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WRITTEN STATEMENT 

South East Strategic Leaders and South East England Councils 

(Examination in Public IDs 2448 and 3133) 

London Plan:  Examination in Public – Matter M65 

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? 

 
 

SEEC/SESL comments 

 

1. We focus this submission on EiP Matter 65 part (a), as issues relating to 

Green Belt are of significance to both the Mayor and councils in the wider 

South East. 
 

SEEC/SESL comments on part (a) 

 

2. The Plan reiterates the Mayor’s protection of London’s Green Belt (Policy 

G2). 

 

3. Large parts of the wider South East are subject to environmental and other 
constraints, some of which cover significant areas.  These include, for 

example, Green Belt, Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty, National Parks 

and land at risk of flooding.  Such designations, whilst valuable in their own 

right, can restrict the ability of local areas to meet their own identified 

housing needs.  However, councils outside London with Green Belt are 

under significant ongoing pressure to commit to, and undertake, Green Belt 
reviews in order to accommodate high levels of local growth.   

 

4. Many local authorities outside London have already decided they need to 

release some Green Belt land for development.  There needs to be a level 

playing field for approaching Green Belt reviews; it should be applied 

consistently across all Green Belt authorities including the GLA and London 
Boroughs.  

 

5. The significance of paragraph 84 of the National Planning Policy Framework 

(NPPF), and in particular the need to “promote sustainable patterns of 
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development” when reviewing Green Belt boundaries, should not be under-

estimated. In a number of Local Plan examinations in other areas1, 

inspectors have recognised that managed Green Belt release may have to 

play an important role in meeting local housing needs. As a result, many 
wider South East authorities outside London are having to explore the same 

approach.  

 

6. We would therefore welcome the London Plan inspectors’ intervention to 

encourage the Mayor to show leadership in London by setting a framework 

for London boroughs that includes a strategic review of Green Belt at 
London-wide level – or fully explain his justification for not doing so. It 

would also be helpful if the Inspectors could clarify whether the draft 

London Plan, as written, accords with the NPPF on Green Belt.     

 

7. These recommendations are particularly relevant given that the Plan shows 

a gap of 1,065 homes per year between London’s demand and anticipated 
supply. The Mayor should demonstrate he is looking at all options for 

meeting London’s need within its boundaries, including Green Belt review.  

Wider South East council leaders will expect him to take this approach – as 

they are already doing so.  Indeed, several leaders have indicated that not 

doing so could undermine the Mayor’s case for inviting willing partners from 

outside London to discuss accommodating London’s unmet growth.  A 

Green Belt review would also clarify whether London’s Green Belt is 
fulfilling its formal purposes.  SESL/SEEC understand the Integrated Impact 

Assessment of the Plan did not assess the impact of a strategic Green Belt 

review, but focused on selective releases.  A full assessment of a strategic 

approach to Green Belt review should have been undertaken. 

                                                 
1

 Including Coventry, Cheshire East, Cambridge City and South Cambridgeshire and the Vale of White Horse 


