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1. This statement has been prepared by Savills (UK) Limited on behalf of Merton College, Oxford and 

The Crown Estate (Merton/The Crown Estate) and should be read in conjunction with our letter dated 

02 March 2018 (hereafter referred to as letter 1), which is available in the library of documents. Letter 

1 sets out our comments in relation to housing need, housing delivery, the capacity of small sites and 

the role of London’s Green Belt and Metropolitan Open Land (MOL). These comments are not 

repeated below but form part of our consideration of the Draft London Plan and are relevant under 

M10-13. 

 

2. This statement concerns matters to be considered under the title ‘Spatial Development Strategy’, 

subtitle, ‘Overall Spatial Development Strategy’ and particularly references M11. Due to the nature of 

our concerns, this statement also references the Draft London Plan Green Belt policy and further 

comment will be made on this policy during the consideration of matters under the title ‘Green Belt 

and Metropolitan Open Land’ (M65).  

 

3. Savills has already set out in letter 1 its concerns that, as drafted, the London Plan, despite claims it 

“marks a break from previous London Plans”, will fail to deliver the significantly high level of housing 

required to provide for the housing need within the London area. Our original letter notes that, despite 

the priority given to brownfield land and optimisation of development, repeated in each subsequent 

round of the London Plan for over 10 years, this strategy has consistently failed to meet housing 

targets1. In addition, recent figures from Savills2 suggest that London, the South East and the East 

are delivering fewer homes than needed at an aggregate level, as calculated by the standard 

calculation of housing need when compared to all other regions of England. 

 

4. M11, as set down by the Panel, asks if the strategic approach to accommodating development needs 

within London is justified and consistent with national policy. It specifically asks if the focus on the 

Central Activities Zone (CAZ), Town Centres and Opportunity Areas (OA), plus intensification of 

existing built up areas, whilst protecting Green Belt and MOL, is a justified and effective approach in 

meeting needs and achieving sustainable development.  

 

                                                      
1 Source: GLA Annual Monitoring Reports 
2 Savills Housing Supply Update Q3 2018 
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5. Our response, on behalf of our clients, is ‘no’, for the following reasons: 

 

  The strategic approach as currently set out is not justified because it is unlikely to provide the 

homes required.  

 

 Its overly protective stance in relation to Green Belt land is inconsistent with national policy and, 

in order to meet the housing need, the Mayor must allow boroughs to re-look at the designation of 

Green Belt land within their borough as they deem appropriate, consistent with the relevant 

provisions of the NPPF 2012 (paragraph 82 (136)) 3 

 

6. The strategy as currently drafted is therefore unsound in the context of bullet 2 and 4 of paragraph 

182 (35) of the NPPF. 

 

Justification 

 

7. Whilst the Crown Estate and Merton College welcome the encouragement of optimising brownfield 

land to deliver housing, including on small sites, there is concern that the capacity and delivery on 

these sites has been overestimated and is ultimately unachievable. As such, the focus of the overall 

spatial development strategy on the CAZ, Town Centres and OAs, whilst protecting and precluding 

development in the Green Belt, is not fully justified and is not consistent with national policy. There is 

not enough flexibility within the strategy’s approach to Green Belt or MOL, and this will significantly 

undermine the ability of some boroughs to meet housing targets (or indeed other land use 

requirements such as for education or employment).   

 

8. The draft London Plan proposes a very significant increase in housing supply to meet the GLA’s 

identified need of 66,000 homes a year. As previously noted within letter 1, this figure is set out within 

the 2017 SHMA and an assessment using the Government’s standard method of calculation indicates 

that London should plan for 72,407 new homes a year. It is our contention that the Mayor has placed 

an over reliance on the number of homes that may be achieved through the draft small sites policy. 

                                                      
3 The draft London Plan will be assessed against the 2012 NPPF and therefore these paragraph numbers are 

referenced, with the corresponding revised NPPF numbers in parentheses.   
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9. Every outer London borough has expressed concern with certain elements of the small sites policy. 

Croydon, for example, has concerns that it would result in the loss of urban green space in the form 

of back gardens and impact on amenity space provision and the standard of living4. The Royal 

Borough of Kingston state that the small sites approach (which would cover approximately 90% of 

developable land in Kingston) would give rise to a significant shift from houses to flats, which would 

not be consistent with a balanced approach to meeting local housing need. Kingston also have 

concerns that the small sites approach is based on an assumption of good public transport 

accessibility, and lacks a detailed understanding of the constraints of outer boroughs5. Whilst the 

principle of the policy is broadly welcomed by London boroughs, there is extensive concern that the 

reliance on the policy is too high and the targets are unrealistic.  

 

10. The measures that seek to increase delivery on brownfield sites, whilst welcomed, are not considered 

adequate to address housing shortage or affordability alone. Opportunity Areas are a vital part of 

housing supply but they are based on notional housing densities and experience to date does not 

support the expected level of delivery. It is not yet known how effective the removal of the density 

matrix and other measures will be in increasing delivery on brownfield land.  Furthermore, there is too 

significant a level of reliance on notional delivery through the small sites policy.  

 

11. Green Belt sites often have far lower land values and are quicker to deliver than more complex 

brownfield sites, which often have high existing use values. The speed of delivery is important and 

even more important is the ability to deliver higher amounts of affordable housing and an appropriate 

dwelling mix. An over reliance on constrained brownfield sites without any ability to review Green Belt 

will make it very difficult to address these complex issues.  

 

12. It is highly relevant that some London boroughs are already exploring options for the re-

designation/release of their Green Belt in order to meet the housing and other development 

requirements. For example, one of Enfield Borough Council’s development options6 is to look at 

specific areas of the Green Belt that no longer fulfil their intended purpose and that, by doing this, the 

                                                      
4 Letter from Croydon Borough Council to the Mayor of London dated 2.03.2018 
5 Letter from Royal Borough of Kingston Upon Thames to Mayor of London dated 02.03.2018 
6 Consultation on a New Plan for Enfield 2017-2032 
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Council may be able to relieve development pressure on existing communities, recycle unattractive 

brownfield areas of Green Belt and provide a better proportion of family accommodation and 

affordable housing. Whilst Enfield is only at the options stage, the Council would be prevented from 

exploring further this solution to their housing need by the restrictive wording of the currently drafted 

plan.  

 

13. Another example is Kingston, whose housing target has tripled under the draft London Plan. Kingston 

Council has already outlined its concerns in relation to the lack of flexibility and inconsistencies relating 

to Green Belt and MoL7 and the concern that the Mayors Green Belt strategy is inconsistent with 

national policy (as outlined at paragraph 5.2 of their letter) reflects ours.   

 

Fig 1. Some examples of outer London Borough considering Green Belt or MOL release:  

 

London Boroughs Green Belt  

Barnet Undertaking a Green Belt and MOL Study for their emerging plan. 

Enfield  Undertaking a Green Belt review for their emerging plan and looking at 
potential option of Green Belt release. 

Kingston Undertaking a Green Belt and MOL Study for their emerging plan. 

Hounslow  Green Belt Review has recommended release on certain sites. 

Havering Have allocated two previously developed Green Belt sites in their 
submission Local Plan. 

Redbridge Have released Green Belt land for housing and infrastructure.  

Sutton Inspectors Report, dated January 2018, confirms need for MOL release to 
achieve employment land targets 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                      
7 Letter from Royal Borough Kingston Upon Thames to Mayor of London dated 2.03.2018 
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14. It should be noted that during the examination into the Redbridge Local Plan (January, 2018) the 

Inspector concluded that there were exceptional circumstances warranting the alteration of Green 

Belt boundaries to provide additional housing, including the following matters: 

 

“… the limited contributions they make to Green Belt purposes, locational and site specific matters, 

the provision of new education and health facilities and the need for releases to meet the 

requirement for housing (paragraph 86).” 

 

15.  It is noted that the GLA objected to the Redbridge proposals for de-designation of parts of the Green 

Belt, but the Inspector found the strategy to be sound.  

 

16. The Redbridge Plan was assessed against the existing housing targets and indicates that already 

the Borough cannot meet its need on brownfield sites, even following a thorough review of sites and 

conversations with neighbouring authorities. In Redbridge, draft housing targets have increased by 

76% and therefore the borough’s plan will need immediate review.  

 

17. The circumstances in Redbridge are not unique as they usefully exemplify the constraints that outer 

boroughs particularly face and the need to thoroughly assess land supply in all of its forms. This 

means that the boroughs need to have the flexibility to utilise Green Belt and MOL in circumstances 

where this represents the most sustainable of the available options.  

 

Consistency – NPPF  

 

18. The Green Belt was introduced in 1955 circular 42/55 as a strategic instrument linked with the New 

Towns and other regional growth areas. This strategy was re-defined in the 1980s, with the aim 

increasingly being for London to accommodate its own growth rather than this being dispersed to 

other centres.  With the abolition of regional planning outside of London there is no longer a 

mechanism by which growth in the capital can be transferred to other centres.  In these 

circumstances, and with a continued focus on enhancing London’s role as a world city and 

accommodating its own growth, the option to accommodate a proportion of this growth on what is 

currently Green Belt and MOL must be one that is left open to boroughs.  
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19. Draft London Plan policies G2 and G3 specifically preclude development within the Green Belt. It is 

acknowledged that these policies are not referenced directly under M11, but they will have a direct 

impact upon the overall spatial development strategy of the London Plan by their restrictive nature 

and so are addressed below. 

 

20. The Panel ask, under M11 b), if some of London’s development needs should be met through 

reviewing the Green Belt and MOL in London. It is our client’s contention that some of London’s 

development needs may have to be met through such a review and that therefore this is an option 

which should be left open by the London Plan.  

 

21. At present, the Plan states that “de-designation will not be supported” in any circumstance. This 

approach is considered to be short-sighted and will in some cases prevent outer London borough’s 

from meeting their housing targets. Where the Green Belt is no longer performing the five purposes 

as set out under paragraph 80 (134) of the NPPF or where exceptional circumstances, in accordance 

with paragraph 82 (136) have been demonstrated, there should be the opportunity for local 

authorities to alter their Green Belt boundaries as appropriate and in accordance with the NPPF.  

 

Recommendations and conclusions.  

 

22. The London Plan, as the strategic document identifying London’s development requirements and 

related issues, needs a sound strategy that the boroughs can implement.  On the key issue of Green 

Belt, the draft London Plan policies G2 and G3 are not consistent with national policy.  If this position 

is maintained it will rule out a key option for the boroughs to achieve their development targets in a 

sustainable way where the necessary ‘exceptional circumstances’ are shown to exist.  The overall 

spatial strategy therefore should, whilst continuing to encourage the optimisation of brownfield land, 

allow for Green Belt boundaries to be reviewed.   

 

23. A more refined policy approach would be for the London Plan to give some direction to the boroughs 

as to where revisions to the Green Belt boundary might best take place. This could include directing 

outer boroughs to review their Green Belt / MOL in locations where the designation currently 



 

 

Representations on Spatial Development Strategy 

London Plan EIP 

 

 
   

Merton College and Crown Estate  December 2018   

performs its functions poorly, where a resource of previously-developed land exists, and/or at 

existing or planned public transport interchanges.  Current and planned investment in major public 

transport improvements, including the Elizabeth Line and Crossrail 2, mean that there are specific 

locational opportunities for accommodating growth in a sustainable manner.   Therefore, where 

‘exceptional circumstances’ exist and following a detailed review of all available land, the overall 

spatial strategy for London should allow for the release of Green Belt / MOL where it would contribute 

to sustainable development and the delivery of the aims of the Plan as a whole.  
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