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GENERAL 

Introduction 

The draft London plan acknowledges that there are positive outcomes for preserving or enhancing a 

green environment: 

8.1.1. Objectives include: promoting mental and physical health and wellbeing; adapting to the 

impacts of climate change and the urban heat-island effect; improving air and water quality; 

encouraging walking and cycling; supporting landscape and heritage conservation; learning about 

the environment; supporting food growing and conserving and enhancing biodiversity and 

ecological resilience alongside more traditional functions of green space such as play, sport and 

recreation. 

However the Plan, even more so its revised draft, gives little weight to protecting private space such 

as gardens and allotments and greatly extends the ability to develop on such spaces.  We find this 

inconsistent with the objectives set out in paragraph 8.1.1 above. 

We have made a separate written submission in relation to Matter M20 (Small sites) which explains 

in detail why small garden sites need protection in order to “support landscape and heritage 

conservation” and how the appearance of the better aspects of the urban environment, in itself, 

promotes mental health and wellbeing.  We concentrate here on the elements relating to welfare 

and the environment. 

We have seen increasing pressure on garden space as the population grows, but private garden 

space is characteristic of London – it is what makes London different from say, Paris, Rome or 

Madrid.  It is quoted as one of the reasons for the popularity of London as a city. 

We wrote in our original submission that: 

Gardens in Inner London make a significant contribution to the character of London (said to be 

one of the greenest cities in the world); they promote inclusiveness by making inner London 

homes attractive to those who would otherwise live in the suburbs or the countryside; they 

provide space for urban wildlife; they add “lungs” to the city removing pollution; and, above all, 

they make London a desirable place to live. 

On the consequences of the loss of green space, David Elliott, Commissioner on the London 

Sustainable Development Commission has written: 

Children are heard, but not seen – retreating to their bedrooms with screens and headphones. A 

reduction in outdoor activity is linked to obesity and heart disease crises. Levels of depression 

seem to go viral, costing immeasurable losses to work days and productivity. 

The loss of green spaces that had created a sense of place, a connection to the past and spaces for 

people to come together, has catalysed a fragmentation of communities. House prices collapse as 
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people scramble to move out of a city no longer seen as a place that can provide conditions for 

decent, or acceptable, living…1 

Public green space is necessary, but it does not supplant the need for private garden space which 

has its own benefits.  Private gardens create quiet oases where families can converse, study, or play 

in safety.  Garden and allotment spaces provide the ability to grow food2.  Create Streets3 research 

has shown that children are more likely to undertake outdoor activity when they have private space 

in which to do so.  They conclude more generally: 

People who live in greener neighbourhoods tend to have better cardiovascular health and lower 

levels of stress regard less of their socio-economic status.  The greater the biodiversity in those 

green spaces, the larger the benefit to or psychological well-being.  Participating in activities such 

as gardening is emerging as a promising treatment for mild to moderate depression. 

We argue below that for all these reasons private garden space needs to be given much greater 

consideration and, in Inner London, greater protection than is being given in the Mayor’s draft 

London Plan. 

ANSWER TO SPECIFIC QUESTIONS 

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? 

We do not believe that the policies are adequate for creating a healthy city.  Our issues with regard 

to these policies are set out below.  We propose more stringent criteria for development on gardens 

within Inner London.  In our view brown field sites, Outer London sites and, where necessary, poor 

quality Green Belt land should be used in preference (see out submission on M65).  This should still 

allow for the delivery of necessary homes whilst retaining, rather than diminishing, the quality of life 

of those in living in Inner London.  The economy of London fundamentally depends on its place as an 

attractive, healthy city for its residents. 

The detail is given on a policy by policy basis below.  The short answers to the specific questions 

which concern us are as follows. 

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?  

                                                           
1 QLI report: https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/lsdc_-_qol_2017_evidence_report.pdf 

2 The pressure for space continues to grow as evidence by increasing waiting lists of allotments (up to 10 years 
in Lewisham for example). 
3 www.createstreets.org.u 

https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/lsdc_-_qol_2017_evidence_report.pdf
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No.  The policies are wholly inadequate as regards the value and protection of private garden 

space in Inner 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? 

No. 

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? 

It may work for larger developments.  It could not be extended to smaller sites and, as regards 

the protection of garden space, the policy will produce undesirable outcomes (an example is 

given below). 

DETAIL BY POLICY 

Policy G1 

Despite the objectives set out in 8.1.1, Policy G1A does not mention of the protection of gardens, 

merely “green features in the built environment such as green roofs and street trees”. 

We believe this to be wrong, particularly as regards garden space in Inner London.  According to the 

London National Park City Campaign 13.8% of Greater London’s area comprises green private garden 

space.  Whilst we do not have statistics on the Inner London percentage, the GiGL green space map 

at https://www.gigl.org.uk/londons-open-spaces/4 shows garden green space to more significant to 

overall greening in Inner London than in the outer boroughs. 

Specific consideration relating the provision of green space to Inner London boroughs are: 

• Those living in Inner London have little or no ability to access the Green Belt and the 

majority of Metropolitan Open Land 

• More generally, there is less public open space and less private garden space within Inner 

London (para 8.5.2 of the draft plan notes that the most densely developed parts of the city 

already have limited “traditional” green space) 

• Population density in Inner London is higher than in Outer London and therefore the amount 

of green space should be higher rather than lower 

• Air pollution and the “heat island effect” is higher in Inner London than Outer London 

(excluding Croydon). 

More generally, demand for garden space remains high, 

Whilst we acknowledge the pressure to build housing, we believe that the larger plot sizes and 

greater access to public green space in Outer London mean that this is where any loss of garden 

space can better be sustained. 

                                                           
4 We have been unable to reproduce this as the copyright licence for the map is with the GLA. 

https://www.gigl.org.uk/londons-open-spaces/
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In our submission therefore: 

(a) The London Plan should specifically include private garden space within its environment 

policies and 

(b) garden space in Inner London should be protected by the plan as a default allowing 

boroughs to override this where appropriate, rather than allowing development by 

presumption. 

More generally we believe that the Plan should set specific targets based on population density to 

ensure that, over time, all residents have a more equal access to green space (on a per capita basis) 

than presently exists.   

Policy G4 

We are strongly opposed to the changes proposed in policy G4, particularly the deletion of 

references to green spaces, which removes from boroughs the ability to protect private gardens.  

The revision to policy G4 AB 1A which no longer includes a requirement to resist the loss of green 

space in areas of deficiency, but merely the loss of open space, is particularly worrying in this 

respect. 

It may be appropriate to have a policy on Open Space with the categorisation set out in Table 8.1, 

but in order to achieve the aims set out in 8.1.1, the Plan must include policies which ensure that 

boroughs, particularly where there is a deficiency of green space generally and no reasonable access 

to Green Belt land, can take into account the benefits that Private Space (gardens  and allotments) 

make to the well-being of residents and to the urban environment generally. 

Policy G5 

The policy on Urban Greening appears to be directed at brown field sites.  As demonstrated below, it 

does nothing to improve the availability of, or even retain, existing green space where developments 

are on existing green field sites such as gardens.  

G5B requires boroughs to develop an Urban Greening Factor (UGF) to identify the appropriate 

amount of urban greening required in new developments.  However even if all new developments, 

rather than just major developments, are included, this would omit green space lost through 

extensions and garden and back-land development with the proposed increase in permitted 

development rights in the Plan. 

As an example of how a policy based on UGF will not work for non-brown field sites consider the 

following: 

A development in a current garden space with 50 sqm housing footprint and a 50 sqm garden.  

80% of the roof covered with a sedum mat roof and the garden 80% flowerbeds and 20% hard 

paving.  This would meet the requirements with a score of exactly 0.4.  However, if the whole had 

been left as garden space, it would achieve a minimum of 0.4 (if all poor quality grass) and a 

maximum of between 0.7 and 1.  Under no circumstances could this be regarded as an 

improvement in greening.  
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Whilst therefore the UGF methodology in the Plan may work to compare the best ways of creating 

new green space it fails for existing green space.  Green roofs, green walls and street trees cannot 

adequately make up for the loss in established garden space.  As we wrote in our original 

submission: 

Green roofs might provide suitable habitat for birds and insects, they cannot provide for 

ground species such as hedgehogs.  The diversity of such roofs, separated from the urban 

landscape, is considerably more limited than that provided by gardens….  The proposals for 

mitigation are inadequate and do not reflect real life 

The UGF, by concentrating on biodiversity, also fails adequately to account for the use of the green 

space.  Open spaces have been created around many of the new developments and whilst in purely 

spatial terms they may provide some replacement for private gardens they remain generally unused 

except for dog exercise.  Observation shows that they are little used by children or families for 

exercise and cannot have the same leisure or therapeutic benefits as gardens. 

This policy needs to be specifically re-framed to ensure that green space, including garden space, is 

retained where otherwise the levels would fall below a certain standard.  Whilst we are not able to 

propose a standard, the UGF factors are not appropriate for smaller developments nor for the 

protection of the garden space necessary to meet the objectives in 8.1.1.   As an interim measure, 

we would propose that garden space is protected by default in Inner London boroughs (and other 

areas of green space deficiency) as suggested above until such time as an appropriate set of 

standards can be developed. 

 


