
 

 

Pg 1/5 Lichfields.uk 
16838387v3 
 

New London Plan Examination – Written 
Statement – ID: 3223 
 

Our ref 16232/01/SB/SFu 

Date 4 December 2018 

From Lichfields on behalf of Dylon 2 Limited and Relta Limited  

 

Matter 
11 

Spatial Development Strategy (Overall Spatial Development 
Strategy)  

Is the strategic approach to accommodating development needs 
within London justified and consistent with national policy? In 
particular: 

1.0 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? 

1.1 The focus of the New London Plan (NLP) to accommodate development needs in the Central 

Activities Zone, Town Centres and Opportunity areas, in both inner and outer London is a 

justifiable one, in so far as this is a sustainable approach in the context of the NPPF 

[NLP/GD/03], (para.7). Focussing development in such locations, means that existing 

infrastructure can be utilised and supported. It meets the Mayor’s ‘Good Growth’ programme 

which includes endorsing: ‘‘…the redevelopment of brownfield sites and the intensification of 

existing places, including in outer London’’ (NLP, para.1.2.5).  

1.2 It is also apposite that the question recognises that development needs should be met across 

both inner and outer London. Table 4.1 of the NLP indicates the distribution of housing would 

be around 23,000 homes for inner London Boroughs and 42,000 for outer London Boroughs.  

This appropriately recognises the need to utilise capacity in the outer London Boroughs to 

deliver the bulk of the housing target.  

1.3 However, it is evident that the NLP is not currently seeking to meet London’s full housing needs 

and no effort has been made to bridge this gap (see M10(a))1. This is also intrinsically evident at 

the Borough Level, in LB Bromley, for example, need is likely to be significantly higher than the 

1,424dpa target set out in the NLP, with the government’s standard method calculating a figure 

of 2,635dpa for the Borough.  

1.4 So, the focus solely on these areas will not be sufficient or effective in meeting the identified 

need for additional housing (at least).  

1.5 To be effective, there needs to be a strategic review to establish whether there are other sites that 

might contribute towards meeting the need and increase housing delivery while still retaining 

the NLP requirement of its housing and design policies to optimise the development potential of 

all the deliverable and developable SHLAA sites.  

                                                             
1 See the letter from Rt Hon James Brockenshire to Sadiq Khan, Mayor of London, 27 July 2018 
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1.6 The approach to protecting Green Belt (GB) and Metropolitan Open Land (MOL) without 

having undertaken a strategic review of the extent to which sites perform a GB or MOL function 

across London (see M11(b)), is not justified as it clearly is not based on proportionate evidence 

(NPPF,para.182).  

1.7 Given the extent of London’s housing needs which cannot be met through development in 

existing built up areas2 this stance would fail to deliver sustainable development (NPPF, para.7).  

1.8 Keeping land designated as GB/MOL when it cannot be certain that the land still meets required 

criteria is not ‘effective’. This is particularly so when sites meet sustainability criteria, are close 

to existing transport hubs, and incorporate elements of previously developed land. It is 

particularly important to utilise such sites for housing development in the outer Boroughs.  

1.9 For example, the Dylon 2 site (LBB) is designated MOL, adjacent to an existing transport hub 

and could provide a significant number of new dwellings towards meeting housing needs. In the 

context of London’s acute housing and affordability crisis, and the inability of Boroughs to meet 

their OAN, such sites must be utilised.  

1.10 Furthermore, by providing development on GB/MOL sites in outer Boroughs, where adequate 

physical, environmental and social infrastructure is already in place, particularly within 1km of 

railway stations3, will minimise the need for additional strategic infrastructure otherwise 

required to support housing need in London.  

543 words. 

2.0 b) Alternatively, should some of London’s development needs be met 
through reviewing Green Belt and Metropolitan Open Land in 
London? 

2.1 Yes. It cannot be disputed that there is a desperate need for London to meet its own housing 

need, and that, as drafted, the NLP seeks to provide significantly below this need (see M10(a))4.  

2.2 The NLP does not allow for alteration of either designation (Policies G2/G3), excepting through 

the local plan process, so these policies are not based on sound evidence given the level of 

assessed housing need. 

2.3 Design-led densification around key transport nodes is required together with the removal of 

land from the GB and MOL. Plainly, what is required is a thorough and comprehensive, review 

of the GB and MOL in each Borough. A harmony of voice including outer London LPAs are 

calling for a GB Review. We and others are calling for a review of MOL. South-Eastern 

Boroughs, outside of London are calling for both5. These reviews plainly must happen to tackle 

London’s needs.  

2.4 It follows that, on the advice of Christopher Young QC, we suggest that the Panel require every 

Borough to undertake an immediate review of GB and MOL. But critically, the reviews in each 

authority should be conducted by a Single Joint Expert (SJE) (or firm) instructed jointly by the 

Boroughs and the development industry, funded through the House Builders Federation (HBF). 

                                                             
2 See M10(a), para 1.09  
3 See letter of 18 May 2018 from Centre for Cities; Siobhain McDonagh MP and 60 other signatories calling 
for reform of GB restrictions. 
4 Also see letter from Rt Hon James Brockenshire to Sadiq Khan, Mayor of London, 27 July 2018 
5 See M10(b) 
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SJE’s are widely used in all other areas of dispute resolution. The objective will be to find the 

land required to meet each Borough’s housing requirement.  

2.5 The review will need to determine whether there is (or isn’t) designated land which does not 

meet one or more of the purposes of including land within the designated GB/MOL, and should 

therefore be released for housing development. Given that the NLP has not carried out a GB 

review6 and there has not been a strategic MOL review since its creation in the 1976 Greater 

London Development Plan– the original MOL designation being based on 1km grid squares -  

we consider that the review is likely to be fruitful in finding sites that can be de-designated in 

accordance with national policy to meet London’s housing need.  

2.6 Using the 1.9ha Dylon 2 site as an example: this site does not meet any of the MOL designation 

criteria, nor any of the MOL purposes and comprises c.38% ‘brownfield’ land. As such we 

consider the MOL designation to be inappropriate and new housing could be sustainably 

delivered on the site to assist with meeting London’s housing (including affordable housing) 

needs.  

2.7 Usually, given the extent of the established unmet housing need in London, which will not be 

met by the NLP, it would be sound practice for the GB/MOL review to be undertaken now.  

2.8 However, reflecting the conclusions set out by the SoS to the Mayor7, that it is vital to ensure 

that London delivers the homes it needs including in the short term and as quickly as possible, it 

would be undesirable to find the NLP (in effect) unsound on this basis, with the consequence 

that the new increased housing requirements be delayed in their application. 

2.9 We therefore consider that it would be preferable that the review of GB and MOL by a SJE 

should be undertaken as part of the immediate review of the NLP in 2020. The 

requirement for this immediate review of the NLP is clearly established in the SoS’s letter to 

ensure alignment with the NPPF2 (2018), with the need for the NLP to reflect the higher 

housing need requirements applying the standard methodology.  

2.10 On top of the requirement that the MOL/GB review should be undertaken by a SJE through the 

HBF, other critical components of the review would be that:  

1 The SJE should be required to look for the land required by de-designation of GB and MOL 

to meet each Borough’s housing need. Not to look for land which might be suitable, 

regardless of the quantum of development required. This will require each LPA to say how 

much of its need cannot be met without identification of land to be released from GB and 

MOL.To make the review practicable, this exercise should be run on a Borough by Borough 

basis, not a London wide basis.  

2 Consistent principles should be established; including (given suitability), prioritising 

GB/MOL for release close to existing transport hubs to maximise commuter hub potential8.   

3 The Panel must set a strict timetable for when the work is to be completed. We suggest this 

should be that the full review is completed within 18 months–2 years from the adoption of 

the NLP.  

                                                             
6 Despite GB making up 22% of London’s land area and OLC evidence base documents identifying this as a 
possible option to meet London’s housing needs.  
7 As set out in the Letter from MHCLG to the Mayor (27 July 2018). 
8 As supported within NLP evidence base, Outer London Commission: Accommodating Growth Main Report 
(2016) (Recommendation 26) and letter of 18 May 2018 from Centre for Cities; Siobhain McDonagh MP and 
60 other signatories. 
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2.11 It follows that the requirement for a full strategic and immediate review of London’s GB and 

MOL (referencing the required timetable at point 3 above) must be written into an immediate 

review policy or additional supporting text paragraph (perhaps below existing para.4.17, relating 

to Policy H1), on the lines of the following draft: 

Table 4.1 identifies the housing target for this plan to be around 1,000 below the identified 

need for 66,000 additional homes per year calculated in the SHLAA (2017). The adoption of 

the revised NPPF in July 2018 and, with it, the new government method for calculating 

housing need identifies a significantly higher housing need for London.  In light of this, there is 

the need for an immediate, full review of this plan once it has been published so that the 

revised London Plan has regard to new national policies at the earliest opportunity and so 

that the assessment of need in the plan reflects the full extent of housing need in London to 

tackle affordability problems.  The evidence base for this review must include a full strategic 

review of London’s Green Belt and Metropolitan Open Land on a Borough by Borough basis. 

This should be undertaken by a Single Joint Expert who should be informed by each LPA to say 

how much of its need it feels it cannot meet on non-Green Belt and MOL land. This review must 

be completed within 18 months – 2 years from the publication of this plan.  

2.12 Policy G3 of the NLP should also be amended, as a consequence9 to reflect the requirement for 

the immediate, strategic review of MOL/GB (see Annex 1). These amends necessitate that LPAs 

undertake a full and comprehensive independent review of the MOL designated within their 

boroughs and remove land from the MOL where it clearly does not meet the purposes. Such an 

approach is consistent with the requirement for ‘positive planning’ and ‘‘up-to-date and 

relevant evidence’’ in the NPPF (para.158).    

2.13 Our amendments also reject the Mayor’s minor changes to G3 (para. C)10. Until such a time as a 

strategic review of MOL has been undertaken, it cannot be ensured that all the land designated 

as MOL warrants such value having regard to the MOL criteria.  

2.14 In conclusion, housing need in London cannot be met just through the intensification of existing 

built up areas and a full, strategic review of GB / MOL must be undertaken by a SJE. Until such 

a commitment to a strategic evidenced based review is in place, there is no sound justification 

for not seeking to meet London’s development needs. To do otherwise would not be sound in the 

context of the NPPF (para.182).   

 
1,204 words. 

 

Total M11 with Annex 1: 1.989 words 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                             
9 In a similar vein to the amendments proposed within our March 2018 representations to the NLP), but with 
additional amends to reflect requirement for an immediate GB review  
10 Published, 13 August 2018, ref MSC 8.18 
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Annex 1 – Proposed Amendment to G3 (Incorporating Mayor’s suggested 

changes(blue)) 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

             242 words. 

A.Where it clearly meets the Metropolitan Open Land (MOL) criteria, MOL 

should be protected from inappropriate development, except in very special 

circumstances. Thus:  

1 development proposals that would harm MOL should be refused, except 

in very special circumstances 

2 boroughs should work with partners to enhance the quality and range of 

uses of MOL and place weight on those enhancements in decision 

taking. 

 

AA.Boroughs should designate MOL by establishing that the land meets at least one of the 

following criteria:  

1 it contributes to the physical structure of London by being clearly 

distinguishable from the built-up area 

2 it includes open air facilities, especially for leisure, recreation, sport, the 

arts and cultural activities, which serve either the whole or significant 

parts of London 

3 it contains features or landscapes (historic, recreational, biodiverse) of 

either national or metropolitan value 

4 it forms part of a strategic corridor, node or a link in the network of green 

infrastructure and meets one of the above criteria. 

 

AB.The extension of MOL designations should be supported where appropriate and 

evidenced by an objective review against the MOL designation criteria. 

 

AC.Any alterations to the boundary of MOL should A comprehensive review of MOL 

boundaries must be undertaken for each Borough, immediately on adoption of 

this Plan, through the strategic Green Belt and MOL Review; and through each 

Local Plan process thereafter to determine any alterations. This must include an 

assessment of both existing MOL land and any potential new MOL land, in 

consultation with the Mayor and adjoining boroughs ensuring that the overall quantum of 

MOL is not reduced, and that the value of the land designated as MOL is improved, having 

regard to all of the criteria in Part B.  

 


