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Viability, Delivering the Plan and Monitoring 

Monitoring  

 

Monitoring 

Qa).  From the Trust’s perspective we believe that the Environment indicators listed only one 

tangentially relates to the natural environment. Whilst important for their own qualities, we 

would argue that harm to the Green Belt (GB) and Metropolitan Open Land (MOL) is not 

necessarily a reflection of environmental change, as the key objective of the GB and MOL is 

to provide open-ness. In addition, any likely impacts on GB or MOL are more likely to be on 

areas of poor environmental quality (as they will not be covered by other protections). 

In our view the indicators should also include some linked to the Mayor’s targets covering 

the quality, extent and functionality of the natural environment, such as a commitment to 

achieve net biodiversity gain (as set out in GG2)D in the DNLP-Minor Suggested Changes).  

Given the greatly elevated scale of development outlined within the draft NLP, and the 

emphasis on the use of small sites for housing in particular, we are concerned that protected 

wildlife sites (inc. SINCs, SSSIs) will be under greater pressure from development. Whilst 

Policy G6 contains protective measures for wildlife sites, in the absence of a specific KPI it 

will not be possible to evaluate the adequacy of protection afforded through the Plan, and 

will therefore reduce the scope for subsequent revisions of policy if necessary. We 

acknowledge, however, from a natural environment perspective creating SMART targets that 

show a causative relationship with the implementation of planning policy are very difficult to 

identify.   

We also referred to the disproportionately low number of planning applications for which 

appropriate surveys are undertaken and appropriate mitigations for impacts on biodiversity 

can be demonstrated – estimated to be about 1% of all planning applications currently meet 

this, whilst there is an estimated 18% that are shown to have potential impacts.1  We believe 

this is an important matter to raise, and therefore recommend the following KPI: 

KPI: Protection of biodiversity 

 

                                                           
1 www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/biodiversity_and_planning_research_report_0.pdf  

Matter 94.  

 (a) Would the key performance indicators and measures set out in Table 

12.1 ensure that the Plan can be effectively monitored such that the Mayor and 

others can respond effectively if policies are not delivering the expected 

outcomes, including those set out in Good Growth policies GG1 to GG6?  

(b) Should the Plan set out measures that would be taken in the event that 

monitoring demonstrates that the expected outcomes are not being delivered?  

https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/biodiversity_and_planning_research_report_0.pdf


Measure: the number of planning applications informed by and measured against the evidence 

base held by Greenspace information for Greater London, and that deliver demonstrable net gain  

This would commit applicants and local authorities to avoiding net loss and informing net 

gain at all stages of development control planning.  

In addition the number of Sites of Importance for Nature Conservation (SINCs) in London 

under positive management might be an additional KPI would also be helpful; this is similar 

to the collected dates sets collected for Defra (Single Data List 160-00: Local nature 

conservation/biodiversity) by local authorities.2 

Finally, the new green infrastructure focus datasets launched by the Greater London 

Authority are able to provide a baseline which can be monitored over time on some matters 

relating to tree and ‘green/blue’ cover.3 

Qb). In respect of the issues of our interest, it would require a review of policy application.  

We have raised concerns before, via investigations led by the London Assembly’s 

Environment Committee (most recently in 20154), on the lack of capacity and expertise on 

ecological matters in local authorities, and how this affects the application of key objectives 

and policies within the NPPF, London Plan and Local Plans for the natural environment are 

not always applied with due rigour.  
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2 www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/604341/Single_Data_List_for_2017-18.pdf and 

www.gov.uk/government/statistical-data-sets/env10-local-sites-in-positive-conservation-management  
3 https://maps.london.gov.uk/green-infrastructure/  
4 https://www.london.gov.uk/about-us/about-us/london-assembly/london-assembly-publications/environment-committees-letter-

mayor-londons  
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