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Introduction 

1. This Written Statement (“Statement”) has been prepared by Savills (UK) Limited on behalf of Hill and 

Trustees of the Gwyneth Cowing Hill Trust and Trustees of the Gwyneth Cowing 1968 Settlement. 

2. This Statement sets out our response to M64, focusing on green infrastructure, open space, urban 

greening and draft Policies G1, G4 and G5. 

3. This Statement should be read in conjunction with our previous letter of Representations dated 2 

March 2018 (available in the library of documents) which makes reference to a site known as “Land 

Adjacent to the Whalebones” within the London Borough of Barnet. A site plan was appended to our 

letter dated 2 March 2018. Our previous letter considered the draft Policies could be interpreted as 

an all-encompassing protection of any land which is green and open in character and prevent sites 

coming forward. We considered the policies should instead focus on identifying opportunities which 

could reduce AoD (Area of Deficiency in Access in Public Open Space). including enabling some 

development on sites where it would facilitate an overall improvement of, and public access to green 

infrastructure and open space, as well as providing other key public benefits such as new housing. 

Overview of M64 

4. M64 asks if the Policies for green infrastructure assist in creating a healthy city in accordance with 

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

and neighbourhood plans. M64 also asks if Policies G1, G4 and G5 and their detailed criteria are 

justified and necessary and would they provide an effective basis for development management.   

5. Our responses, on behalf of our clients, is “no” for the following reasons: 

a) The policies do not provide an effective strategic context as they do not allow LPAs to consider 

enabling opportunities which have potential to unlock and meet a range of other strategic objectives 

(e.g. reducing AoD, increasing housing supply), especially in the context of a severely limited 

supply of land to meet London’s growth requirements; 

b) The Mayor’s target of making more than 50% London green by 2050 is not justified because it does 

not take account of AoD and also could undermine housing delivery. It is also not effective as 

“green” is undefined. 
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c) The policies would not be effective for development management as, coupled with increased 

housing targets, they could undermine the delivery of housing. The policies are ineffective because 

they do not assess the particular site circumstances and their value (e.g. in terms of landscape, 

ecology, amenity, historical, publically-accessible or not), and their context (e.g. the surrounding 

uses/character etc). The policies are ineffective because they do not allow the opportunity to 

assess the full potential of sites) e.g. whether sites could facilitate new public access to open space 

and reduce AoD) as well as new/improved green infrastructure, and if sites meet/exceed an UGF 

(Urban Greening Factor, as per Policy G5) target score. Where sites cannot meet these, the 

policies are also ineffective because they do not allow the opportunity to balance the overall public 

benefits being delivered, including any increased housing supply. 

d) The policies are not justified because the provision of new/enhanced open space and green 

infrastructure needs to be seen in the context that much of the existing land in London is not 

publically accessible.  

e) The policies are inconsistent with national policy as they are not in accordance with chapter 6 of 

the NPPF (The draft London Plan will be assessed against the 2012 NPPF but any application 

submitted now would be assessed against the revised NPPF (2018)). and in particular paragraph 

49 which requires LPAs to consider housing applications in the context of the presumption in favour 

of sustainable development, and that relevant policies for the supply of housing should not be 

considered up-to-date if the LPA cannot demonstrate a five-year supply of deliverable housing 

sites. 

6. The policies as currently drafted are therefore unsound in the context of the NPPF, and would also 

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

and growing a good economy. 

Detailed Comments & Case Study Site 

7. Whilst Hill is supportive of the protection and enhancement of public green, open spaces and green 

infrastructure and we recognise the importance of these spaces for health and well-being, 

biodiversity, play and recreation, and climate change mitigation, it is clear that having a high 

proportion of “green” (which is undefined) does not ensure Londoners fully benefit. Indeed only 18% 

of London’s land area is publically accessible open space as noted in the Mayor’s Environmental 
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Strategy (May 2018). Hill is concerned that the Mayor’s ambition to make more than 50% of London 

green by 2050 would not be justified as it would do little to address AoD and could also undermine 

housing delivery. It would also be ineffective as the term “green” is undefined. Whilst Hill supports 

the enhancement of some of these spaces to unlock their potential benefits, this must be seen within 

the context of a severely limited supply of land to meeting London’s growth requirements and limited 

funding to provide enhanced green infrastructure. 

8. The Mayor acknowledges that “an increase in green infrastructure investment will require access to 

new funding sources, including funding from the private sector…” (Mayor’s Environmental Strategy, 

May 2018). In practice, it is development that delivers substantial enhancement to the quality and 

accessibility of green infrastructure. 

9. This can be illustrated by the case study site in Barnet as referenced earlier. The 4.36 hectare site 

is currently private, part open land, part previously developed land – with no public access to it. It is 

not formally designated as open space. Parts of the site are within an AoD. 

10. The site has the capability to deliver sensitive residential development which would unlock the site, 

enabling the delivery of new open space and play areas that would be publically accessible to 

address AoD; public access to nature; ecological and biodiversity enhancements; social, health and 

educational benefits; enhanced community facilities, a policy-compliant level of affordable housing 

against Barnet’s local policies (The London Borough of Barnet’s local policy requires 40% affordable 

homes); a significant number of new homes; and overall sustainability benefits. The initial 

assessment of the UGF score in Policy G5 reveals the site would meet and exceed the 0.4 target. 

Overall, the sensitive redevelopment of the site would enable the delivery of significant public 

benefits, including the delivery of new homes. 

11. Taking into account the draft London Plan’s clear focus on Outer Boroughs, including Barnet, to 

deliver the majority of London’s housing requirement, this site has the capability to contribute to the 

increased housing targets. Hill supports Barnet’s increased housing delivery target from 23,489 

(within a ten year target 2015-2025), with an annual monitoring target of 2,349 new homes – to 

31,340 (within a ten-year target of 2019/20-2028/29), with an annualised average of 3,134 new 

homes. 
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12. However, Barnet has consistently been under the London Plan housing targets. As such, we 

consider that it is vital that the New London Plan provides a framework that will substantially increase 

delivery from the outset of the 10 year period. 

13. As such, we consider that Policies G1, G4 and G5 as currently drafted are ineffective as they could 

undermine housing delivery. As currently drafted these policies could interpreted as having a blanket 

protection for any land with “green” (which is undefined) and “open” elements to it. These policies 

should be re-drafted to allow opportunities and enable development where the UGF is met, or to 

balance the overall public benefits being delivered, including any increased housing supply. 

14. Hill is concerned that the draft London Plan contains a number of competing priorities that need to 

be more clearly weighted to ensure balanced decisions are made. Hill considers the delivery of 

housing should be more clearly expressed as the priority when making on balanced decisions on 

competing policy ambitions. 

Conclusions and recommendations  

15. Hill supports the Mayor’s vision of delivering new homes London needs through making the best use 

of land whilst building strong and inclusive communities and creating a healthy, resilient city. Hill also 

supports the provision of new/enhanced green infrastructure and open space. 

16. However, Hill consider that the draft London Plan should be more focussed on reducing AoD by 

facilitating the delivery of high quality green infrastructure that is publicly accessible, assess the 

particular circumstances/value (e.g. landscape/ecological etc.) of sites, allowing opportunities and 

enabling development which facilitates green infrastructure, or balancing the overall public benefits 

being delivered with increased housing supply as the priority. 

17. On this basis Hill suggest modifications to these policies – additions are identified in red and deletions 

have a strikethrough, as illustrated below. These modifications should be carried over to the 

supporting text of the policies. These changes will ensure that the policies are effective, justified and 

consistent with national policy. It would also enable the implementation of Policies GG4 and GG5 on 

delivering the homes Londoners need and growing a good economy. 
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Policy G1 Green infrastructure  

 

A  London’s network of green and open spaces, and green features in the built environment 

such as green roofs and street trees, should be protected, planned, designed and managed 

as integrated features of green infrastructure. 

B  Boroughs should prepare green infrastructure strategies that identify opportunities for 

cross-borough collaboration to ensure green infrastructure is optimised. 

C  Development Plans and Opportunity Area Planning Frameworks should: 

1) identify and protect key green infrastructure assets, that meet multiple green 

infrastructure objectives, their function and their potential function 

2) identify and assess the particular circumstances of sites in terms of their landscape, 

ecology, amenity, historical and any other relevant value. 

3) identify opportunities which would facilitate improved green infrastructure, including 

enabling some development on sites where it can be demonstrated an overall improvement 

in green infrastructure and that it meets the Urban Greening Factor target scores in Policy 

G5 – or balancing against the overall public benefits, with increased housing supply as the 

priority. 

2) 4) identify opportunities for addressing environmental and social challenges through 

strategic green infrastructure interventions. 

CA  Development proposals should incorporate appropriate elements of green infrastructure 

that are integrated into London’s network of green open spaces. 
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Policy G4 Open space  

 

AA Development Plans should: 

1) undertake a needs assessment of open space to inform policy. Assessments should 

identify areas of public green and open space deficiency, using the categorisation set out 

in Table 8.1 as a benchmark for all the different types required. 

1A) include appropriate designations and policies for the protection of open space to 

address deficiencies. 

1B) promote and support the creation of new areas of publicly-accessible open space 

especially in Areas of Deficiency in Access to Public Open Space, with consideration to 

allowing some development on sites where it would facilitate an overall improvement in 

public open space, particularly green space, ensuring that future open space needs are 

planned for in areas with the potential for substantial change. These should be balanced 

against the overall public benefits, with increased housing supply as the priority. 

1C) ensure that secured open space, particularly green space remains publicly accessible. 

AB Development proposals should: 

1) where possible create areas of publicly accessible open space, particularly in areas of 

deficiency. 

1A) resist the loss of protected open space in areas of deficiency. If losses are proposed 

outside of areas of deficiency, equivalent or better-quality provision should be made within 

the local catchment area unless an up-to-date needs assessment demonstrates this is 

unnecessary 
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Policy G5 Urban greening 

 

A  Major development proposals should contribute to the greening of London by including 

urban greening as a fundamental element of site and building design, and by incorporating 

measures such as high-quality landscaping (including trees), green roofs, green walls and 

nature-based sustainable drainage. 

B  Boroughs should develop an Urban Greening Factor (UGF) to identify the appropriate 

amount of urban greening required in new developments. The UGF should be based on the 

factors set out in Table 8.2, but tailored to local circumstances. In the interim, the Mayor 

recommends a target score of 0.4 for developments that are predominately residential, and 

a target score of 0.3 for predominately commercial development. 

BA  Existing green cover retained on site should count towards developments meeting the 

interim target scores set out in (B) based on the factors set out in Table 8.2. 

BB Where developments do not meet the respective UGF target scores, the proposal must be 

balanced against the delivery of public benefits, with increased housing supply as the 

priority. 

 

 

 


