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Reference ID: 2572/Canary Wharf Group Plc  

29 January 2019 

 

Written Statement on behalf of Canary Wharf Group Plc (“CWG”)  

GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE AND NATURAL ENVIRONMENT 

Matter 64 – Green Infrastructure, open space and urban greening 

Would the policies for green infrastructure assist in creating a healthy city in accordance with 

Policy GG3 and will they provide an effective strategic context for the preparation of local plans 

and neighbourhood plans? Are Policies G1, G4 and G5 and their detailed criteria justified and 

necessary and would they provide an effective basis for development management? How would 

they effect the implementation of Policies GG4 and GG5 on delivering the homes Londoners need 

and growing? In particular: 

a) Is the Mayor’s target of making more than 50% of London green by 2050 and its 

designation of a National Park City justified and achievable? 

b) Do the policies adequately reflect the qualitative differences and value of different types 

of green infrastructure, including open and green space and the role of waterways (blue 

space) and the access to it?  

c) Given the All London Green Grid is it necessary of Boroughs to prepare green 

infrastructure strategies in accordance with Policy G1 B? 

d) Does Policy G4 provide sufficient protection for the amount and quality of all green and 

open space including private gardens and allotments and on housing estates? Is the 

categorisation in Table 8.2 justified? Should the policy refer to the improvement of 

existing spaces?  

e) Is the expectation that Boroughs develop an Urban Greening Factor based on Policy G5 

and Table 8.2 justified with particular regard to viability and practicality?  

             

1. Further to our representations made on the consultation draft of the New Draft London Plan 

2017 (letter dated 2ndMarch 2018) we have set out our  Written Statement on Matter 64 below.  

 

2. The main elements of this Matter we wish to discuss relate to if Draft Policy G5 is justified and 

necessary as a basis for development management and part E of Matter 64 with regards to 

practicality and viability.  

3. In our view there are three fundamental flaws to the Urban Greening Factor (UGF) approach 

put forward by draft Policy G5. Firstly, it is not justified by sufficient evidence; secondly it is not 

practical or deliverable; and thirdly it could have significant impacts on viability.  
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Evidence  

4. The supporting text for draft Policy G5 refers to a research report that forms the evidence base 

for this policy (Ref: NLP/GI/001 “Urban Greening Factor for London”). This research report 

considers how an UGF could be implemented and explores its relative pro’s and con’s.  

 

5. In paragraph 4.6 of this report, it states that if implemented, local authorities should view the 

UGF as an assessment tool to complement and help deliver policies. In addition, paragraph 5.2 

of this report, suggests that the Mayor could recommend that an UGF could be promoted for 

projects within the CAZ or areas of large-scale regeneration (Opportunity Areas, etc.). It goes on 

to state that the UGF could be used as a voluntary way to evaluate individual developments, 

particularly in cases were there may be concern over the cumulative impacts of development in 

particular locations that result in a loss of green cover.  

 

6. The conclusions of this report state that “UGF can be promoted through a statement of support 

in the London Plan”.   

 

7. Therefore, we consider the translation of the UGF into a policy at the strategic level to be overly 

prescriptive. It would be more appropriate as a cross reference within the  supporting policy 

text and potentially  forming part of Supplementary Planning Guidance to support Local 

Authorities in developing locally specific UGF as appropriate, rather than a strategic level policy.  

 

8. In addition to the principle of the UGF as a strategic level policy, we do not believe that the 

approach towards the UGF set out in the draft Plan is sufficiently  supported by evidence. Draft 

policy G5 sets out a suggested approach for boroughs to develop an UGF. We note that the 

guidance in Table 8.2 and the UGF target scores of 0.4 for residential developments and 0.3 for 

commercial developments are suggested starting points for boroughs.  

 

9. These target scores are based on three case studies (two domestic and one commercial). This is 

not representative of the range of development types in London and is not a robust evidence-

based approach towards policy making. Furthermore, hotels, industrial and mixed-use schemes 

have not been tested and therefore the target UGF figures have not been robustly assessed. 

 

Practicality and deliverability  

10. There are a number of limitations to applying this level of detail at the policy level that do not 

consider potential limitations of site circumstances. If Local Authorities apply this policy as a 

requirement for developments to meet in order to gain planning consent, this could render 

some developments undeliverable.  

11. The boundaries used to determine the example figures are not representative of the plot/site 

boundary and seem to be arbitrary depending on the building, with no surrounding public realm 

included. By its very nature, surrounding public realm tends to incorporate more hardstanding 

which would reduce the deliverable UGF figures. Existing central London projects with terraces, 

green roofs and extensive landscaping have been found to deliver UGF values of between 0.11 

and 0.17, meaning that it would be highly impractical to achieve the target values quoted in the 
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policy. Clearly if surrounding landscaping in suburban locations is taken into account then the 

figure becomes much more achievable. 

 

12. The methodology also fails to take account areas of a building where green infrastructure is 

impractical e.g. sloped or mansard roofs / areas that are restricted due to a listing or 

conservation area restriction / areas that are designated as amenity space e.g. terraces. If 

implemented, guidance and allowances would need to be made for areas such as these.  

 

13. In addition, we have reservations regarding the type of greening that this policy will deliver. The 

Draft London Plan already contains policies relating to biodiversity, trees, access to open space 

and flood risk mitigation, covered elsewhere in the plan, so the additional benefit policy G5 will 

confer on London is questioned. There is a risk that the ‘greening by numbers’ approach will 

create a focus on the quantity of urban greening without due consideration of the quality, 

setting or purpose. Especially in city centre sites, the policy could lead to more sedum roofs 

being installed rather than having quality green space, such as an intensive green roof covering 

less of the site but of much higher quality.  

 

Viability  

14. The additional costs of achieving the targets set by the UGF could negatively affect the viability 

of developments. The London Plan Viability Study (ref: NLP/VI/002) states that the costs of 

additional urban greening measures required by draft Policy G5 are incorporated into external 

costs applied in testing. However, external works costs are based on standard benchmarks.  

 

15. These additional costs would fall within site-specific infrastructure costs as defined by National 

Planning Practice Guidance (ref: Paragraph: 012 Reference ID: 10-012-20180724). Therefore, it 

is unlikely that the increased requirements of these policies have been properly costed. 

 

16. These additional costs would need to be considered within the viability assessment for each 

development site as they come forward and therefore could impact on proposed developments 

meeting  competing policy requirements such as affordable housing.  

 

Conclusion 

17. We acknowledge that the supporting text for draft Policy G5 policy states that the proposed 

UGF values and targets are a recommendation and that each borough can develop their own 

approach in response to local circumstances. However, it is our view that this is unlikely to 

occur. In practice there is a risk that boroughs will simply adopt the quoted targets with no 

regards for flexibility of use of density.  

 

18. For the reasons and risks outlined above, it is our view that this draft policy is overly 

prescriptive and not appropriate in a strategic level policy framework. If an UGF approach is to 

be proposed by the new London Plan, the specific details should be controlled at the 

Development Management level and potentially supported by Supplementary Planning 
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Guidance. Therefore, Draft Policy G5 Part A provides an appropriate strategic basis for this, as 

suggested by the supporting evidence base, however Part B of the policy should is not positively 

prepared, justified, backed up by robust evidence and should be deleted.  

 


