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Draft London Plan EiP 2019 
 

London Borough of Bromley Written Statement 
 

 
Matter 64 - Green Infrastructure 

 
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?  

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 for 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 8.1 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?  
 

 
Comment 
 
Bromley considers that the policies for green infrastructure do not provide an effective 
strategic context for the preparation of local plans, nor do their detailed criteria provide an 
effective basis for development management. 

 
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?  
 
No. The Mayor’s Environment Strategy sets out the aims of a National Park City for London 
Including making London greener, protecting the core network of parks and green spaces, 
promoting wildlife and play space and ensuring that everyone has good access to high 
quality green spaces. However, Draft London Plan policies do not effectively take this 
objective forward into a solid policy framework and could facilitate loss of publically 
accessible green and open spaces – particularly outside of deficiency areas, and residential 
gardens. 

 
Whilst Clause AA1B of G4 states that Development Plans should “promote the creation of 
new areas of publicly accessible open space, particularly green space ensuring that future 
open space needs are planned for in areas with the potential for substantial change”, 
providing green spaces is not a requirement and the emphasis is on providing open spaces.  

AB1) of G4 states that development proposals should “where possible create areas of 
publicly accessible open space, particularly in areas of deficiency”.  It is considered unlikely 
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that new provision would be able to offset loss of green spaces enabled by London Plan 
policies as explained below. 

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?  
 
No. There is considerable room for confusion around the use of multiple and overlapping 
terminologies in the plan including “green infrastructure” (e.g. GG2&3, G1, D2&7), “green 
cover” (e.g. H2, G5), “green spaces” (e.g.GG3, S3) and “open spaces” (e.g. G4).  Through 
this complexity slips a failure to explicitly acknowledge the value of “non-protected” and 
private open spaces – particularly residential gardens, despite the acknowledged depletion 
by 12% of vegetated private garden space between 1999 and 2008 (IIA -“London: Garden 
City” 2011).    

 

The definition of “Green Infrastructure” in the Glossary includes “green space”. “Green 
Space” in turn includes all vegetated open space, including private land – therefore it must 
be accepted that green infrastructure includes private garden land.  Policy G1 begins with 
the statement that the green infrastructure network “should be protected”, yet the protection 
afforded to private residential garden land is limited and other policies in the Plan, such as 
H2 Small Sites, risk significant harm. The cross reference within the Glossary definition of 
‘Green Cover’ to Green Space implies that all Green Space is publicly accessible ‘i.e. Green 
Space’. That is inconsistent with the Glossary definition of Green Space as including open 
space ‘….whether publicly or privately owned.’ This should be corrected. 

 

The GIGL report “Key London Figures” (2015) estimates that just under half of London is 
classified as green (or blue) open space, including 14 % being private, domestic garden 
green space.   Residential gardens have multiple benefits which the London Plan fails to 
acknowledge. Private gardens, which form a key part of London’s overall green 
infrastructure network addressing a range of key issues identified in the London Plan IIA.  
Importantly the NPPF directs development to land of ‘lesser environmental value’ (para 17). 
Private gardens impact on climate change, with the All London Green Grid, identifying the 
key role that London’s chalk Downlands, which sweep through Bromley, play in mitigating 
flood risk.  The green cover provided by private gardens also helps to minimise summer 
overheating.  Gardens provide wildlife habitats and corridors for flora and fauna.  Bromley’s 
gardens are the largest in London providing the greatest scope for such benefits to natural 
environments and natural capital, and Bromley’s Biodiversity Plan identifies key species, 
(including protected and priority species) which can be found in Bromley’s gardens. 
 
Their benefits to health and social wellbeing are vital, particularly in areas deficient in public 
open space and children’s play-space and where there is limited availability of allotments, for 
which demand is growing. Private gardens are highly valued by residents and local 
communities for their contribution to local character.  London Plan Fig 3.2 distils suburban 
residential character into the two character types of Victorian Suburbs and the catch all ‘20th 
century suburbs’.  This fails to acknowledge the varied and distinctive characteristics of the 
suburbs, of which private gardens are a key feature.  Bromley comprises a range of 
suburban typologies and some examples are afforded Local Plan protection as ‘Areas of 
Special Residential Character’. 
 

In Policy G4 - “Open Space” - the generic categories of public open spaces in Table 8.4.1 
reflect their catchment and functions but not their “wide range of social, health and 
environmental benefits” (para 8.4.1) or the “multiple objectives” (8.1.1) they should foster. 
The catchment approach used to identify deficiencies does not allow the value of private and 
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non-publicly accessible local open/green spaces, gardens and non-statutory allotments to be 
taken into account.   
 
 
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?  
 
Whilst Policy G1 defines London’s network of green and open spaces and its importance, 
stating in Clause A that it “should be protected”; Policy G4 seems to be aimed only at 
publically accessible open space, setting parameters for assessment and conditions for 
creation and loss.  The value of garden land is recognised within the evidence base 
supporting The London Plan, as detailed in Bromley EIP Document ‘Valuing Garden Land’. 
However the London Plan is silent on protection for private garden land, despite its inclusion 
in the definition for “green space” and therefore status as “green infrastructure” and despite 
14 % of London’s green open space being private, domestic garden green space.   Private 
gardens are mentioned only in the definitions for “green cover” and “green corridors” and 
form part of “green space”. We are notably reminded that they are not Previously Developed 
Land (PDL) in that Glossary entry.  Yet, despite acknowledgements throughout the plan of 
the importance of protecting such elements of the environment for their multiple benefits, 
and their protection under the national definition of PDL, the Draft London Plan is not 
supported by evidence assessing the value of garden land does not therefore acknowledge 
the harm resulting from its loss.  The lack of explicit wording and the intention of other 
policies, for example on housing, therefore risk their loss.  
 
There is an important link to be made between the Policy G4 and the condition in Policy H2 
HB that to benefit from the “presumption in favour” a small site cannot have a “net loss of 
green cover”. Perversely this “no net loss” is then watered down in 4.2.9 by suggesting that 
loss could be compensated for off-site through a payment in lieu. This immediately devalues 
green cover and fails to acknowledge the innate benefits of established green space, let 
alone ignoring the real challenges associated with the logistics of achieving genuine off-site 
compensation. In addition, the background study Urban Greening Factor for London advises 
that the Green Space Factor (Urban Greening Factor in Policy G5) should not be used as a 
substitute for policies that protect a sufficient quantity of parks, natural habitats and 
greenfield sites. Since residential gardens are excluded PDL this artificial method (noted 
below as inappropriate for use on greenfield sites) should not be used to off-set garden land 
loss. 
 
Bromley (and the Secretary of State) consider, that the London Plan has not had due regard 
to the NPPF 2012 which advises that any windfall allowance should not include residential 
gardens (para 48) and that ‘Local planning authorities should consider the case for setting 
out policies to resist inappropriate development of residential gardens, for example where 
development would cause harm to the local area.’ (Para 53, emphasis added).  Bromley has 
considered this harm and has a recently adopted criteria based policy addressing Garden 
Land Development (Bromley Local Plan 2019 Policy 3). Under London Plan Matter 08 
attention was drawn by Bromley Council to the inadequate evidence provided to justify 
deviation from national policy and guidance. 
 
Irrespective of private garden land, G4 and the suggested minor changes seem to contradict 
the clear approach to protection of green and open space in Policies GG2 and G1.  The 
alteration from “green and open space” to “protected open space” seems to support the 
lowering of protection for existing green spaces which form part of the green infrastructure 
network but are not given explicit protection from development by London Plan policies. 
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Outside “areas of deficiency”, Clause AB permits equivalent or better provision to be made, 
unless deemed “unnecessary” in a need assessment.  The latter, as set out above, is a tool 
used to identify public green and open space deficiency, based on the concept of 
“catchments” of population need rather than an inventory of the quantum and quality of all 
green and open space. It is noted that minor amendments in G4 Supporting para 8.4.2 
clarify that need assessments “should be in line with objectives in their green infrastructure 
strategies” but those strategies are in themselves limited and do not have statutory policy 
status. 
 
Policy G1 should explicitly recognise and protect residential gardens.  Policy G4 should be 
expanded to include other types of non-accessible open and green space (also specifically 
referencing private residential garden land) in order that green infrastructure is protected and 
supported in line with the objectives of GG2. 
 
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?  

Draft Policy G5 introduces an Urban Greening Factor for major development proposals, 
meant to “result in an increase in green cover” (para 8.5.1).  
 
However, the Mayor’s evidence report “Urban Greening Factor for London” (NLP/GI/001), 
states explicitly that GSF [an alternative term UGF] schemes ‘should not be used as a 
substitute for policies that protect a sufficient quantity of parks, natural habitats and 
Greenfield sites. Nor should they usually be applied to development proposals for greenfield 
sites; the existing notional score of an undeveloped site will almost always be higher than 
any GSF target score” (para 2.5).  The study explains that such schemes are suited to high 
density and large scale regeneration areas or where development would exacerbate 
environmental issues.  
 
Any greening or net gains for biodiversity provided through the application of the Urban 
Greening Factor is therefore relevant to large scale development on brownfield land, or to 
mitigate, rather than offset loss of green cover or compensate for the inability of 
development to provide necessary amenity space for the intended occupants. 
 
Policy G5 para 8.5.3A states that Local Authorities may wish to develop a UGF for smaller 
sites.   New Clause HB of H2 Small Sites advises that to benefit from the presumption in 
favour of small housing development, minor developments should achieve no net loss of 
overall green cover.  However, given that the means of mitigation identified include green 
roofs, walls, off-site contribution (para 4.2.9) this is not a justifiable approach to addressing 
the amenity loss on small sites.   
 
Concerns have been expressed by developers regarding the pressures that a UGF could put 
on viability and the industry will be likely to strongly resist attempts to develop local UGFs, 
placing significant pressures on local authorities seeking to protect residential gardens as is 
their right under the NPPF. 
 
The Urban Greening Factor for London Final Report (The Ecology Consultancy, Jul 2017) 
[NLP/GI/001] advises that ‘planning authorities need to be clear that a GSF is an 
assessment tool and should not be the sole method of determining how urban greening is 
provided as part of a development. Planning and assessment tools should support good 
design. If adopted, a GSF would need to be promoted as a tool to complement and help 
deliver policies and standards on parks, open space, and nature conservation’.  It also 
highlights the additional administrative burden that GSF schemes create. 
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The Mayor has not published evidence regarding the contribution that garden land makes 
overall to London’s green cover, nor the value of such garden land locally. The Green Space 
Factor should not therefore be considered as a mechanism to offset the loss of garden land, 
the benefits of which have not been recognised or understood. 
 
 


