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Green Infrastructure and Natural Environment 

Biodiversity, trees, food growing and geodiversity  

 

From the Trust’s perspective we believe that Policy G6 and the amended supporting paras 

(as set out in the in the Draft New London Plan showing Minor Suggested Changes (August 

2018; hereafter referred to as DNLP-Minor Suggest Changes) largely provide an effective 

and justified approach towards creating a healthy city.  

However, some specific amendments are still required to bring rigour to the policies required 

to protect and enhance the capital’s ecological assets. 

Policy G6 

Qa).  The Trust’s response to the Draft New London Plan set out our concerns that there 

was “no reference to securing no net loss, let alone seeking to secure net biodiversity gain” 

in G6 and that it did “not adequately distinguish between legally protected wildlife sites 

(SPAs, SACs, Ramsar sites, SSSIs, National Nature Reserves, and Local Nature Reserves) 

and Sites of Importance for Nature Conservation (SINCs).” 

We believe that the first point has been addressed in the DNLP-Minor Suggest Changes, 

under the amended clause G6:  

D: “Development proposals should aim to secure net biodiversity gain and be informed by 

the best available ecological information which Biodiversity enhancement should be 

considered from the start of the development process.” 

We welcome this. 

We believe that the DNLP-Minor Suggest Changes has also clarified the latter point on the 

new clause BA, and on paras 8.61, 8.6.1A, and 8.6.1B.  

Matter 66 

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 give 

other legislative requirements?  

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?  

c) Does Policy G8 provide sufficient encouragement to food growing and urban 

agriculture? 



However, in reference to proposed para 8.6.1A, we suggest this needs to explicitly reference 

the requirement for regular reviews of the SINC data, in a manner consistent throughout 

London: 

8.6.1A The level of protection afforded to SINCS should be commensurate with their 

status and the contribution they make to wider ecological networks. Boroughs should 

seek to When undertakeing comprehensive reviews of SINCs to maintain an up-to-date 

database across a borough should, and or when proposing to identifying or amending 

Sites of Metropolitan Importance, boroughs should consult the London Wildlife Sites 

Board. 

The criteria for the identification, review and adoption of SINCs are set out in the Process for 

selecting and confirming Sites of Importance for Nature Conservation (SINCs) in Greater 

London 1, which should be referenced in the London Plan (only the webpage in which 

document sits is referenced as footnote 107 in the DNLP-Minor Suggest Changes). 

We welcome the proposed new map 8.1B Designated nature conservation sites. 

 

Policy G7 

Qb). The Trust’s response to Policy G7 in the Draft New London Plan set out our concern for 

the need for a stronger commitment to the protection of ancient woodland and veteran trees.  

Our recommended changes were not adopted in the DNLP-Minor Suggest Changes; which 

whilst has undergone some minor amendments do not go, in our view, far enough in meeting 

this commitment. 

We suggest that there needs to further amendment to G7:   

We suggest under G7.B: 

In their Development Plans, boroughs should:  

1) identify and give the strongest protection to ‘veteran’ trees and ancient woodland 

especially where these are not already part of a protected site107A  

2) identify opportunities for tree planting in appropriate strategic locations 

3) be informed by a regularly updated tree & woodland strategy 

 

Our experience with a development proposal in 2018 suggests that despite progress on 

mapping priority habitats in London over the past 30 years, data is still being used 

selectively.  A site in an inner London borough with a known and mapped, but small, amount 

of ancient woodland presence was ‘overlooked’ by the developer as they chose to use the 

Ancient Woodland Inventory (AWI); this remained unchallenged by the LPA.  Only ancient 

woodlands greater than 2ha appear on AWI on the Magic maps website2; woodland parcels 

below 2ha may be ancient even if they don’t appear on the Inventory. 3  Greenspace 

information for Greater London (GiGL) can provide information of any sites in Greater 

London that have already been identified as having ancient woodland components, even 

below the AWI 2ha threshold.  Furthermore, it is likely that many small fragments of 

woodland, especially when scattered across other sites, have not been properly assessed 

                                                           
1 https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/sinc_selection_process_-_update_march_2013.pdf  
2 https://magic.defra.gov.uk/  
3 In addition, the AWI for London was published in 1985; it has not been updated. Subsequent data on ancient 

woodland in London has been collated and now held by Greenspace information for Greater London. 

https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/sinc_selection_process_-_update_march_2013.pdf
https://magic.defra.gov.uk/


for ancient status, so such woodlands would need to be surveyed at the appropriate time of 

year to assess their importance. 

Certainty at the outset of development planning provides more clarity.  Therefore, we also 

recommend the London Plan should state that where woodland is present on a site, GiGL 

should be consulted on whether ancient woodland is known to be present, and further 

surveys are required.  This could be incorporated into Policy G7, and in the advice to 

boroughs in Policy G6 B) 1. 

The Trust has been advocating for a comprehensive review of the AWI for Greater London, 

in line with that undertaken on south-east England.4  

Defra is currently consulting on the adoption of tree and woodland strategies by local 

authorities. We believe that this is a good means to inform help Development Plans and “to 

quantify and value the natural capital value of this critical component of the green 

infrastructure network. [Strategies] provide the basis for long-term thinking and enable local 

authorities to plan for a resilient resource through long-term adaptive responses to climate 

change and to pest and diseases.”5  We recommend specific reference to a tree and 

woodland strategy in policy G7:B. 

And to reinforce the importance of ancient woodland, we recommend under para 8.7.1:  

8.7.1 Trees and woodlands play an important role within the urban environment. They 

help to trap air pollutants, add to amenity, provide shading, absorb rainwater and filter 

noise. They also provide extensive areas of habitat for wildlife, especially ancient 

woodland and mature trees. 

 

Policy G8 

Qc). We believe it does. 
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4 http://publications.naturalengland.org.uk/publication/32032  
5 https://consult.defra.gov.uk/forestry/protecting-trees-and-woodlands/  

http://publications.naturalengland.org.uk/publication/32032
https://consult.defra.gov.uk/forestry/protecting-trees-and-woodlands/

