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

of local plans and neighbourhood plans? 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?   

1. The London Plan is not in compliance with national policy in respect of Green Belt, 

therefore is not sound nor in accordance with paragraph 182 of the NPPF (2012).  

2. The policy has not been positively prepared (does not achieve sustainable 

development); is not justified (does not reflect an appropriate strategy or is based on a 

proportionate evidence base); is not effective (conflicts with other Local Plan policies 

and aspirations); and is not consistent with national policy. Therefore, Policy G2 as 

drafted cannot be considered as an effective strategic context for other London 

Boroughs’ Local Plans and Neighbourhood Development Plans which will come 

forward in the plan period.   

Consistent with National Policy  

3. Part B of Policy G2 is not consistent with national policy, specifically the statement that 

the Green Belt’s ‘de-designation will not be supported’ (CBRE emphasis).  

4. Footnote 103 in paragraph 8.2.1 of the supporting text to Policy G2 denotes the 

paragraphs relevant to the Green Belt in national policy, including the process of 

altering Green Belt boundaries where applicable. Paragraphs 83 and 136 of the 2012 

and 2018 NPPF respectively, explicitly state that boundaries of the Green Belt can be 

altered in ‘exceptional circumstances’ through the preparation or review of the Local 

Plan. This is not consistent with the proposed wording of Policy G2 because the 

proposed wording does not allow for any alteration of Green Belt boundaries through 

‘exceptional circumstances’.  

5. Although the London Plan is identified as a transitional plan and subsequently assessed 

against the 2012 NPPF, it should be noted that the new Local Plans for London 

Boroughs, as well as planning applications will be assessed against the 2018 NPPF. 

The 2018 NPPF1 further details the ‘exceptional circumstances’ under which Green Belt 

boundaries can be amended.  

6. If the policy as drafted were to be adopted, this would not result in an effective policy 

which can be applied in respect of plan making. The application of London Plan policy 

would be in conflict with the application of national policy, in the preparation of Local 

Plans, should exceptional circumstances exist to justify the alteration of Green Belt 

boundaries. 

7. The London Plan should recognise that not all Boroughs benefit from sufficient 

brownfield and non-Green Belt/MOL land to meet their Objectively Assessed Needs 

                                              

1 Paragraphs 136 and 137 
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and the Housing Targets identified within the London Plan.  Therefore,  the principle of 

a Green Belt review is pivotal to positive planning in accordance with national policy 

and should not be ruled out so comprehensively at the earliest stage of the policy. 

Policy G2 should therefore provide  that protection will be given to the Green Belt in 

accordance with national policy, specifying the appropriate method for altering Green 

Belt boundaries, where justified.  

8. Part A of the policy is also not wholly consistent with national policy, stating: 

‘development proposals that would harm the Green Belt should be refused’. The NPPF2 

allows for a planning balance to be judged in the context of ‘Very Special 

Circumstances’ if potential harm to the Green Belt and any other harm is outweighed 

by other considerations (i.e. the very special circumstances). To be considered sound, 

the London Plan should recognise the role of Very Special Circumstances in the context 

of assessing the weight of harm applied to development in the Green Belt.   

Justified and Effective 

9. Notwithstanding the inconsistencies presented with national policy and the matters 

expressed above, Policy G2 as drafted does not recognise the constraints outer London 

boroughs have comparative to inner London, specifically in respect to the level of 

Green Belt.  

10. The London Plan recognises that 22% of land within the Plan area is Green Belt, and 

therefore the policy is not justified in the absence of recognising the challenging 

realities of development management and preparation of Local Plans for outer 

boroughs such as the London Borough of Redbridge or the Royal Borough of Kingston. 

These challenges can be attributed to development demands and capacities available 

to boroughs when options such as brownfield land have been exhausted.   

11. The Mayor has taken the decision to not undertake a strategic Green Belt assessment, 

as such there is an absence of an evidence base to robustly conclude that there should 

not be de-designation of Green Belt land. Policy and detailed criteria should recognise 

that Green Belt reviews will be supported to inform all relevant London Borough Local 

Plans. It is important that a consistent methodology for undertaking such reviews is 

agreed by the GLA, to provide certainty to Boroughs in undertaking their own more 

detailed Green Belt reviews. 

12. Notwithstanding the requirement for all London Boroughs to carry out a full Green Belt 

assessment to provide a justified policy, there are inherent risks if the London Plan 

prohibits this including: 

 The objectively assessed needs not being met and the Plan’s objectives not being 

achieved; 

                                              

2 Paragraph 88 (2012) and 144 (2018): ‘When considering any planning application, local planning 

authorities should ensure that substantial weight is given to any harm to the Green Belt. ‘Very special 

circumstances’ will not exist unless the potential harm to the Green Belt by reason of 

inappropriateness, and any other harm resulting from the proposal, is clearly outweighed by other 

considerations.’   
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 Development will be forced to less sustainable locations; 

  Necessary infrastructure improvements will not be able to be delivered as part of 

strategic sites; 

 Development needing to be delivered at higher densities (in the absence of contribution 

from Green Belt sites) could impact overall quality; 

 Could lead to the provision of the wrong type of homes in order to achieve the housing 

target; and 

 No automatic opportunities to seek improvements for accessibility or enhancement of 

Green Belt or MOL land.  

13. Furthermore, there are inconsistencies and internal conflicts between the draft policies, 

consequently making the application of these policies unclear. The London Plan has 

designated Opportunity Areas which have been identified as areas with capacity for 

delivering significant development. However, in the case for the Royal Borough of 

Kingston (RBK), the designation identifies areas such as Chessington which comprises 

both Green Belt and MOL designations as potential to accommodate growth in the 

context of Crossrail 2. As noted in the consultation response submitted by RBK to the 

draft London Plan consultation held December 2017- March 2018, this appears to 

suggest that, even partly, the growth projected for the Opportunity Area will need to be 

accommodated in the Green Belt and/or MOL. 

14. This conflict results in an unclear policy, because the draft policy at present prevents the 

Council reviewing its Green Belt for potential release. This threatens the land supply to 

meet the housing needs of not only specific Boroughs but the whole of London, with the 

limited flexibility in releasing appropriate Green Belt land (when justified) in suitable 

locations.  

15. Consequently, this would not facilitate sustainable development and growth in areas 

such as Chessington to meet the necessary housing needs for Kingston. In identifying 

this area as capable of accommodating significant development, for coherence and 

consistency, the national policy’s approach to exceptional circumstances and very 

special circumstances should be recognised in the preparation of policies.  

16. The policy therefore is not effective in delivering sustainable development and cannot 

be determined as ‘sound’, given the conflict between Policy G2 and the growth and 

regeneration aspirations of the Opportunity Areas.   

17. In parallel, the detailed criteria in paragraph 8.2.2 states that some parts of the Green 

Belt are not providing significant benefits due to them being derelict and unsightly, 

however, then emphasising that this is not an acceptable reason to allow development 

to take place.  

18. Not all Green Belt land meets the purposes of the statutory designation as set out in the 

NPPF such as derelict sites, previously developed land, sites which have been 

surrounded by development since designation as Green Belt etc. Such sites often do not 

fulfil a role in: preventing the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas; preventing 

neighbouring towns merging; assisting in safeguarding the countryside from 

encroachment; preserving the setting and special character of historic towns or assisting 

in urban regeneration.  
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19. This statement does not represent positive planning nor is it justified, as this statement 

does not reflect the national policy approach to altering Green Belt boundaries. 

Summary 

20. In light of the above it is considered that Policy G2 should be amended as follows as 

part of this examination to ensure the policy meets the four components of ‘soundness’: 

A The Green Belt should be protected from inappropriate development: 

1) development proposals that would harm the Green Belt should be refused other 

than in very special circumstances in accordance with the NPPF. 

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

for Londoners should be supported. 

B The extension alteration of the Green Belt boundaries will be supported, where 

appropriate and justified by exceptional circumstances in accordance with the NPPF.. Its de-

designation will not be supported. 

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? Should parts of the River Thames be designated as 

MOL?  

21. Unlike Policy G2, the detailed criteria for Policy G3 does recognise that MOL 

boundaries can be altered where exceptional circumstances are demonstrated. The 

approach between the two policies for both Green Belt and MOL should be consistent, 

and allow boroughs to undertake their own Green Belt and MOL assessments to form 

the evidence base. The outcomes of which should be taken forward into the applicable 

local plans.   

22. Whilst MOL is not specifically referred to in national policy, the detailed criteria to Policy 

G3 applies the principles of the Green Belt to MOL. This statement is unclear and 

allows for a degree of subjectivity, in that it raises questions of which principles are to 

be applied. The detailed criteria should identify the principles that MOL will be assessed 

against.  

23. Part A of Policy G3 mirrors a similar approach to Part A of Policy G2, in stating that 

proposals which harm MOL should be refused. If the principles of the Green Belt are to 

apply, then if proposals outweigh harm through other benefits, demonstrating Very 

Special Circumstances then the policy should be amended similarly to Policy G2. This 

will provide a justified, effective and consistent approach to both Green Belt and MOL.  

24. The principle of MOL land swapping is broadly supported, however this should be an 

outcome of a review of MOL land as part of local plan evidence bases and put forward 

by developers.  

 

 


