
 
Examination in Public of the draft London Plan: Written submission by 
CPRE London (1142) to the EIP Panel, January 2019 

GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE, OPEN SPACE AND URBAN GREENING (POLICIES G1, G4 AND G5) 

Matter 64:  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 affect the implementation of Policies GG4 and 
GG5 on delivering the homes Londoners need and growing a good economy?  

1. CPRE London broadly supports the policies for green infrastructure in the draft Plan but 
believe stronger measures are required to achieve improvements in the quality and extent of this 
infrastructure.  We believe the future vibrancy of London and health of its inhabitants depends to 
a considerable degree on the quality of its green and blue spaces.   

a) Is the Mayor’s target of making more than 50 percent of London green by 2050 and its 
designation as a National Park City justified and achievable?  

2. We warmly welcome the Mayor’s commitment to make more than half of London green by 
2050, along with the identification of London as a National Park City.  While we recognise that 
England’s highly valued National Parks are largely rural in nature, we believe there are 
considerable advantages in applying and developing the concept in relation to the urban 
environment.  This can help to promote recognition of the value of nature and landscape to 
Londoners, improve and increase the extent of the natural environment, and increase 
opportunities for its ‘quiet enjoyment’ in line with national policy relating to National Parks. 

3. We are concerned, however, that the increase in green space is achieved primarily 
through the provision of accessible and attractive space at ground level.  There is a danger that, 
as currently expressed, the 50% target can be interpreted to include green roofs and walls which 
while welcome in themselves will do little to increase publicly accessible green space.  This 
concern should be addressed in implementing the Mayor’s commitment. 

4. The Mayor’s commitment should also be supported by policies in the Plan relating to 
housing development on small sites.   This can be achieved through the London Plan by requiring 
a ‘net gain’ rather than simply ‘no net loss’ of green space and biodiversity from such 
development on small sites as set out in paragraph 4.2.9.  This approach securing an overall 
increase in green space should be strengthened by explicit reference in policies H1 and H2.   

5. The provision and improvement of green space requires funding to help deliver the 
Mayor’s aspirations for ‘good growth’ and increasing London’s green cover.  Planning obligations 
and a proportion of Community Infrastructure Levy should go towards improving parks and green 



spaces. Where there is major development, in particular close to parks or green spaces, there 
ought to be a contribution by developers towards improving the quality, including enhancing the 
tranquillity, of green space, and funding future management, for example via an endowment. The 
need for funding for green infrastructure should be explicitly addressed in Policy DF1 D1 which 
should be amended to read: ‘Recognise the importance of affordable workspace, green 
infrastructure, and culture and leisure facilities in delivering good growth.’ 

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?  

6. As stated above, we believe that the policies in the Plan should make a clear distinction 
between ground-based green infrastructure and greening measures attached to buildings.   We 
also believe that more could be done in the Plan, for example through improvements to Policy SI5 
concerning water infrastructure, to promote and extend the benefits of awareness and access to 
blue space.  This could be achieved by action to reveal and celebrate the nature of London’s river 
systems, including tributaries of the Thames, and the importance of effective management of 
these systems in the context of climate change and increased flood risk. 

c) Given the All London Green Grid is it necessary for Boroughs to prepare green 
infrastructure strategies in accordance with Policy G1 B?  

7. The All London Green Grid is a vital tool for the delivery of green infrastructure priorities 
through planning and development control.  We welcome the commitment in the draft Plan to a 
review and update of the existing Supplementary Planning Guidance which has been an essential 
tool for raising the profile of green infrastructure and providing a coherent strategic framework.  
The effectiveness of this Guidance is dependent to a great extent on its uptake and application by 
Boroughs.  We therefore believe that Boroughs should be required to prepare green infrastructure 
strategies linked to the SPG as an integral part of their local plans.  This would be assisted by 
inserting an explicit reference to the SPG in Policy G1 B so that it reads: ‘Boroughs should prepare 
green infrastructure strategies informed by the All London Green Grid SPG that integrate 
objectives relating to open space provision etc……’ 

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 8.1 justified?  Should the policy refer to the improvement of existing 
spaces?  

8. CPRE London is concerned that Policy G4, particularly in the light of the minor suggested 
changes, does not provide sufficient protection for all green and open space.  The suggested 
deletion of the clear statement that ‘Local green and open spaces should be protected’ at the 
beginning of this policy is likely to diminish protection for such space and runs counter to the 
spirit of other green infrastructure policies.    This statement should therefore be retained.   

9. In addition, we are concerned that there is no explicit recognition of the importance of 
allotments or public and private gardens, including green space in housing estates, in Policy G4 or 
Table 8.1.   In many areas of London, gardens and allotments make a significant contribution to 
the extent of green space and a sense of openness.  There is need to prevent extensive ‘garden 
grabbing’.  While we broadly welcome the sustainable intensification of land use, this should not 



result in the loss of green space, whether public or private. Any presumption in favour of building 
on small or underused sites should favour adding storeys rather than building out into gardens.  
We therefore propose that Policy G4A should be retained and revised so that it reads ‘Local green 
and open spaces, including allotments, public and private gardens, should be protected’. 

10. We welcome support for the creation of new areas of accessible green space in Policy G4.  
This should be strengthened by requiring measures to improve the quality of green spaces to 
increase their public benefit.   Assessments of deficiency should also cover an assessment of 
quality as well as the amount and accessibility of green space.  Researchi by CPRE London has 
found that nearly 30% of London’s parks are severely impacted by noise from traffic (and 
associated air pollution).  Much green space is poor quality in other ways, for example by having 
badly designed or excessive lighting, or through inappropriate management. The Plan should 
encourage boroughs to manage all greenspaces to a high standard referencing the Green Flag 
criteria.  This can be assisted by amendments to Policy G4C so that it reads “Assessments should 
identify areas of public green and open space deficiency, including an assessment of deficiency in 
quality, taking account of Green Flag criteria, light, noise and air pollution…..” and adding at the 
end of Policy G4E1 ‘including an assessment of, and where appropriate a plan, to improve the 
quality of the space’. 

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? 

11. CPRE London supports the intentions underpinning Policy G5.  We believe this will 
encourage developers to integrate environmental improvements at an early stage in project 
planning and need not result in extra cost.   We are concerned, however, that the Urban Greening 
Factor could undermine the fundamental requirement to protect existing and provide adequate 
new green space as part of new development.  There is also a danger that it becomes a ‘tick-box’ 
exercise which fails to recognise the importance of integrating environmental considerations into 
development in ways which respect and enhance local character and respond to human needs, 
particularly for accessible green space.  To help prevent this outcome, we propose that a further 
subsection (C) is added to G5 which reads ‘Urban greening delivered in new developments will be 
additional to requirements to protect and provide adequate green and open space set out in G4.’ 

CPRE London, January 2019 

                                                           
i http://www.cprelondon.org.uk/resources/item/2391-noiseinparksreport 


