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Regents Network submission to Matter 64  Green Infrastructure and Open Space 
 
Question: 
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?  
Yes, but it needs to be more proscriptive, rather than a menu of vague notions - ‘taking a systematic 
approach’, ‘reducing inequalities’  ‘healthy lifestyles (?)’  ‘impacts on health and wellbeing . . . on 
communities’  ‘Health Impact Assessments’ ‘healthy food environment’ and so on. 
 
It is more direct and useful in mentioning ‘better designed housing’  ‘prioritise health in all planning 
decisions’ and of course ‘access to green spaces’ and ‘provision of new green infrastructure’. 
 
The policy would be improved by including ‘open spaces’ as in the current 2016 LP Policy 2.18 which has a 
more inclusive title – ‘Green Infrastructure: The multi functional network of green and open spaces’ 
It would be further improved in its usefulness if included ‘waterways’ which appear later in the 2016 policy 
(Para 2.86) which states that “the term green infrastructure refers to the network of all green spaces and 
open spaces together with the Blue Ribbon Network that provides multiple benefits to Londoners”. 
 
The word ‘waterways’ is slipped into Para 1.3.3 of GG3 Policy text. However it is not mentioned anywhere 
else in the ‘Good Growth Policies’ (Chapter 1), nor in the other quoted policies G1, G4 and G5 in Chapter 8 
‘Green Infrastructure and Natural Environment’ which does not even have ‘open spaces’ in the title. 
 
The ‘waterways’ are mentioned at the bottom of Table 8.1 as ‘Linear Open Spaces’ which is a welcome but 
weak reference.  However, this is ignored in the rest of Chapter 8 in which waterways do not get a mention.   
 
There is no intention of taking anything away from ‘open space’ - the wide ranging discussions and great 
benefits etc - but unfortunately it is typical of the Mayor and GLA to sideline London’s waterways, 
especially the canal network. [See below] 
 
Balconies? 
A negative connection with open space is the growing problem of balconies, and yet more balconies, bolted 
on to uninteresting elevations and (often quite uselessly) bland tower blocks.  External balconies are not a 
great resource and certainly should not be considered as open space by any stretch of the imagination, 
especially when they are so ugly and obtrusive – and majority of the time standing empty and unused. 
 
There are no objective notes or comments in the Draft London Plan with assessments of any advantages, or 
necessity, for the developing trend of ‘flying’ balconies cluttering the environment.  A justification cannot 
be that they are a sales feature!  And they certainly are not an ‘amenity’ as often expressed in planning 
documents. 
 
One of the disadvantages of these obtrusive protrusions littering building elevations is that it diminishes 
and obstructs the open space in front of the buildings.  Many vistas and views along streets and in between 
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blocks that are often reasonably spaced out are ruined by the profusion of balconies encroaching into the 
open space.  It is very damaging and unwelcome, and ruins the quality of the open space. 
 
Note:  The best and most functional balconies are the ‘internal’ ones that so usefully can become part of 
the flat and be used regularly and informally.  
 
Note: One offshoot of reducing the disarray of ‘flying’ balconies would be that architects may have to make 
the effort to improve the elevations of their buildings, which are often stark and unrelenting.  On the other 
hand, internal balconies may often greatly improve a building’s elevation. 
 
 Are Policies G1, G4 and G5 and their detailed criteria justified and necessary and would they 
 provide an effective basis for development management?  
 
 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 of different types of green 
 infrastructure, including open and green space and the role of waterways (blue space)?  

No.  The only direct reference to waterways is ‘open space’ and allied to green spaces, and the term 
‘waterways’ is not used.  See the current 2016 LP, Policy 2.18, and some extracts relating directly to the 
Blue Ribbon Network which could be included here in the Draft LP.  It is not certain whether this question 
(b) is included because it is noticed (by GLA) that waterways need more consideration? 

 

 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? 

Policy G4 ‘Open Space’ is a more direct and positive title.  However it doe not fully describe the situation 
and how it should be tackled.  The loss of open space is resisted, but seems to be focussed in areas of 
deficiency, whereas loss of open space in any circumstances should not be tolerated and the policy should 
be more universal than it is. 

 Private Gardens should be protected of course, but where is the reference to front gardens which 
are more regularly becoming paved parking lots?  The loss of hundreds of acres of front gardens should be 
discouraged, and perhaps the projected reduction in car ownership may help to reverse this.  After all, the 
paving over of front gardens should be a planning consideration, and it certainly has SUDs issues, so where 
is any assistance coming from the Mayor? 

 

Likewise open space in housing estates which are too often surfaced over.  Maintenance costs is used as an 
excuse not surprisingly, but some effort should be made to improve the quality of the open space and the 
resident’s environment.  As the Mayor says, that has ‘value’. 

 

The necessity and protection of open spaces is well mentioned in the policy, although the text seems to be 
aimed at a limited definition of open spaces, rather than seizing every opportunity to provide open space as 
well.   

 

 Is the categorisation in Table 8.1 justified? Should the policy refer to the improvement of existing 
 spaces?  
Why no mention of waterways in the question about Table 8.1?  The Table under the ‘Linear Open Spaces’ 
heading is defective as water open spaces are not mentioned.  The nearest it comes to including them is to 
refer to ‘towpaths alongside the Thames, canals and other waterways’ without mentioning the waterways 
themselves!  The heading of ‘linear open spaces’ is also misleading and incorrect as nature conservation 



areas are not ‘other routes’ nor are they ‘linear’ and should not be included in that manner.  Should ‘rights 
of way’ be included, and is there a case for including the miles of motorway and road verges and hedges 
that are now being recognised as important wildlife and plants sanctuaries in the outer London areas? 
 
Note:  On the Thames and canals the towpaths are an integral part of the navigation itself, and should be 
referred to in that way, rather than being separate paths.  This dates back for centuries when boats moved 
by towing! 
 
The policy should mention the ‘improvement of existing spaces’ by referring to the Blue Ribbon Network.  
Also Table 8.1 should have an additional heading on the bottom for ‘Blue Ribbon Network’ and the 
description should not be limited to the Thames and canals, but deal with all the water spaces – docks, 
lakes, reservoirs, wetlands, creeks, the foreshore, basins, lidos, tributary rivers, streams, marinas, etc.   
 

Note: Although ‘Linear Open Spaces’ is positioned at the bottom of Table 8, it should be noted that the 
Thames in London is approximately 4½ times larger in area than Richmond Park which is recognised as the 
city’s largest open space. 

 

 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?  
This deals usefully with increase of greening which is an essential and useful matter.  However, it must 
done in tandem with caring for and maintaining current greening environment, which may often be 
sidelined and be at risk (lack of maintenance of public parks, for instance).  The financing of developing the 
Urban Green Factor must be achieved with new money.  It is hoped that arrangements can be made for the 
wonderful green London character and beauty to run alongside the increase in greening. 
 
However, it should not be forgotten that additional greening includes the wide range of green open space 
and perhaps could also include additional water space – lakes, wetlands and ponds etc – and also the 
reinstatement (resurrection) of parts of London’s many Lost Rivers, for example the River Quaggy, the 
Wandle and perhaps sections of the Fleet in Hampstead as well as Stamford Brook across Wormwood 
Scrubs.  In addition there is the restoration of the Brent Canal Feeder and possibly stretches of the 
Kensington Canal. 
 
The Blue Ribbon Network 
The term ‘Blue Ribbon Network’ and BRN should be Included where appropriate in the Draft LP, rather than 
a GLA ‘token’ mention of BRN which seems to have succumbed to some sort of prejudice in the GLA 
administration. 
 
Since the first London Plan the term BRN has become familiar, and descriptive of the wide range of 
waterways and water spaces that are so much a part of the London scene even tough our city has become 
more and more urbanised.  What a relief! 
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