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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? In particular: 
 
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? 

 
 Implementing the Mayor’s objectives in ‘creating a healthy city’ (Policy GG3) 

will rely heavily on delivering policies on green infrastructure and the natural 
environment. GG3 E, acknowledges this in requiring planning to improve 
access to, and the quality of, green spaces.  
 
Policies G1, G4 and G5 support and align with the Government’s 25-year 
Environment Plan1 (25YEP). The 25YEP highlights evidence that improving 
health and well-being depends upon ‘greening’ our towns and cities.  Ensuring  
that there are high quality, accessible, natural spaces, close to where people 
live and work, particularly in urban areas, and encouraging people to spend 
time in them, (as a resident or a visitor), improves  mental health and feelings 
of wellbeing.2  
 
We consider that Policy G1’s explanatory text should be more explicit in its 
support for Policy G6 D and the aim for development to secure net 
biodiversity gain. This would help embed an environmental net gain principle 
for development (as proposed by the 25YEP, and advocated by the National 
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 2018. 
 
 

1 https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/25-year-environment-plan 
 
2 Evidence Statement on the links between natural environments and human health , 

University of Exeter and Defra, 2017; Urban green spaces and health, World Health 
Organisation regional Office for Europe, 2016, 9-10 
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The draft London Plan’s green infrastructure policies provide a good 
foundation with regards to an effective and appropriate context for boroughs’ 
local plans. Boroughs will be able to address local circumstances in their local 
plans, and through their preparation of needs assessments and green space 
strategies. We acknowledge that Boroughs’ capacity to resource these 
studies will vary. 
 

 We support the Mayor’s commitment (paragraph 8.1.3), to ‘make more than 
half of London green by 2050’. The Mayor’s target and the policies’ criteria 
which support it, are, in our opinion, justified. They will support and underpin 
social and economic ‘good growth’ objectives, as well as safeguarding and 
enhancing environmental assets.  
 
Notwithstanding London’s growth and the Mayor’s aim for ‘optimising’ density 
and delivering the homes Londoners need, we consider this ’greening’  target 
is achievable, considering that the current coverage of green space in London 
is close to 50%.  
 
We welcome the Mayor’s suggested, additional cross-reference in paragraph 
8.6.2, with regards to Policy SI17 and the particular priority for improving and 
restoring habitats in London’s water spaces. All these revisions are consistent 
with our March 2018 response to the draft Plan.  
 
Planned growth will provide opportunities to fund, create and manage new 
spaces, and enhance existing spaces. The planning system will need to 
assess and account for green infrastructure requirements in Development 
Infrastructure Funding Studies (DIFS), and in development management 
decisions.  
 
The promotion of a natural capital approach to improving the environment, 
features strongly throughout the 25YEP. Policy G1, as revised by the Mayor, 
recognises the intrinsic economic and social value of London’s natural 
environment and emphasises the multiple benefits of adding green 
infrastructure to the capital’s network of green assets.  

We are pleased to note that under Policy G1, paragraph 8.1.2, the Mayor 
highlights the Natural Capital Account for London’s Public Parks, and at 
paragraph 8.1.3, his intention to update existing planning guidance on the All 
London Green Grid. However, we would like to see more emphasis on ‘blue’ 
infrastructure in the draft Plan.  
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We understand that the Natural Capital Account did not take into account 
’blue’ or flood risk  infrastructure. Rivers and other watercourses are 
incorporated into current work being developed by the Environment Agency 
and Natural England, on biodiversity net gain metrics. 
Provided green (and blue) infrastructure is given due consideration in local 
plans and decision-making, as a natural asset, it is more likely to be given the 
value it deserves, in line with a natural capital approach.  
 
Developers and decision-makers (including the GLA and Peabody Housing 
Association), are developing natural capital accounts and taking decisions, 
with this evolving work being taken into consideration.  
 
River and waterways have a vital role as strategic ecological ‘corridors’. We 
consider that boroughs should actively seek opportunities for cross-boundary 
collaboration, to protect and enhance their function, to provide multiple 
benefits, and support delivery of green infrastructure targets. 
 
The River Thames is the largest single green infrastructure asset and covers 
multiple boroughs. We support the Mayor’s Suggested Revisions to Policy 
G1, which should encourage collaborative approaches to assessment and 
opportunities to improve the natural capital around the Thames and London’s 
other rivers, canals, and waterways.  
 
We welcome the Mayor’s aspirations for a National Park City, which reflect his 
published London Environment Strategy objectives.  
 
b) Do the policies adequately reflect the qualitative differences of 

different types of green infrastructure, including open and green 
space and the role of waterways (blue space)? 

 
The policies in Chapter 8 do not reflect the qualitative differences in the 
different types of London’s water spaces. The policies largely address and 
categorise land rather than water spaces. However, London’s waterways are 
more specifically addressed later, within Chapter 9 of the Plan. 
 
Policy SI17 addresses the protection and enhancement of London’s 
waterways, and recognises that they are environmental, social and economic 
assets. Consequently, we are satisfied that, read collectively, the Plan’s 
policies recognise the multi-functional nature of green infrastructure assets, 
and identify the importance of well-connected green and blue spaces. 
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For clarity, it would be helpful to amend the explanatory text in Chapter 8, to 
emphasise a definition of ‘green’ infrastructure that also encompasses ’ blue’ 
infrastructure, rather than risk having the land and water environments 
interpreted as independent of each other. 
 
 
c) Given the All London Green Grid is it necessary for Boroughs 

to prepare green infrastructure strategies in accordance with 
Policy G1 B? 

 
It is our opinion that the All London Green Grid (ALGG), and the Mayor’s 
supplementary planning guidance can only provide a strategic framework to 
promote the design and delivery of ‘green infrastructure’ across London. It 
cannot fully reflect the diversity in open space requirements at local level, 
address the detail of management and maintenance arrangements, or the 
opportunities for joint working to support the delivery of multiple benefits. We 
consider it necessary to assess these matters at a local level, through the 
Borough’s preparation of green infrastructure strategies. In turn, these would 
guide the preparation of local and neighbourhood plans.  
 
We are aware that the ALGG supplementary planning guidance is being 
revised by the Mayor’s office. The GLA and its partners (including the 
Environment Agency), recognise that current guidance does not support the 
delivery of strategic green infrastructure. A London Green Infrastructure 
Partnership is being established to support policy delivery and provide a link 
between strategic and local policy levels. 
 
We welcome the Mayor’s Minor Suggested Changes in regard to cross-
boundary collaboration at Policy G1 B. The explanatory text should make 
clear that these opportunities should be identified between London Boroughs 
and neighbouring local authorities (outside Greater London).  
 
We believe that this would support the Mayor’s Minor Suggested Changes to 
Policy SD2. E, wherein Wider South East partnership working is identified in 
the Plan, as needed on biodiversity and green infrastructure. 
 

The Mayor’s Green Space Commission will help to address the identified gap 
in capturing the value (including natural capital value) of green space, and 
how Boroughs and other land managers can manage these collaboratively. 
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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? 

 
Policy G4, and the following Table 8.1, make a good start in categorising the 
different types of open space, although we note that playing fields are not 
included. The policies focus largely on land spaces, rather than on water 
spaces. Nonetheless, we are pleased to see that Table 8.1 references 
‘Linear open spaces’ along the Thames and other waterways. We support 
the Mayor’s suggested addition at Policy G4, point AB, of a requirement for 
development to address, where possible, deficiencies of publically 
accessible open space. 
 
It is not explicit how the protection provided by Policy G4 would be extended 
over private gardens and incidental spaces on housing estates. Clearly, 
Policy G8 provides protection of existing allotments, and we consider that it 
would only require a minor change to have Policy G4 refer to allotments.  
The protection necessary for private gardens and incidental green space on 
estates (both housing and commercial), may largely depend on the 
characteristics of development and may be better addressed at local level. 
 
We recognise the pressures to build on smaller green spaces, including 
private green space. We note how this point has been made in Boroughs’ 
responses to the draft Plan, particularly in those boroughs which are highly 
dependent on small sites to meet their housing targets. Consequently cross-
boundary collaboration on green infrastructure strategies and assessments, 
(as referred to at LP, paragraph 8.4.2,) is an essential component of the 
ability to achieve multiple benefits.  
 
We are aware that improvements and retro-fitting of green infrastructure at 
local level has resulted in multiple benefits. Consequently we support the 
Mayor’s suggested change to paragraph 8.4.4. This could usefully also refer 
to river restoration, in support of Policy SI17. 

 

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? 

 
We support proposals for an Urban Greening Factor (UGF). We believe that 
this will permit recognition of multi-functional benefits; provide additional  
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certainty in planning negotiations and allow for UGF to be accounted for, from 
the earliest stages of land acquisition and development design. It also allows 
for a baseline of greening to support the Mayor’s objectives for ‘good growth’. 
The UGF will further support the Mayor’s policy objectives for public realm 
(Policy D7) and social infrastructure (Policy S5). 
 
We recommended in our March 2018 response to the draft Plan that the 
development of environmental Key Performance Indicators (our comments on 
Matter 94 refer) needs to be developed. The adoption of the UGF would 
enable monitoring and measuring of progress towards the Mayor’s ‘more than 
half’ green cover target for London.  
 
We welcome the flexibility, within the policy, for Boroughs to set their own 
targets in response to housing growth targets and local conditions. We have 
seen how the City of London Corporation has looked in depth at how it could 
apply the UGF within their area. We are aware that Old Oak and Park Royal 
MDC are also examining how it can be applied to the 2 Opportunity Areas 
within their remit.  
 
The UGF can be a viable way of promoting green infrastructure and 
increasing the quantity and quality of green infrastructure, for a development 
scheme or proposal. The UGF should be promoted as a tool to complement 
and help deliver policies and standards on urban greening, wellbeing, 
biodiversity and climate change adaptation, including sustainable drainage. 
We fully support the additional wording within paragraph 8.53 of the Plan 
which emphasises these multiple benefits. 
 
Policy G5 will support the Mayor’s Environment and Economic Development 
Strategies, which recognise the role of natural capital in supporting 
environmental and economic resilience. This approach has the potential to 
support the delivery of natural capital and achieve net environmental gain, as 
set out in the Government’s 25 year Environment Plan (25YEP). Within the 
25YEP, natural capital evaluation will be developed as a tool to support 
economic growth and development.  
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