
TELEGRAPH HILL SOCIETY,  
Lewisham, London SE14/SE4 
 
Submission on Matter M65 (Green Belt and Metropolitan Open Land)  
Draft London plan policies G2 and G3 
 

 
 
20 January 2019  Page 1 of 3 

GENERAL 

Our comments on this matter relate only to the Green Belt.  We believe the Mayor’s policy in this 

respect is fundamentally flawed. 

We set out the reasons for our objection to this policy in our comments in our original letter of 

objection to the draft Plan as follows: 

Much of the Green Belt is of low quality land and can be built upon with detriment.  Retaining the 

Green Belt, as this proposed plan requires, imposes higher housing requirements on areas which 

are already reaching capacity and which, particularly in Inner London, will be to the detriment of 

existing residents.  We cannot see, for example, how building on garden space in Inner London 

whilst retaining Green Belt in Outer London (to which many Inner London residents have no access 

whatsoever) can be said to improving the quality of life of those living in inner London.  The 

proposed approach of retaining the Green Belt is therefore divisive (benefiting Outer Londoners to 

the detriment of Inner Londoners) and conflicts with GG1. 

There is evidence that the Green Belt policy, by reducing the amount of land available for housing, 

has contributed to the increase in London house prices which is making much of London 

unaffordable to those on lower incomes. 

By contrast the benefits cited in paragraph 8.2.1 of the Plan are illusory: 

• Combating the heat island effect: The urban heat island effect mainly arises in Inner London 

(and specifically central London).  It would be best combated by reducing the density of 

development in Inner London at the expense of the Green Belt, not by increasing density in 

the centre and retaining the Green Belt. 

• Growing food: Increased housing would have very little impact on the amount of food grown 

on the Green Belt (which in itself, is very little of London’s overall demand for food).  There 

is sufficient capacity within farmland outside the Green Belt to absorb any missing capacity 

with only 10% of the land in the UK being urbanised.    In any event, we are proposing that it 

is the poorer quality areas of the Green Belt that could be released for housing, not the best 

arable elements. 

• Space for recreation: Again, the amount required for increased housing would have very 

little impact on this and in any event, the Green Belt has little or no recreational benefit for 

most inner Londoners where the Green Belt is an hour’s journey time away from their 

homes if, indeed, they can afford to travel to it.   Recreational space needs to be provided 

where people have easy access to it:  this means the provision of more green space in Inner 

London (if the population there is to expand) not less.  The proposal in para 8.2.2 that “The 

Mayor will work with boroughs and other strategic partners to enhance access to the Green 

Belt” is unlikely to have any significant benefits to those living in Inner London (if indeed any 

such proposals can be formulated)  

The Plan notes that some parts of the Green Belt do not provide significant benefits to Londoners as 

they have become derelict and unsightly.   We agree that, of itself, this not a ground for allowing 

development to take place and, indeed, it would encourage owners to allow land to become derelict 



TELEGRAPH HILL SOCIETY,  
Lewisham, London SE14/SE4 
 
Submission on Matter M65 (Green Belt and Metropolitan Open Land)  
Draft London plan policies G2 and G3 
 

 
 
20 January 2019  Page 2 of 3 

in the hope of future development.  However that does not mean that poor quality sites (as opposed 

to derelict sites which might be improved) could not be released for housing. 

 

M65. a) Is Policy G2 on London’s Green Belt consistent with national policy and, if not, is this 

justified?  

The NPPF permits the re-designation of a Green Belt as part of a development plan. 

Overall, we believe that the health and attractiveness of London is best improved by giving up 

elements of the Green Belt rather than continuing to concentrate development on those areas less 

able to sustain it.  

We accept that the NPPF requires that Green Belt boundaries should only be altered where 

exceptional circumstances demand (NPPF paras 136-137).   There are three specific areas which the 

policy-making authority needs to consider in these circumstances.  In the case of utilisation of 

brownfield sites, the plan does this.   It also needs to consider the optimisation of density, which it 

does, but in our view does incorrectly and comes to inappropriate conclusions which are 

incompatible with the aims of creating a healthy and sustainable City (to which policies G1,2 and 5 

relate and on which we have made a separate submission).   

Policies which require densification in Inner London to the extent in the proposed Housing policies, 

with the consequential loss of garden space, would be significantly detrimental to the health and 

well-being of existing residents, reduce bio-diversity, increase the urban heat island effect, adversely 

affect the appearance of much of the urban environment and generally make London a less 

appealing place to live or work.   We provide more detail on the impact of the loss of garden space 

on health and bio-diversity in our submission on matter M64 and on the built environment in our 

submission on matter M20. 

It follows therefore that there could be a net gain in benefit to Londoners as a whole, particularly in 

the case of health and welfare, if some of the Green Belt were utilised to reduce the pressure on 

Inner London.   

In our view this would be a circumstance under which the NPPF could permit such development. 

Paragraph 136 also makes reference to “optimise the density of development” in line with NPPF 

Chapter 11.  This requires that standards should seek a significant uplift in the average density of 

residential development within city and town centres and other locations that are well served by 

public transport. (NPPF Para 123(a)).  However it also states that this can be over-ridden where there 

are “strong reasons why this would be inappropriate”.   Clearly average density cannot be increased 

without limit and those limits must take into account the health and amenity of existing residents as 

well as those of any additional population for which provision is to be made.   We contend that 

where increases can only be made by absorbing already limited garden space, then the planning 

authority must look to other, less damaging alternatives, which, in this case, may be the release of 

poor quality Green Belt land.  It is the case of choosing the least of two bad options to maximise the 

benefit of the most disadvantaged residents. 
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The Plan provides that the Mayor will fully explore the possibility of development outside the Green 

Belt with neighbouring authorities, which is a further option under para 137(c) of the NPPF.  

However the Mayor has not yet done this.  Until this has been done, it is not clear whether this is an 

option which would allow for both the preservation of green space within Inner London and the 

Green Belt.   In the absence of this, the London plan should not rule out the possible need to build 

upon the Green Belt, for the reasons we have given above. 

Whilst the draft London Plan cannot be said to be in contravention of the NPPF as regards the Green 

Belt, neither does the NPPF require the London Plan to treat the current Green Belt as inviolate 

regardless of the consequences on Londoners elsewhere.   Policy G2 is however in conflict with 

policies G1, G4 and G5 to provide a greener environment for all Londoners.  It may also be said to be 

in conflict with para 91 of the NPPF as regards Inner London, which requires the Plan to enable and 

support healthy lifestyles. 

We accept that the Green Belt should be protected from inappropriate development as in Policy 

G2A.  We believe however that the policy G2B should permit de-designation of areas of the Green 

Belt where this appropriate development justified as providing a net benefit in terms of health, 

wellbeing and the protection of both the green and built environment to Londoners as a whole, 

placing special weight on the benefit to those in the most deprived areas of the city. 

 

 


