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Introduction 

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

The Crown Estate (Merton/The Crown Estate).  

2. This statement sets out Merton / The Crown’s response to M65 a), focusing on Green Belt land and 

draft Policy G2. Savills has already set out in a letter dated 02 March 2018 (letter 1) and December 

2018 (letter 2) that the strategy of the London Plan as currently drafted does not provide sufficient 

flexibility for outer boroughs to explore ways to accommodate development in the most sustainable 

way which, in exceptional circumstances, could mean managed release of land from the Green Belt. 

This statement should be read in conjunction with our letters 1 and 2, which are available in the 

library of documents. 

3. M65 asks whether the approach to Green Belt in the London Plan provides an effective strategic 

context for the preparation of local plans, whether the criteria of policy G2 are justified, necessary, 

and provide an effective basis for development management and finally whether the approach is 

consistent with national policy. Our answer, on behalf of our clients, is ‘no’ for the following reasons:   

a) the policy does not provide an effective strategic context as it places an unwarranted restriction 

on LPA’s when preparing their Local Plans and making the assessment of how to accommodate 

growth in the most sustainable way;  

b) the policy is not justified because the evidence base is not sufficient to demonstrate that other 

strategies within the plan will deliver sufficient housing to meet the specified targets; and 

c) the policy is inconsistent with national policy as it does not accord with chapter 9 of the NPPF 

and in particular paragraphs 83, 84, 85 and 89.    

4. The policy as currently drafted is therefore unsound in the context of paragraph 182 of the NPPF.  

 

 

 



 

 

Strategic Basis for Local and Neighbourhood Plans  

 

5. 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 must be left open to boroughs.  

6. Within the Greater London boundary, 22% of all land is designated as Green Belt, spread across 19 

boroughs, of which 14 have more land designated for Green Belt than land occupied by housing1.  

7. Importantly, the boroughs with the most Green Belt are amongst those boroughs identified for the 

greatest increase in housing delivery targets. The proposed wording of policy G2 states that 

proposals within the Green Belt will be refused and that its de-designation will not be supported – 

this is far stricter than national policy. 11 of the 19 boroughs with Green Belt objected to this approach 

in their March 2018 consultation responses2. As set out in the table below, most of these boroughs 

are exploring options to release or have already released Green Belt to accommodate growth. 

  

                                                      

1. London First - The Green Belt: A Place for Londoners?  

2. Barnet, Bexley, Croydon, Ealing, Haringey, Hillingdon, Hounslow, Kingston, Newham, Redbridge and Sutton 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

8. The Inspector’s report following the examination of the Redbridge Local Plan (January, 2018) 

concluded that there were “exceptional circumstances to warrant the alteration of Green Belt 

boundaries to allow housing development”. This was the result of a series of reviews of the suitability 

of the extent of Green Belt in the borough, as well as reviews of other strategic land opportunities, 

such as release of employment land or urban densification.  

9. Therefore, in the case of Redbridge, even after a thorough assessment of all options, it was still 

necessary to release poorly performing Green Belt sites. Redbridge’s draft housing target has 

increased by 76% and any strategy to accommodate this level of growth would be bound to consider 

a review of the Green Belt as an option. The current policy wording would not allow this.  

10. There are also inconsistences within the Plan’s strategy on how and where growth will be 

accommodated. For example, in the Kingston Opportunity Area, paragraph 2.1.24 specifically notes 

that in the longer-term, in line with opening Crossrail 2, there may be potential to accommodate 

growth in Berrylands/Hogsmill Valley and at Chessington. Both of these areas have extensive MOL 

and Green Belt and in order to deliver the level of housing envisaged, these land designations would 

need to be reviewed. 

London 
Borough 

Green Belt/Local Plan position 
Housing 

target 
increase 

Barnet Undertaking a Green Belt and MOL Study for their emerging plan. 33% 

Croydon Allocated sites within the Green Belt as part of their new local plan 106% 

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

135% 

Kingston Undertaking a Green Belt and MOL Study for their emerging plan. 112% 

Hounslow Green Belt Review has recommended release on certain sites. 165% 

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

60% 

Redbridge Have released Green Belt land for housing and infrastructure. 76% 

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

159% 



 

 

11. The local authority, Kingston Council, has in its submission in response to M143 requested that the 

housing target for the OA is halved (paragraph 11) and the wording relating to Berrylands/Hogsmill 

Valley and Chessington (paragraph 18 – 23) is removed as there would be no capacity to meet this 

target without release of Green Belt and MOL.  

12. However, the spatial strategy of the London Plan is heavily reliant on increased levels of housing 

delivery in the OAs and small sites. A reduction in the housing targets in OAs, in this instance by 

half, would undermine the objectives of the Plan. Policy G2 must therefore be amended to give LPAs 

the freedom to assess and explore options to release Green Belt land in ‘exceptional circumstances’ 

in accordance with paragraph 83 of the NPPF.  

13. Any review of the Green Belt’s boundaries needs to be balanced against the benefits of the land 

remaining as Green Belt. However, not all Green Belt in London performs well against the five 

purposes in NPPF, paragraph 80. Around 2% (722 hectares) of the Green Belt has buildings on it 

and is not therefore open, which should be an essential characteristics of the Green Belt. In addition, 

land that is publically accessible and is identified for its environmental significance accounts for only 

22% of London’s Green Belt. In relation to this last point, it is telling that the Areas of Deficiency of 

local or district public space identified in Figure 25 of the Mayor’s Environment Strategy (May 2018) 

closely coincide with the areas of London’s Green Belt.  This demonstrates the lack of public access 

that exists to much of the land designated as Green Belt. 

14. This CR2 Growth Commission Report (2016)4 recognises this inconsistency, stating that “selective 

(Green Belt) release could: increase the quantity, quality and overall public access to open spaces 

or countryside, and secure revised Green Belt boundaries which are more appropriate and can be 

protected in the long term.” Contrary to the often stated position therefore, the release of land from 

the Green Belt to facilitate development can often result in increased public access to the countryside 

as a result of the open spaces provided as part of the new. 

15. Furthermore, around 60% of London’s Green Belt is within 2km of an existing rail or tube station and 

is therefore in highly sustainable locations for growth, with this figure likely to increase when planned 

transport infrastructure improvements are implemented. This is an important consideration if the draft 

                                                      

3.  Royal Borough of Kingston Written Statement to M14  

4 CR2 Growth Commission - Crossrail 2: Delivering Growth in London and the South East – April 2016 



 

 

London Plan is to meet its sustainable transport objectives of reducing reliance on the private car 

and improving air quality, and it is particularly relevant to the delivery of the strategic infrastructure 

needed to support London’s sustainable growth, notably Crossrail 2.  

16. The CR2 Commission in its report of 20165 usefully summarises the recent authoritative reports that 

have concluded that Green Belt review needs to be one of the options for meeting housing targets 

in London (see section 4.4).  The Commission’s report concluded that ‘a focussed, cross-boundary, 

Green Belt review would be appropriate along the Crossrail 2 corridor …’ (see Recommendation 4).  

The NIC report6 that considered London’s transport requirements in 2016 confirms the conclusion of 

the Growth Commission’s report, stating at paragraph 3.36: 

‘The release of limited parcels of such land (Green Belt) around Crossrail 2 and connecting 

stations contributes at least 10% to Crossrail 2’s housing goal of 200,000 homes’. 

17. In order to facilitate this, the NIC report states that “a co-ordinated approach across local 

authorities on the release of land for development is again needed.”  

18. Finally, the IIA for the London Plan7 considered the option of sustainable Green Belt release (option 

4) and identified numerous benefits of such an approach, including: meeting local housing need, 

local service and infrastructure provision and enhanced public transport infrastructure (section 

8.2.3). Ultimately, sustainable intensification was judged to be preferred due to the lesser risk of 

environmental damage and the ability to meet housing need immediately. However, as outlined 

above, the evidence in support of the perceived advantages of sustainable intensification is 

insufficient and it logically follows that managed Green Belt release must be an option left open to 

the boroughs to secure delivery of housing and jobs targets. 

19. Therefore, in response to M65, it is clear that the wording of G2 does not provide an adequate 

strategic context for the preparation of effective local or neighbourhood plans. This is evidenced by: 

- the fact that 8 London authorities have already found it necessary to review Green Belt 

boundaries in order to accommodate sustainable development; 

                                                      

5 Crossrail 2 Growth Commission, ‘Delivering Growth in London and the South East’ (2016) 

6 National Infrastructure Commission, ‘Transport for a World City’ (2016) 

7 GLA – London Plan –Integrated Impact Assessment – November 2017 (NLP/CD/04) 



 

 

- the Inspector for the Redbridge Plan has already concluded that securing housing delivery at 

target levels represents ‘exceptional circumstances’ justifying Green Belt review;  

- Green Belt review is required in order to achieve housing and jobs targets in the Crossrail 2 

corridor; and 

- the Kingston Opportunity Area within the draft Plan accepts that there may need to be future 

development in areas of Green Belt to accommodate growth.  

 

Effective basis for development management 

 

20. Furthermore, the detailed criteria are not justified or necessary and would not provide an effective 

basis for development management.  

21. In terms of justification, there is insufficient evidence that the measures aimed at delivering 64,935 

(53% increase on the previous plan target) homes per annum will be effective. Whilst Merton/The 

Crown Estate welcome the push to intensify development and density, the evidence that this will 

deliver the levels of housing is limited. Indeed, this has been the strategy in every previous iteration 

of the London Plan.  

22. For example, delivery on small sites (under 0.25ha) since 2006 has consistently been below 15,000 

units per year, with a mean of 11,5218.  In contrast, the draft annualised target in the London Plan is 

24,573. 16 of the 19 Boroughs that have Green Belt within their boundary have objected to the small 

sites policy principally on the basis that the methodology behind the targets is unsound and they are 

therefore unachievable9.  

                                                      

8. Savills Research using London Development Database 

 

9. Barking and Dagenham, Barnet, Bromley, Bexley, Ealing, Enfield, Haringey, Harrow, Havering, Hillingdon, 

Hounslow, Kingston, Newham, Redbridge, Richmond and Sutton – March 2018 Consultation Responses.  

 



 

 

 

23. Despite the wording of Policy H2 and the assumptions in the 2017 SHLAA, the increase in housing 

on these small sites is extremely optimistic given past delivery rates. It is also noted that no boroughs 

have produced part 2 Brownfield Land Registers, and the Part 1 Registers refer only to sites already 

with permission. The capacity and ability to deliver additional housing on brownfield sites is therefore 

considered to be overestimated and not sufficient to deliver the 66,000 dpa necessary to meet 

housing need.  

Conclusions and recommendations  

In summary, Merton /The Crown Estate consider that the draft London Plan should allow boroughs 

in ‘exceptional circumstances’ to review Green Belt boundaries in order to release land for 

development.  As such, we suggest the following modification to Policy G2.  

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

A. The Green Belt should be protected from inappropriate development:  

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

very special circumstances;  

2) the enhancement of the Green Belt to provide appropriate multifunctional uses for 

Londoners should be supported.  

B The extension of the Green Belt will be supported, where appropriate. It’s boundaries should 

only be altered in exceptional circumstances, through the preparation or review of the Local Plan.  

 

24. The supporting text of the policy should give reference to what exceptional circumstances may 

include in this London context. For example, where local assessments of capacity find that Green 

Belt sites are required to meet housing need, where areas of the Green Belt perform their function 

poorly, where a resource of previously-developed land exists, at existing or planned public transport 

interchanges where release is needed to deliver sustainable strategic growth and within Opportunity 

Areas.   

 


