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Green Belt and Metropolitan Open Land 
  

M65. 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?  

 

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?  

 

Policies G2 and G3 would not provide an effective strategic context for 

borough Development Plans and decision making for the reasons below. 
 

M65 a) – Policy G2 does not seem to be consistent with para 83 of the NPPF 

(2012) which says that “Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in 
exceptional circumstances”, nor is it consistent within the policy itself, because 

it prohibits de-designation of Green Belt in section B, whilst allowing for non-
harmful development in Green Belt in section A 1). 

 
Policy G2 uses words “inappropriate” and “harm” for development on Green 

Belt land. Those are not good decision-making criteria because they are 
subjective. The 2012 NPPF states in its paragraph 87 that “inappropriate 

development is, by definition, harmful to the Green Belt”, so the words mean 
the same thing in national policy. 

 
The types of development in Green Belt land which national policy states are 

acceptable, as below, are not covered by Policy G2. 
 

PROPOSAL: More explanation is needed than given in the supporting 

text of Policies G2 by a specific reference to 2012 NPPF paragraphs 89 
and 90, which list exceptions for building on Green Belt land, 

otherwise it would be inappropriate. 



 

Three of those exceptions are for: 
  

•  limited infilling in villages, and limited affordable housing for local 
community needs under policies set out in the Local Plan; or  

 
•  limited infilling or the partial or complete redevelopment of previously 

developed sites (brownfield land), whether redundant or in continuing 

use (excluding temporary buildings), which would not have a greater 
impact on the openness of the Green Belt and the purpose of including 

land within it than the existing development; and 
 

•  development brought forward under a Community Right to Build Order 
 

Paragraphs 83 and 84 of the 2012 NPPF allow for alteration of Green Belt 
boundaries by local authorities “in exceptional circumstances” by a review of 

their Local Plan, taking into account “the need to promote sustainable patterns 
of development.” 

 
Paragraph 88 of the 2012 NPPF requires that substantial weight is given to 

any harm to the Green Belt and any harm is “clearly outweighed by other 
considerations.” 

 

Draft NLP paragraph 8.2.1 states that “The Mayor strongly supports the 
continued protection of London’s Green Belt.” 

 
However, London’s boroughs are allowed by national policy to vary Green Belt 

boundaries. Several London boroughs have indicated that they are doing that. 
It is recognised that the concerns of CPRE (London) for the way that is being 

carried out have to be taken into account. Any development boroughs are 
prepared to approve in Green Belt should be of the exceptional kind or 

justified by specific, local exceptional circumstances, which would allow them 
to be in general conformity with the London Plan. 

 
As shown in the map of Green Belt within London, there are many very small 

and isolated areas of such land inside the GLA boundary, particularly in the 
west of London and in the south east quadrant. 

 

That may indicate that there are opportunities for boroughs to consider if any 
of those are not required for the five functions they should serve (2012 NPPF 

paragraph 80). 
 

There could be consolidation of Green Belt areas to the benefit of local people 
whilst allowing development of “affordable housing for local community needs” 

and for Community Right to Build, as the NPPF supports. 
 

Policy G2 does not cover those options and would seem to be trying to prevent 
them and any other reason a borough may have to move or de-designate a 

small area of Green Belt. That is not justified. Such changes may allow, for 



example, expansion of a district centre that has sufficient infrastructure 

including public transport and facilities. 
 

The NPPF requirement for such development to be sustainable is the key 
decision criterion, if the exceptional circumstances can be demonstrated. 

 
London Forum has no information on what policies for current Green Belt 

boroughs may devise when they review it but the opportunities for changes to 

the Green Belt within the policies of the NPPF should not be suppressed. 
 

M65 b) - The ‘swapping’ of MOL is not justified because the criteria in Policy 
G3 AA for MOL is incomplete. MOL should exist close to communities that are 

not otherwise served by open space. 
 

PROPOSAL: Add to paragraph 8.3.2 the words: 
‘but not if it would result in there being no open space within 800 

metres of a community.’ 
 

There have been losses of MOL to use for educational purposes and the 
unreasonable expansion of what were limited but adequate sports facilities. 

There should be a greater onus on London’s borough to plan ahead for 
allocating land other than MOL for those purposes. 

 

Some MOL has been used for lettings for income to boroughs for events that 
reduce the available land for people to use and introduce unacceptable noise. 

Some use for religious festivals for short periods may be acceptable. 
 

PROPOSALS:  
 

1. Add a section AD to Policy G3, as follows: 
‘Local Plans should allocate land for schools and other social 

infrastructure needs in future to protect existing MOL from having 
such facilities built on it.’ 

 
2. Add a section AE to Policy G3, as follows: 

‘MOL should not be used for hiring to private enterprises for events, 
unless agreed after consultation with local communities.’ 

 

London Forum supports strongly the protection of MOL. However, Policy G3 
allows for ‘appropriate’ development, but London Forum suggests that there 

should be none. 
 

Inappropriate development is not defined but development on MOL should not 
be allowed. 

 
PROPOSALS: 

 
1. Delete the word “inappropriate” in the first line of Policy G3 A. 

2. Delete the whole of Policy G3 A 1) 
 



According to the LB Richmond Local Plan and others the River Thames is 

designated as Metropolitan Open Land. It is also subject to the policies and 
safeguards of the Thames Policy Area and the Thames Landscape Strategies, 

adopted as SPG by riparian boroughs. 
 

PROPOSAL: 
Add in Policy G3 AA 4) the words ‘, including the River Thames,’ after 

the word “corridor”. 
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