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Matter 66 Biodiversity, trees, food growing and geodiversity  
 
Would Policies G6-G9 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 the 
individual policies and detailed criteria justified and necessary and 
would they provide an effective basis for development management? In 
particular:  
 
 a) Will Policy G6 be likely to achieve net gains in biodiversity and 
consistent with national policy? Are specific provisions relating to 
European sites in BA necessary given other legislative requirements?  
 
We consider that Policy G6 would provide an effective strategic approach to 
enable delivery of net gains in biodiversity. G6 would be consistent with 
national policy, both in regards to the government’s 25-Year Environment 
Plan (25YEP) which advocates a natural capital approach to achieving 
environmental net gain’, and to the National Planning Policy Framework 
(NPPF).  
 
Whilst acknowledging the context for the draft London Plan is the NPPF 2012, 
we point out that the net gain approach aligns with the government’s latest 
planning policy guidance (NPPF 2018, paragraphs 170, 174, and 175),namely  
that development plans and decisions should seek to secure ‘net gains’ in 
biodiversity. Please also refer to Natural England’s response to this matter.  
 
Defra’s consultation on biodiversity net gain was launched on 2 December 
20181. The government is consulting on mandating biodiversity net gain to 
ensure habitats are protected and enhanced for the future and the future 
expansion to environmental net gain. 
 
Policy G6 supports delivery of the Mayor’s ‘more than half’ target for greening 
London (draft LP, para 8.1.3), and achieving multiple benefits in terms of 
improving health and well-being, and climate resilience. Developers and 
infrastructure providers are already adopting the principle of ‘net gain’ in view 
of this; for example; Transport for London, and the Berkeley Group.  
 

1 https://www.gov.uk/government/news/gove-sets-out-proposals-for-greener-developments 
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Policy G6 would support the delivery of new homes by clarifying ecological 
requirements in development planning and design, and by increasing 
transparency in the planning process. 
  
We welcome that the policy recognises the importance of conserving and 
enhancing European designated sites, and the key role that these sites play in 
supporting sustainable growth and in enhancing connectivity, as part of wider 
green infrastructure networks. 
 
We support the Mayor’s Suggested Changes to the Plan, particularly: 

• G6 B; encouraging boroughs to use Biodiversity Action Plans (BAP’s). 
These will contribute to the policy’s effectiveness. 

• G6 D; requiring development proposals to aim to secure net 
biodiversity gain. This is consistent with national policy. 

• G6 C 3); requiring mitigation, including off-site biodiversity offsets. This 
will support current work on identifying biodiversity net gain metrics.  

• Paragraph 8.6.2; the additional cross-reference to Policy SI17 and the 
priority for improving and restoring London’s water spaces and their 
habitats. 

All these revisions are consistent with our March 2018 response to the draft 
Plan.  
 
 In regards to the Mayor’s suggested change to include policy point ‘BA’, in 
our view the suggested revision is not strictly necessary and may be covered 
by the Habitats Regulations and Appropriate Assessment processes.  
 
Policy G6 should be supported by complimentary evidence and guidance. 
Biodiversity Action Plan’s (BAP’s) will work together with boroughs’ green 
infrastructure strategies (Policy G1), and with supplementary planning 
guidance on tree strategies (Policy G7), to inform local and neighbourhood 
plan preparation. Collectively, this should provide an effective basis for 
development management. 
 
We refer to Natural England’s response for further comments on these 
matters.  
 
 b) Will Policy G7 be effective in protecting trees and woodland 
especially ancient woodland and veteran trees and in increasing the 
extent of London’s urban forest?  
 
The 25YEP outlines the government’s objectives for increasing tree cover in 
England. This includes a commitment to planting 1 million urban trees by 
2022, as part of a broader Defra target to increase woodland cover in England 
to 12% by 2060. Street trees are an integral part of the urban landscape in 
London. 
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We welcome the additional clarity which the Mayor’s Suggested Changes to 
the Plan will provide, to plan preparation and planning decisions at local level.  
The additional reference (paragraph 8.7.1) to the joint work by the Mayor and 
the Forestry Commission on producing a ‘London Tree and Woodland 
Framework’ is noted. This should support and inform local and neighbourhood 
plans’ preparation, and provide guidance for local authorities in preparing 
green space strategies. 
 
A London Urban Forest Strategy is vital to realise the Mayor’s tree canopy 
ambitions and contribution to other policy objectives, for example, climate 
resilience. The Strategy would be a refresh of the existing London Tree & 
Woodland Framework. It is based on the previous work by the London 
Forestry & Woodland Advisory Committee and London Tree Partnership. The 
Strategy will be an opportunity to bring together the work of partners in order 
to help to achieve the Mayoral targets on tree planting, canopy cover and 
green cover. 
 
We refer to the Forestry Commission’s response for further comments on this 
question.  
 
We have no comments on question c). 
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