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Is the strategic approach to accommodating development needs within London 

justified and consistent with national policy? In particular:  

a) Is the focus on the Central Activities Zone, Town Centres, Opportunity Areas and 

through the intensification of existing built-up areas in inner and outer London 

whilst protecting the Green Belt and Metropolitan Open Land justified and would it 

be effective in meeting identified needs and achieving sustainable development?  

1. A London Plan which seeks to meet objectively assessed housing need in full, should in 

principle, be considered a positive approach, as required by NPPF Paragraph 182.  

2. The strategy established by Policies SD1, SD4, SD6 SD7, SD10 and GG2, to direct 

development to those locations specifically identified for development (the CAZ, Town 

Centres, Opportunity Areas, Brownfield Land) is consistent with National Policy and 

represents elements of a positive approach in helping to meet London’s needs. 

3. However, the unchecked protection of the Green Belt and Metropolitan Open Land 

(MOL), as established by Policy G21 is not considered to be sound; is not positively 

prepared (does not result in sustainable development), is not justified (not the most 

appropriate strategy), not effective (leads to internal policy conflict), and is not 

consistent with national policy.  

Consistent with National Policy 

4. London’s development need places new pressures on Boroughs to deliver much higher 

housing numbers than the current Plan (increase in ten-year housing requirement of 

over 50%). The scale and nature of this housing need is such that a full evidenced 

assessment of all sources of housing supply, compatible with national policy, is 

required. 

5. NPPF Section 9 when assessed comprehensively, makes clear that whilst the 

overarching aim of protecting the Green Belt is not to be compromised unless in 

exceptional circumstances2, the principle of Green Belt boundary review is indeed 

established in national policy as specifically relating to Local Plan production or review. 

                                              

1 Policy G2 London’s Green Belt  

A The Green Belt should be protected from inappropriate development:  

1) 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 The extension of the Green Belt will be supported, where appropriate. Its de-designation will not be 

supported. (emphasis added) 

2 83. Local planning authorities with Green Belts in their area should establish 

Green Belt boundaries in their Local Plans which set the framework for Green Belt 

and settlement policy. Once established, Green Belt boundaries should only be 

altered in exceptional circumstances, through the preparation or review of the Local 
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6. The significance of the increase in the overall housing target figure for London is clearly 

‘exceptional circumstances’.  

7. 19 London Boroughs contain Green Belt/MOL designated land, of this, 7 London 

Boroughs comprise over 25% Green Belt (Barnet, Bromley, Croydon, Enfield, Havering, 

Hillingdon, Redbridge).   

Borough Current annualised 

target 

Draft London Plan 

annualised target 

% increase 

Barnet 2,349 3,134 25 

Bromley 641 1,424 55 

Croydon 1,435 2,949 51 

Enfield 798 1,876 57 

Havering 1,170 1,875 38 

Hillingdon 559 1,553 64 

Redbridge  1,123 1,979 43 

Total 8,075 14,790 45 

 

8. These seven boroughs are required to deliver 23% of the overall housing figure in the 

London Plan, whilst being heavily constrained by the Green Belt (and this does not 

reference the other 12 London Boroughs which still contain Green Belt/MOL land). 

These boroughs also see consistently high proportional increase in housing numbers.  

9. It is unclear how the necessary growth is expected to be delivered at a Borough level, if 

Boroughs are not permitted to review their Green Belt, following the principles 

established at NPPF Paragraph 85. As such, the policy approach at H1 is not consistent 

with national planning policy and therefore cannot be found sound. 

Justified 

                                              

Plan. At that time, authorities should consider the Green Belt boundaries having 

regard to their intended permanence in the long term, so that they should be 

capable of enduring beyond the plan period.  

84. When drawing up or reviewing Green Belt boundaries local planning authorities 

should take account of the need to promote sustainable patterns of development. 

They should consider the consequences for sustainable development of channelling 

development towards urban areas inside the Green Belt boundary, towards towns 

and villages inset within the Green Belt or towards locations beyond the outer Green 

Belt boundary. 
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10. The London Plan as drafted has not considered Green Belt boundary review justified by 

‘exceptional circumstances’ as a ‘reasonable alternative’ as it has not assessed this 

possibility, nor has it provided evidence as to why this alternative has not been 

included.  

11. The approach does not allow Boroughs to consider this ‘reasonable alternative’ to 

justify Green Belt boundary review.  

Positively Prepared 

12. A ‘blanket’ exclusion of Green Belt land does not necessarily result in a strategy which 

achieves sustainable development. As set out above, the London Boroughs which are 

significantly constrained by Green Belt have significant increases in expected housing 

delivery. An inability to consider all potential sources of housing land supply is likely to 

force a particular pattern of growth, which in turn could have significant impacts on 

infrastructure, design and communities. Policy H12 requires a range of unit sizes to be 

delivered. As proposed, the spatial pattern of development will, as per H12 part 6) 

result in too many smaller units which do not meet local needs or the 2017 SHMA. This 

would not result in sustainable development and therefore this policy approach is not 

sound. 

13. There are areas of Green Belt land which do not fulfil the purposes as established by 

NPPF Paragraph 80, nor are they considered ‘open’, which is the key aim of Green Belt 

policy as established by NPPF Paragraph 79. In the absence of a Green Belt review to 

assess these areas, the full development capacity of London cannot be identified. 

14. Areas of such low-performing Green Belt land may also be well-located with respect to 

existing and improved infrastructure, minimise impact on other constrained land (e.g. 

heritage, transport capacity etc.) and therefore would assist in achieving sustainable 

development in a comprehensive way.  

15. The Redbridge Local Plan Examination considered these issues in relation to achieving 

the housing requirement. The Inspector’s Report concluded that the Borough had 

assessed its brownfield land suitably and was still unable to meet its identified need. 

Therefore, they were forced to look to the Green Belt.3 This process was justified, 

because brownfield land capacity has been reasonably assessed, as further 

intensification could ‘have a significant impact on transport junctions and links and the 

character and townscape of the Borough.’ The Report concluded that the adopted 

London Plan allows for Green Belt release where exceptional circumstances justify this, 

and that the Borough’s approach to releasing Green Belt for housing delivery was 

                                              

3 42. Paragraph 83 of the NPPF provides that, once established, Green Belt boundaries should only be 

altered in exceptional circumstances through the preparation of the Local Plan. The report will 

consider this question on a site by site basis in due course but there are some general considerations 

relating to housing delivery that affect the proposed releases. 43. The first is that without Green Belt 

sites the relevant housing requirement would not be met contrary to the aims of the NPPF and that 

there would not be general conformity with The London Plan. As explained above the yield envisaged 

from within the built-up area is realistic and there is no suggestion that obvious candidates for 

development have been omitted. Furthermore, the estimates of capacity have sought to maximise 

densities as far as possible. Redbridge Local Plan Inspector’s Report, January 2018. 
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sound. Without the ability to review Green Belt boundaries, the Borough would not 

meet its objectively assessed housing need, which would be contrary to the NPPF and 

the London Plan.  

16. Boroughs should be encouraged through the spatial strategy to comprehensively assess 

their Green Belt and MOL for such areas, which is supported at NPPF (2012) 

Paragraph 84, in considering the ‘consequences for sustainable development of 

channelling development towards urban areas inside the Green Belt boundary’.  

Effective 

17. Policy SD1 supports the growth and regeneration of Opportunity Areas, as ‘significant 

locations with development capacity to accommodate new housing, commercial 

development and infrastructure’.4 It is not, however, acknowledged that some 

Opportunity Areas may include Green Belt/MOL designated land. For example, the 

Kingston Opportunity Area includes Green Belt land at Chessington, the full capacity 

and potential of which cannot be explored, understood or achieved without allowing 

the Borough to undertake a Green Belt review. Therefore, this approach does not result 

in a clear effective policy approach.  

Summary 

18. Matter 65 on the Green Belt and MOL policies specifically deal with Policies G2 and 

G3. However, the spatial strategy must rely on a sound approach to meeting the 

identified development needs for London, and accordingly should be revised to make 

reference to allowing Boroughs to explore the potential of the Green Belt/MOL, to allow 

positive, justified and effective policy approach which is consistent with national policy.  

 

  

                                              

4 Paragraph 2.1.1, Draft London Plan showing minor suggested changes (July 2018). 
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b) Alternatively, should some of London’s development needs be met through 

reviewing Green Belt and Metropolitan Open Land in London? 

19. As demonstrated in response to part a) of the matter, it is not considered sound to 

progress a strategy which does not consider all reasonable options for delivering 

housing growth, as this will not achieve sustainable development or meet the objectively 

assessed development needs. 

20. The strategic policy approach of the London Plan must support Boroughs to review their 

Green Belt in order to identify any areas of low-performing Green Belt, which is 

sustainably located and can assist in meeting development needs. 

21. The risks of not permitting Boroughs to undertake this could comprise: 

 The objectively assessed development needs not being met and the Plan failing in its 

strategy; 

 As a result of there simply not being sufficient development capacity. 

 Development being forced to occur in less sustainable locations; 

 Brownfield sites may not be inherently sustainably located and development of 

brownfield sites on an ad hoc basis may not lead to sustainable patterns of 

development. 

 Development being undertaken with impacts on infrastructure; 

 The development of sites on an ad hoc basis will not deliver the necessary 

infrastructure to support the Plan. Sites in Town Centres and Brownfield sites may 

not necessarily secure the necessary infrastructure to support the Plan. 

 Development being undertaken at higher densities (achieving a lower overall quality) 

than is appropriate, given the significant constraints on land within some Green Belt 

boroughs; 

 The pressures placed on Boroughs to meet much high delivery rates could impact 

on design quality, density and infrastructure provision. 

 Brownfield land which has other economic, social or infrastructure-related value and 

importance being lost to other land uses; 

 The pressures placed on Boroughs to meet much high delivery rates could impact 

on other policy areas which seek to protect other land uses, due to the weighted 

balance in the NPPF 2018 footnote 7 which will apply to decision-making at the 

Borough level once the plan is adopted.  

 No guaranteed improvement to access, longevity and enhancement to Green Belt/MOL 

land. 

 There are sites within the Green Belt that are of poor quality and provide little 

amenity value. Accordingly, through appropriate development on released Green 

Belt land, sites may be able to offer wider benefits to remaining Green Belt in terms 

of improving quality, accessibility and biodiversity value.  

22. The assumptions made by the GLA requires Boroughs to identify significant capacity 

from the abovementioned sources in the policy (i.e. the CAZ, Town Centres, 
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Opportunity Areas and Brownfield Sites). However, it has not been evidenced that the 

capacity assumptions in terms of considering appropriate densities, other physical and 

infrastructure constraints and the most sustainable pattern of development. 

23. Furthermore, the presence of Green Belt/MOL land in a borough inherently reduces its 

overall development capacity, thus limiting the ability of these boroughs to deliver 

housing need in a sustainable and appropriate manner.  

 

 


