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Matter 65 Green Belt and Metropolitan Open Land 
 
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 Royal Borough of Kingston upon Thames considers that the Draft London Plan 

Policy G2 ‘London’s Green Belt’ is not consistent with national policy for the following 
reasons.  
 
Strategic Context 

 
2. The NPPF (2012) allows for alterations to the Green Belt boundary, in paragraph 83, 

which states that “Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in exceptional 
circumstances, through the preparation or review of the Local Plan”. This allows local 
planning authorities to undertake a Green Belt assessment to objectively assess sites 
as to whether they meet the requirements to be designated Green Belt. This allows 
for the assessment of both existing Green Belt and other potential land, which will 
either confirm that Green Belt boundaries should be retained, or could result in the 
de-designation, or designation of Green Belt land. In all cases, such evidence would 
provide a justification for altering the Green Belt boundary.  
 

3. Draft London Plan Policy G2 ‘London’s Green Belt’ part B states “The extension of 
the Green Belt will be supported, where appropriate. Its de-designation will not be 
supported.”  The latter part of this policy approach, which does not allow for 
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de-designations of the Green Belt in exceptional circumstances, is clearly 
inconsistent with national policy. The Mayor has not undertaken a strategic Green 
Belt assessment as part of the preparation for the draft new London Plan. Therefore 
boroughs must be able to conduct their own studies, of which the conclusions may 
result in existing Green Belt being recommended for de-designation in exceptional 
circumstances. Without the Mayor’s Green Belt study there is a lack of clear 
justification for the London Plan policy approach to retain all Green Belt land. 
 

4. The Greater London Authority Act 1999 Section 334 (5) states that “The spatial 
development strategy must deal only with matters which are of strategic importance 
to Greater London”. This means that a strategic Green Belt review would be a 
justifiable piece of evidence that could be produced by the Mayor to inform the Green 
Belt policy approach. Policy G2 part B does not accord with this primary legislation as 
no strategic Green Belt assessment has been undertaken and the policy places 
restrictions on the way in which boroughs can locally apply the NPPF policy approach 
which go beyond the strategic evidence presented to support the approach. 
 

5. The Council considers that the Mayor should have taken the opportunity to 
strategically review London’s Green Belt to inform the spatial strategy in the new 
London Plan. Had that happened, it would have been appropriate for the Mayor to 
take the position that this has been explored in detail and discounted as an 
appropriate option for bringing forward a step-change in housing delivery i.e 
demonstrating that exceptional circumstances do not exist which would justify the 
de-designation of any Green Belt. However, as this has not happened, the Mayor 
should leave it to the boroughs to apply national policy in relation to their own Green 
Belt boundaries. 
 

6. The ability for boroughs to assess and alter the Green Belt boundary is significant in 
supporting Local Plan preparation, especially given that such assessments are not 
frequently undertaken, and de-designations would be vital in assisting with opening 
up appropriate land for potential development. Land availability within London is 
limited and any further capacity would help to close the gap between the existing 
identified housing capacity and the housing target, providing an additional, and 
alternative, development option to relying on the small sites approach, should this be 
supported through local plan development/review. 
 
Development Management 

 
7. The NPPF (2012) allows for development in the Green Belt under very special 

circumstances. This is confirmed in paragraph 87 which states “inappropriate 
development is, by definition, harmful to the Green Belt and should not be approved 
except in very special circumstances.” 
 

8. Paragraph 88 explains further that, “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 
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Green Belt by reason of inappropriateness, and any other harm, is clearly 
outweighed by other considerations.” 
 

9. Draft London Plan Policy G2 part A states “The Green Belt should be protected from 
inappropriate development:  
1) development proposals that would harm the Green Belt should be refused 
2) the enhancement of the Green Belt to provide appropriate multi-functional uses for 
Londoners should be supported”.  
 

10. Firstly, the London Plan policy approach is inconsistent with the NPPF by requiring 
the refusal of all development proposals that would harm the Green Belt, even where 
this harm is clearly outweighed by other considerations i.e. there is no flexibility given 
to enable an assessment of ‘very special circumstances’. This is particularly relevant 
where settlements and long-established development is ‘washed over’ by the Green 
Belt designation. For example, within Kingston the theme park Chessington World of 
Adventures is washed over by the Green Belt. Currently any development proposed 
at the resort can be considered in the context of the very special circumstances that 
exist, including economic, tourism, leisure and employment benefits. Removal of this 
balancing would have disbenefits which significantly outweigh any harm to the Green 
Belt by failing to improve and develop the theme park offer, and would put such 
businesses at a significant disadvantage compared to similar attractions outside 
Greater London. 

 
11. The removal of any flexibility also results in a lack of clarity around the type of 

‘multi-functional uses’ that would be appropriate in the Green Belt. If the definition of 
multi-functional uses includes those set out in NPPF paragraph 89, then ambiguity 
arises from the application of the London Plan policy, as the purposes of these uses 
may still cause harm to the Green Belt, and Policy G2 Part A 2 is contrary to Part A 1, 
albeit that this may be significantly outweighed by the benefits.  
 

12. The development of Kingston’s Opportunity Area relies on the delivery of Crossrail 2 
and Kingston’s Local Plan will need to acknowledge the further growth associated 
with the Opportunity Area. London Plan paragraph 2.1.24 refers to longer term 
growth in Kingston's Opportunity Area in line with the opening of Crossrail 2 in 2033, 
stating “there may be potential to accommodate growth in... Chessington”. As set out 
in our Matter 14 Statement, the Royal Borough of Kingston has concerns about how 
growth can take place in Chessington which is constrained by Green Belt, and the 
implications for significant growth within the Green Belt. Policy G2 suggests that the 
presence of a Crossrail 2 station would not justify release of Green Belt, making it 
difficult to understand the additional capacity for growth following the opening of 
Crossrail 2. It would be difficult for the borough to plan strategically in its Local Plan, 
as well as approve development within the area if ‘very special circumstances’ cannot 
be applied and there is no scope for a review of the Green Belt boundaries through 
development of Kingston’s local plan.  
 

13. The fact that the draft London Plan Policy G2 is inconsistent with the NPPF (2012) in 
terms of the strategic context means that London boroughs will find themselves in 
challenging positions at their Local Plan examinations. As Local Plans must be 

3 



consistent with national policy to be found sound, and also ‘in general conformity’ 
with the London Plan, the inconsistency between the two levels of policy needs to be 
rectified. 
 

14. Section 337 of the Greater London Authority Act 1999 states that at the publication 
stage [of the London Plan]:  
“(6) If at any time it appears to the Secretary of State that it is expedient to do so for 
the purpose of avoiding — 
(a) any inconsistency with current national policies... 
(b) … he may, at any time before the Mayor has published the spatial development 
strategy, give the Mayor a direction... 
(7) … not to publish the spatial development strategy except in a form which includes 
modifications to the proposed spatial development strategy… in order to — 
(a) remove the inconsistency mentioned in subsection (6)(a)...” 
 

15. As set out above, there is a clear inconsistency between the NPPF paragraph 83 and 
London Plan Policy G2 B, and the Council recommends that the following policy 
amendments are made to remove the inconsistency: 

 
“G2 B. The extension of the Green Belt will be supported, where appropriate. Its Any 
de-designation will not be supported must be supported and justified by a Green Belt 
assessment demonstrating the exceptional circumstances which justify the boundary 
modifications.” 

 
Changes should also be made to G2 A to remove the ambiguity caused by the 
conflict between parts 1 and 2. 
 

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? 

 
16. The Council considers that there is a lack of clarity in relation to the application of 

Green Belt policy to Metropolitan Open Land (MOL). This is because Policy G3 
‘Metropolitan Open Land’ part A states that “MOL should be protected from 
inappropriate development:  
1) development proposals that would harm MOL should be refused.” Whereas the 
supporting text in paragraph 8.3.2 states that, “The principles of national Green Belt 
policy also apply to MOL.” This demonstrates an internal inconsistency between the 
main policy which requires the refusal of proposals that would harm MOL (regardless 
of any benefits which may significantly outweigh this harm), while the supporting text 
provides flexibility through allowing very special circumstances in line with Green Belt 
NPPF policy (the ‘principles’ of which will be applied). 
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17. Draft London Plan Policy G3 part AC states that “Any alterations to the boundary of 
MOL should be undertaken through the Local Plan process, in consultation with the 
Mayor and adjoining boroughs; ensuring that the overall quantum of MOL is not 
reduced, and that the value of the land designated as MOL is improved, having 
regard to all of the criteria in Part B.” Given that the Mayor has not undertaken a 
Green Belt and MOL review, it is appropriate that boroughs are able to do so, 
applying the national Green Belt principles. It is therefore considered that the new 
policy approach to retain the total quantum of MOL has not been properly justified. 
 

18. There is a lack of clarity in this policy approach as Policy G3 AC and paragraph 8.3.2 
are contradictory. Policy G3 AC requires that “the overall quantum of MOL is not 
reduced”, while paragraph 8.3.2 applies the principles of NPPF Green Belt policy to 
MOL, which allows for a loss of MOL subject to evidence which demonstrates there 
are exceptional circumstances. This is explained in paragraph 8.3.2 itself which 
states, “Any proposed changes to MOL boundaries which result in loss must be 
accompanied by thorough evidence which demonstrates there are exceptional 
circumstances…” The strength and justification for Policy G3 AC is therefore unclear. 
 

19. In addition, national Green Belt policy does not require land swaps where Green Belt 
land is de-designated and if the principles of national Green Belt policy apply, then 
the retention of the quantity of MOL causes confusion. For this, and the reason 
above, the London Plan policy approach to MOL ‘land swaps’ is not justified, and 
there is insufficient clarity about how boundary alterations should proceed.  
 

20. With regards to whether parts of the River Thames should be designated as MOL, 
parts of the banks of the River Thames within Kingston are already designated as 
MOL. It should remain a matter for boroughs to designate any new MOL within their 
boundaries. 
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