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Will the housing policies achieve the good growth objectives in Policies GG1, 

GG2, GG3 and GG4 relating to building strong and healthy communities, 

making the best use of land, creating a healthy city and delivering the homes 

Londoners need? In particular how will the provisions of GG4E regarding 

ambitious and achievable build-out rates be put into effect? Will the provisions 

of Policy H1 B-F provide an effective strategic context for the preparation of 

local plans and neighbourhood plans? 

1. Policy GG2 seeks to make the best use of land for meeting London’s development 

needs. However, part D of the policy relates to ‘protecting and enhancing’ the Green 

Belt, MOL, designated nature conservation sites and local spaces. This demonstrates an 

inherently unsound approach to the Green Belt.  

2. The Green Belt should be open and permanent. Considering it as having the same 

status as designated nature conservation sites and local spaces automatically is not a 

correct interpretation of Green Belt policy, as it does not acknowledge much of the 

Green Belt comprises elements of previously developed/brownfield land, which is 

inaccessible to the public, of low biodiversity quality and offering little amenity value. 

Section 11 of the NPPF discusses the natural environment as a distinct policy area from 

the Green Belt, thus demonstrating that the issues should not be treated in the same 

manner at Local Policy level.  

3. This is also not in accordance with national policy, as the NPPF at Paragraph 83, which 

permits the review of Green Belt boundaries through the production of a new Local Plan 

or Plan review. Therefore, the policy restriction to simply protecting and enhancing the 

Green Belt is not considered to be sound in the context of the production of a new, 

comprehensively prepared plan. 

4. Part of delivering the homes that London needs relies on Opportunity Areas, utilising 

brownfield land and providing homes in well-connected places. The policy approach as 

currently drafted does not acknowledge the potentially significant contribution that 

Green Belt sites can make to meeting this strategic aim. There is Green Belt land which 

is: located within Opportunity Areas, brownfield and well-located in terms of 

sustainable connectivity. Therefore, ignoring the Green Belt as a source of land supply 

is not an effective policy, as it is conflicted with other parts of the Plan, and with 

national policy (as mentioned above).   

5. The direction to achieve housing delivery through Policy H1, heightens these issues. 

Opportunity Areas, brownfield land and sites with high PTALs/close to stations, as well 

as areas close to planned infrastructure are part of the housing land supply, and can 

be located within Green Belt. Policy H1 part E even notes that ‘Where new sustainable 

transport infrastructure is planned, boroughs should re-evaluate the appropriateness of 

land use designations’, which is in direct conflict with Policy GG2 part D.   

6. As recently demonstrated through Redbridge Local Plan’s examination in public, the 

capacity for delivery on brownfield sites was insufficient to meet the identified target. It 

was considered a sound approach by the Inspector, for Redbridge to turn to its Green 

Belt through meeting exceptional circumstances test, to seek out potential housing land 

supply sources. The Inspector specifically noted that the de-designation of sites from the 

Green Belt would be in conformity with the London Plan and was justified by 
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exceptional circumstances.  The alternative to this (‘further intensification’ beyond that 

which had already been reasonably assumed) was considered to potentially ‘have a 

significant impact on transport junctions and links and the character and townscape of 

the Borough.’  This would not make the best use of land, which is an important 

overarching strategic aim of the Plan. 

7. Seven London Boroughs (including Redbridge) contain over 25% of their land area as 

Green Belt. These Boroughs are also required to deliver almost a quarter of London’s 

identified objectively assessed needs. It is clear that without plan-led Green Belt release, 

Redbridge would have faced an immediate shortfall in housing delivery, and there is 

the potential for significant unintended consequences as a result of following the 

strategy at GG2, as this could place undue burden on infrastructure, cause 

unacceptable harm to designated heritage assets and ultimately result in a strategy 

which does not meet the full objectively assessed needs and is thus not in accordance 

with the NPPF. 

8. This therefore means that Policy H1 will not sufficiently enable Boroughs to meet their 

identified housing targets, because: 

 There are direct conflicts with other policies in the plan, because some of the identified 

sources of supply overlapping with Green Belt designations; 

 There is limited brownfield land capacity; 

 Not all identified sources of housing land supply will be suitable for the delivery of 

housing – the development of some seemingly appropriate sites may have 

unacceptable consequences and impacts’; 

 The ability to meet the SHMA requirement for a balance of housing types and sizes 

could be reduced by the need to achieve certain densities to meet housing targets; 

 Where exceptional circumstances exist to justify review of Green Belt boundaries, 

Boroughs are not permitted to do so; 

 Infrastructure delivery will be restricted by the resulting pattern of development, rather 

than considered on a Borough-wide level.  

 


