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Matter 64: 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: 

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?  

We consider that this target is justified and achievable, but will require significant buy-in from 

a variety of stakeholders including Boroughs, developers, land managers and statutory 

bodies, and a willingness to work towards cross-boundary objectives on strategic green 

infrastructure. Boroughs should define clear objectives, including through the use of green 

infrastructure strategies and the urban greening factor model. Funding options for strategic 

green infrastructure should be made available to boroughs. The GLA should play a 

supporting role in overseeing the implementation of the All London Green Grid and 

encourage joint working. We will continue to advise and work with the GLA on the 

declaration London as a National Park City. It is worth noting that Natural England is the 

organisation responsible for National Park designations and that the national park city 

concept falls outside any formal legislative designation process and is better described as a 

declaration.  

It should be noted that Natural England believe that the policies G1,4 and 5 are a positive 

and essential element in realising the ambitions of policies GG4 and 5. They complement 

and underpin one another. Further, 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. Making sure 

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 our mental health and wellbeing.2   

Policy G1’s explanatory text to should more explicitly support Policy G6 D and its aim for 

development to secure net biodiversity gain. This would work towards embedding an 

‘environmental net gain‘ principle for development (as proposed by the 25YEP, and 

underpinned by the NPPF 2018).  

We welcome the Mayor’s suggested additional cross-reference in paragraph 8.6.2 in regards 

Policy SI17, and the priority for improving and restoring London’s water spaces’ habitats. 

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 

                                                           
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 

 

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/25-year-environment-plan
http://randd.defra.gov.uk/Default.aspx?Menu=Menu&Module=More&Location=None&Completed=0&ProjectID=19511
http://www.euro.who.int/en/health-topics/environment-and-health/urban-health/publications/2016/urban-green-spaces-and-health-a-review-of-evidence-2016
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infrastructure requirements in Development Infrastructure Funding Studies (DIFS), and in 

development management decisions.  

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 support the emphasis on protection and creation of publicly accessible open spaces 

within policy G4. Accessibility is key to providing wellbeing benefits from green and other 

open space and should generally form a key criteria for borough level needs assessments. 

The plan should seek to secure an increase in the levels of accessibility to greenspace 

across London. We note the suggested minor modification to emphasize open space in 

general, removing a number of references to green space. The unique benefits of green and 

blue space for biodiversity, wellbeing and other ecosystem services should be fully reflected 

within this policy, and factored into Borough level needs assessments.  

Please also refer to our comments made in response to this policy in the draft plan. 

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

green infrastructure strategies in accordance with Policy G1 B?  

Green infrastructure strategies help to define objectives at a borough level, and include 

practical steps for the delivery of green infrastructure. The All London Green Grid should be 

used to inform and define objectives in Borough level green infrastructure strategies. It is 

however essential that Boroughs recognise and plan for delivery of Green Infrastructure at 

the Borough level and seek to identify opportunities for collaboration and strategic join up 

across their own strategic plans and adjoining boroughs.  The ALGG will not deliver this 

scale of planning or borough ownership both of which are required in Natural England’s 

opinion.  

We welcome the Mayor’s suggested Changes in regard to cross-boundary collaboration at 

Policy G1 B. The explanatory text could make clear that these opportunities should be 

identified between London Boroughs, and between them and neighbouring local authorities 

outside London. In turn, this would support the Mayor’s Suggested Changes to Policy SD2. 

E. wherein Wider South East partnership working is identified as needed on biodiversity and 

green infrastructure. We further consider that, as noted by the GLA in the recent hearing on 

collaboration in the Wider South East (Matter 16), policy G1 may provide an additional 

opportunity to describe the Mayor’s role in promoting regional working on environmental 

issues in relation to strategic growth planning. Further alternations supporting this wider 

collaboration would provide a more effective strategic context for the preparation of 

development plans within and beyond London.  

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 above, the unique benefits of greenspace for biodiversity, wellbeing and other ecosystem 

services should be fully reflected within this policy, and factored into Borough level needs 

assessments. 

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 it would be a minor change to have Policy G4 refer to allotments.  



Matter number: 64 Natural England Respondent number: 2989 

The protection necessary for private gardens, and incidental green space on estates 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 strategy, (referred to at 

LP, paragraph 8.4.2) would be useful. 

 

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 the use of an urban greening factor, and consider that the provision for 

Boroughs to tailor the approach to local circumstances provides a level of flexibility. We 

consider that there may need to be further consideration of paragraph BA in order to ensure 

that major development contributes to both the protection of existing greenspace and the 

creation of new greenspace as this policy is intended to achieve.  

The UGF can be a viable way of promoting green infrastructure and increasing the quantity 

and quality of green infrastructure for a scheme or proposal. 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 8.53 which emphasises the multiple benefits. 

 

We also refer to the Environment Agency’s statement in relation to Matter 64.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


