration extension of MOL designations will should be supported where 

appropriate.”  

 

Should parts of the River Thames be designated as MOL? 
 

No comment.  
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