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M64. 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? 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? 

 
The London Assembly Labour Group welcomes the target of making more than 
50% of London Green by 2050, and believe this is eminently achievable as the 

figure currently stands at 47%. As I set out in my report for the London 
Assembly Housing Committee, “At Home with Nature”, green space and 

biodiversity provides physical, mental, social, environmental and economic 
benefits for urban dwellers.1  
 

We support the Mayor’s ambitions to become a National Park City in order to 
achieve good growth, in line with the aims of policy GG3 D, DB and F, which for 

example “seek to improve London’s air quality” and “plan for improved access to 
and quality of green spaces, the provision of new green infrastructure”. 
Becoming a National Park City will not only protect London’s air quality and 

green infrastructure as the city and its population grows, but enhance the 
provision too and give greater opportunities for Londoners to enjoy the greenery 

that is in and around our urban spaces. 
 

Within these, we would expect to see additional targets related to biodiversity 
net gain, access to nature for Londoners and protecting existing green 
infrastructure. This will help ensure that not only is London achieving a high 

level of ‘greenness,’, but also that this green space is helping to meet other 
Mayoral targets on wellbeing, Good Growth and air quality.  

 
We also believe these policies would be strengthened by milestones, setting 
interim targets to move from 47% now to 48% by the end of 2025, 49% by the 

end of 2029 and finally to 50% by the end of 2049. However, ideally we would 

                                       
1 https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/at_home_with_nature_-

_encouraging_biodiversity_in_new_housing_developments.pdf  
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see more ambition, as a reflection of the Climate Emergency declaration by the 
Assembly and the Mayor, to meet 50% by 2025. I would also like to see these 

targets revised and made more ambitious during the progression of the Plan. 
 

The Plan should also recognise the role of Transport for London in promoting and 
enhancing green space in its land. Increasing green space along TfL roads, for 
example, could help to make them more pleasant for active travel, contributing 

to the Mayor’s 80% walking, cycling and public transport ambition. Green 
infrastructure next to roads and rail will also help to mitigate poor air quality. 

 
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? 
 

We do not believe policies G1, G4 and G5 adequately reflective the qualitative 
differences and value of different types of green space and infrastructure, and 
we strongly oppose the amendments to G4 that changes references to “local 

green and open space” to just “open space”, as the locality and greenness of 
space has additional value above simply being open. 

 
G4 AA 1A should be amended so that it is not just the loss of protected open 

spaces in areas of deficiency that are resisted. The policy should simply say that 
development proposals should “resist the loss of open spaces”.  
 

Currently, the Plan says that losses of open space outside areas of deficiency 
should be replaced by equivalent or better provision within the local catchment 

area – however, that local catchment area is not defined, and should be defined 
tightly to ensure that any loss of green and open space is replaced and 
enhanced in the immediate locality. 

 
Under my leadership as Chair, the London Assembly Environment Committee 

covered the issue of access to green space in 2017 in the “Park Life” report.2 
They found that more than half of London’s households are more than 400m 
from a green space, which is more than the minimum distance the plan 

suggests. And while nearly half of London’s land is green, only 18% of it is 
publicly accessible green space, so many Londoners are either too far from any 

green space, or not able to make use of that which might be nearby. It is 
therefore key that any loss of open and/or green space is resisted, as 
accessibility to such space is a very important issue. We would suggest that loss 

of space be resisted where possible, and if it cannot be avoided, then an Impact 
Assessment must be carried out into who uses the space currently, and how new 

provision can meet and exceed their needs. 
 
We welcome the additional references to “blue” space and the contribution made 

to London by its waterways. However, it must be made clear that waterways are 
not of equivalent value as open and accessible green spaces. Waterways are of 

great value to flore and fauna, but cannot be used and enjoyed in the same way 
as green open spaces are by members of the public.  
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We do not believe all the factors set out in G5 and Table 8.2 are justified. The 
high rankings of non-accessible green space means that the Plan does not 

adequately link policies on green space with Policy GG3 on the ‘Healthy City’. Of 
course, there are significant benefits for Londoner’s health, wellbeing, and for 

the environment from this – but it is not able to be used in the same way that a 
garden or woodland would be. Similarly, green walls are not able to be enjoyed 
or accessed in the same way as other types of greenery. It is not to say that 

schemes should not include these features – they should – but the high factors 
given to inaccessible green (or “blue”) space should be revised, so as not to 

incentivise the provision of these ahead of more “usable” urban greenery. 
 
Berlin is the largest city so far to have implemented an Urban Greening Factor 

policy and, like London, is a capital city and economic centre. London should 
therefore be aspiring to match Berlin’s targets, for example on the differential 

weightings allocated to different types of open space. The draft London Plan 
ranks both green walls and green roofs higher than Berlin’s rating,3 which risks 
London suffering a lack of accessible open space. This is despite the fact that 

Berlin’s Urban Greening Factor (referred to instead as the ‘Biotope Area Factor’) 
has stated goals in line with London’s namely to reduce carbon and tackle the 

urban heat island effect. In my question to the Mayor at Mayor’s Question Time 
in January 2019, he stated that London Plan UGF targets had been calculated 

using an average of existing targets globally. London should instead be aiming to 
be a world-leading provider of accessible green and open space with ambitious, 
high targets, in line with ambition shown through the National Park City pledge. 

 
 

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 essential for Boroughs to prepare their own green infrastructure strategies, 
in order to show how they plan to incorporate strategic policies into their local 

documents, and in order for boroughs to work together where appropriate to 
support cross-borough green infrastructure. We are concerned that the Plan will 
lack enforceability unless Boroughs are required to develop and implement a 

Biodiversity Action Plan containing specific targets and actions. We note the full 
details of the All London Green Grid are yet to be published, which will provide 

further details and guidance. 
 
Local strategies also better enable local authorities and stakeholders to tailor the 

Plan to their local needs. Local people, councillors and council officers will know 
their local areas best, and that the ALGG will work much better if translated into 

local plans, as well as being more enforceable. 
 

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? 
 
As stated above, we have concerns about the adequacy of policy G4, particularly 

                                       
3https://www.berlin.de/senuvk/umwelt/landschaftsplanung/bff/download/Auszug_BFF_G
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with the removal of references to “green spaces”. While we are pleased that the 
Plan asks boroughs to ensure open space remains publicly accessible, it should 

go further and ask that they enhance existing open and green spaces, and work 
to improve accessibility to them. 

 
We have major concerns about the use of permitted development in London for 
paving over gardens. The London Plan should give far greater protections than it 

currently does, and as much as it can within the policy context going further 
where possible, to green space in front and back gardens. As a major 

metropolitan area, it would be justified for London to have greater protection for 
front and back gardens to mitigate exceptionally high urban heat island effects 
and illegal levels of air pollution. 

 
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 are concerned about the responsibility this policy places on local authorities 
to develop their own Urban Greening Factor, based on Table 8.2 but tailored to 

local circumstances. We are concerned that this risks inconsistency and an 
inability to enforce the Plan across London. The environment, air quality, health 

of Londoners and climate change are all city-wide strategic issues, which impact 
across borough boundaries, and we believe it would be right for the Plan to set 
London-wide Urban Greening Factor guidelines. As stated earlier, we would like 

to see stronger targets for London’s UGF. 
 

Furthermore, we are concerned that the proposed interim targets are too low to 
be effective, and do not believe there is justification for a lower Urban Greening 
Factor target for commercial development than residential. The Mayor’s own 

supporting evidence for the draft London Plan recognises that Berlin, Malmo and 
Helsinki, three of the largest cities operating an Urban Greening Factor, all have 

targets higher than London’s.4 Additionally, the research recognises that most 
predominantly residential developments could feasibly meet a higher UGF target, 
for example of 0.5. London should be aiming to be a world-leading city for urban 

greening, which means there needs to be a higher UGF target and this should be 
consistent across Boroughs to meet the National Park City objectives. Londoner 

is far larger than the other cities mentioned here, meaning that a higher UGF will 
be even more impactful for improving health and wellbeing, as well as 
environmental goals. Finally, Londoners may spend as much time in places 

where they work, shop, socialise, etc, as where they live, so there is no reason 
to have different Urban Greening Factor targets for each. 

                                       
4https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/urban_greening_factor_for_london_final_

report.pdf  
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