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M64 Green Infrastructure and Natural Environment Green infrastructure, 

open space and urban greening  

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:  

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?  

No. Policy G4 Open Space does not sufficiently protect London’s open space, and is NOT in 
conformity with the NPPF para 97, which is strongly protective: 
 

“Existing open space, sports and recreational buildings and land, including playing fields, 

should not be built on unless:  

a) an assessment has been undertaken which has clearly shown the open space, buildings 

or land to be surplus to requirements; or  

b) the loss resulting from the proposed development would be replaced by equivalent or 

better provision in terms of quantity and quality in a suitable location; …”  

In other words, open spaces should be protected from loss, except where they are shown to be 

surplus, but even then they are to be replaced in quantity and quality. 

 

1. Surplus to requirements -v- areas of deficiency 
 
Policy G4 (with minor amendments) AA 1) states that  

“Development Plans should undertake a needs assessment of open space to inform 

policy. Assessments should identify areas of public green and open space deficiency, 

using the categorisation set out in Table 8.1 as a benchmark for all the different types 

required.” 

a) We presume the proposed text means local authorities should undertake a needs 

assessment of open space to inform policy in Development Plans? This appears to conform 

to the NPPF requirement at para 97. But instead of identifying “open space, buildings or 

land surplus to requirements”, the needs assessment would identify the opposite, namely 

‘areas of deficiency’, based upon the distance between residential areas and the hierarchy 



or categories of open space. G4 then allows the development of open space outside areas 

of deficiency (with caveats discussed below). 

The logic of this would appear to be that anywhere not an area of deficiency is an area of 

surplus. This is patently false – many parts of London have sufficient amounts of open 

space, are not deficient, but do not have a surplus. G4 does not acknowledge that there 

may be areas neither deficient nor in surplus. G4 would allow the development of open 

space which is not surplus to requirement (but in areas not identified as deficient), contrary 

to NPPF para 97. 

This reading of mistaken logic is not an over-scholarly exegesis, but has a very practical 

import. For example, in the case of the current development of the Shell Centre on the 

South Bank, the development of 10,000m2 of open space was permitted and not resisted 

partly on the basis that the site did not lie within an area of deficiency – despite the fact 

that the open space was clearly not surplus to requirements, illustrated by the fact that the 

open space adjacent to the site (Jubilee Gardens) receives more visitors per sq m than St 

James’ Park or any other park in London [I am a Trustee of the Jubilee Gardens Trust and 

can provide evidence for this if required]. 

And there is a further logical flaw in the approach of G4. Areas without open space are by 

definition deficient, but in these areas there is no open space to protect from development. 

In areas where there is some open space, its very existence ensures that the area around it 

is not identified as deficient – and therefore some loss of open space is acceptable. 

b) The needs assessment referenced in G4 is too crude, since it merely requires an assessment 

of distance between residential areas and the hierarchy or categories of open space. It 

would not take into account the intensity of use of an open space, based upon the numbers 

of residents (or visitors) accessing that open space. No assessment would be required, for 

example, in the case of the Shell site, where the highly dense development of 800 

residential units (accommodating approximately 2,000 residents) would be adjacent to a 

small open space which currently serves the needs of existing residents and visitors.  

Furthermore, the approach of G4, in its assessment of areas of deficiency (and in the 

methodology referenced in footnote 105 of GiGL) does not consider the requirements of 

workers or visitors, and their impact upon what are categorised in Table 8.1 as small or local 

open spaces. Again, the example of Jubilee Gardens: as a small open space in the hierarchy 

it serves 12,000 residents of Waterloo, but it is mainly used by 45,000 local office workers 

and 25 million tourists annually visiting the South Bank! 

 

2. NPPF conformity: quality and quantity 
 
As glossed above, the NPPF requires that all open space should be protected from loss, except 

where it is shown to be surplus, but even then any loss should be replaced in quantity and 

quality: 

“c) the loss resulting from the proposed development would be replaced by equivalent 

or better provision in terms of quantity and quality in a suitable location”. 



Policy G4 would allow the replacement of open space (in areas identified as not deficient) by 
open space of equivalent of better quality, but does not require that that replacement 
provision is of equivalent or greater quantity. This is not in conformity with the NPPF. 
 
How could this play out practically? By definition, wherever there is an open space there is no 
deficiency. Therefore the space can be developed, provided it is replaced in quality. Therefore 
policy would allow a proposed development of any open space (not otherwise protected as 
MOL etc) provided a proportion of the open space is re-provided as purportedly ‘better quality’ 
open space.  
 
This approach is currently being taken in many local authority Estate Regeneration schemes: 
open space within the estate is developed and a smaller but purportedly higher quality open 
space is re-provided. It is possible that this approach is appropriate on a poorly designed, low 
density estate; it might be more appropriate in Outer London, where there is generally lower 
densities and access to more open space. Given the housing development objectives of this 
London Plan, and its identification of significant potential within parts of Outer London for 
higher density development in areas of surplus open space, the thrust of the policy might make 
sense. But in the context of high density Inner and Central London, this approach is highly 
problematic if not entirely inappropriate, squeezing more and more residents into areas with 
access to less and less open space.  
 
In short, G4 is not in conformity with the NPPF and does not provide sufficient protection of 
open space, particularly in Central and Inner London. A less crude policy is required. 
 
 

3. Changes required 
 

Insert “areas of surplus” to G4 AA(1) so that it reads 

“Development Plans should undertake a needs assessment of open space to inform 

policy. Assessments should identify areas of public green and open space deficiency 

and areas of surplus, using the categorisation set out in Table 8.1 as a benchmark for all 

the different types required.” 

NB the methodology for identifying a surplus needs to be devised, but could be provided in 

separate guidance.  

Insert “and quantity” into G4 AB, plus a reference to “areas of surplus”, to read 

“Development proposals should:  
… 1A) resist the loss of protected open spaces in areas of deficiency. If losses are 
proposed in areas of surplus outside of areas of deficiency, equivalent or better-quality 
and quantity provision should be made within the local catchment area unless an up-
to-date needs assessment demonstrates this is unnecessary”. 

 

 

 

 


