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Draft New London Plan 
Examination in Public 

 
Statement of LB Camden 

 
 

Green infrastructure, open space and urban greening  
 

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:  
...  

c) Given the All London Green Grid is it necessary for Boroughs to 

prepare green infrastructure strategies in accordance with Policy 
G1 B?  

 
Camden Council strongly supports increases in green infrastructure.  However, we 
do not consider that it is necessary for boroughs to develop Green Infrastructure 
Strategies as promoted in the Draft Plan and question the ability of boroughs to do so 
due to resource constraints. 

 

We consider that it would be quicker and more cost effective for boroughs to 
participate in a review of the relevant sub-area frameworks of the All-London Green 
Grid.  Many of the key opportunities for establishing, or extending, green 
infrastructure networks are already set out in these frameworks and they could 
include more detail / updates about individual projects and proposals at borough 
level.  

 
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 drafted in the Minor Suggested Changes policy G4 states in 1A that borough 
plans should "include appropriate designations and policies for the protection of open 
space to address deficiencies".  However the need to protect open space is not 
limited to areas where deficiencies exist.  Therefore to be effective and consistent 
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with the NPPF the policy should refer to protecting all designated open spaces, 
regardless of whether this addresses deficiencies. 

 

We consider that it is important for the policy to refer to improving existing open 
spaces.  Growth in numbers of residents, workers and visitors will place additional 
pressure on existing open spaces in London. They therefore need to be protected 
and improved as a resource to address future needs.  

 

As drafted in the Minor Suggested Changes policy G4 1B) says 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."  

 

While this is generally supported, the effectiveness of the policy is undermined by the 
reference to planning for future open space needs being limited to areas with the 
potential for substantial change only.  The London Plan should be clear that open 
space contributions should be required for all developments subject to the need they 
generate. This can be used to fund new open spaces or to enhance existing 
provision.  

 

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?  
 
Camden considers that It is unclear whether the approach in the Draft Plan will be 
effective in delivering significant levels of biodiversity gain. To be certain it will lead to 
more green infrastructure, the policy needs to make clear that these greening 
measures are additional to borough’s own open space requirements. Greening 
measures should not be used as a substitute for development contributions which 
may otherwise be used to mitigate the impact of a scheme on existing open spaces.  
 
The current London Plan states that “development proposals should wherever 
possible, make a positive contribution to the protection, enhancement, creation and 
management of biodiversity”. Camden has been able to establish what types of 
enhancement are appropriate in the borough through supplementary planning 
guidance, which itself has been informed by the Camden Biodiversity Action Plan. 
Within this framework, planning officers are able to negotiate a site appropriate 
package of enhancement measures proportionate to the scale of development / size 
of site. For example, on the recent Camden Goods Yard development (one of the 
largest schemes to be granted planning permission in Camden in recent years) the 
Council is securing a community-managed wildflower meadow – this is equivalent to 
Factor 1 in Table 8.2 of the Draft Plan. There would appear to be a risk that the 
interim target scores set by Policy G5 will artificially reduce the number of 
enhancement measures councils will be able to achieve, as developers will 
benchmark against them. It would be difficult for councils to argue there is an 
opportunity to deliver more on a site, if applicants can point to the London Plan 
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threshold having been met.  Therefore the London Plan as drafted could 
inadvertently reduce councils' ability to maximise biodiversity measures.  
 
Currently boroughs can negotiate what is appropriate for a site taking into account 
the precise nature of the scheme, how it will be occupied and managed and 
circumstances of individual sites and buildings. It is vital that the urban greening 
factors cannot be used as a way for applicants to justify they do not need address the 
impact of new occupants on existing public open spaces.  
 
We also have a concern about the ability of the interim thresholds to be achieved 
where no green roof will be provided. On many sites, it will not be practical to provide 
the types of measures suggested due to site characteristics. Measures such as trees 
and hedges (due to the site area covered) are likely to have a limited impact on the 
overall urban greening factors applied to a scheme. Rather than introducing a policy 
requirement at this stage – which seems to give a unjustifiably high rating for amenity 
grassland - we consider it would be more effective to defer the setting of factors to 
the boroughs, allowing local area wide circumstances to be taken into account. It 
would also be helpful if the policy could provide assurance that offsets located in a 
different part of a borough to the site comply with the statutory tests for planning 
obligations in paragraph 204 of the National Planning Policy Framework 2012.  
 
 


