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Foreword by the Chair of the Green Spaces Investigative Committee

We should be proud that London is one of the greenest of world cities. Amazingly, two
thirds of its surface area is either green space or water, a wonderful amenity for everyone.
But our investigations have shown much of it is suffering from neglect.

We asked : How much green space do we have and what condition is it in? What use is it
to local communities? Who is looking after it? We were struck by the strength of feeling
and interest in these questions. People care deeply about their local green spaces, from
parks to sports pitches, from gardens to nature reserves. We heard many individual stories
of improvement, but we found the overall picture of green space in London is one of loss,
decline, fear of crime, inadequate staffing and lack of funds.

We think the Greater London Authority, under the Mayor, can and should take the lead in
reversing decline and achieving a green renaissance in the city. The Mayor’s Spatial
Development Strategy should help the boroughs to protect and defend our green space.
And we don’t even know in detail how much green space Londoners have. We were
surprised to discover that at the moment there is no up-to-date and comprehensive record
of green space in London. There ought to be a thorough study to find out how much we
have, how accessible it is, and what shape it’s in. Then we will know how much needs to be
done and the scarce funding can be spent as effectively as possible. A lot of the Green Belt
is in very poor condition — we need positive policies to rediscover its value for Londoners.

One of the key lessons emerging from this Report is that London’s green space can’t be
brought back to life by local authorities working alone. We need Londoners themselves,
the users of parks and green space, to get involved. We hope this Report will encourage
more people to do so.

[ would like to thank my colleagues on the Committee, Catherine Bickmore Associates for
their technical advice and, most of all, the many people who wrote or came to give us the
benefit of their views.

e =
ROGER EVANS
Chair of the Green Spaces Investigative Committee



The Green Spaces Investigative Committee

The Green Spaces Investigative Committee was established by the London Assembly on 13
September 2000 with the following membership:

Roger Evans (Chair) - Conservative
Trevor Phillips (Deputy Chair) - Labour
Victor Anderson - Green

Louise Bloom - Liberal Democrat

Brian Coleman - Conservative
Samantha Heath - Labour

The terms of reference of the Committee were as follows:
* To examine the threats faced by the green belt and other open spaces in London and
how they can be protected

* To examine the opportunities to develop new open spaces and to enhance existing
open spaces

* To examine the means of identifying and protecting sites of nature conservation
importance.

Contacts: Richard Davies, Assistant Scrutiny Manager, Tel: 0207 983 4199
Danny Myers, Committee Administrator, Tel: 0207 983 4950
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Executive Summary

The green spaces of London are one of the city’s most important and precious assets. The
benefits they provide are many and varied, from sport and recreation through biodiversity
and regeneration to tranquillity and health. But we have found that these green spaces are
in too many cases threatened with serious deterioration in their condition, crime, vandalism
and loss to development. Despite many individual examples of good practice and
innovation, we still lack a co-ordinated strategic vision for green space across London. This
Report calls for a renewed political commitment to London’s green space and a proactive
strategy for its renewal.

We regard the restoration of London’s green spaces to full health, the protection of the
best parks, an end to the neglect of the worst, and high standards of management and
maintenance as vital to the capital’s economic, social and cultural success. Above all, this
Report points to ways in which Londoners can once again enjoy the city’s green spaces, just
as they have done in the past.

The Report contains many conclusions and recommendations which can be found listed in
full at Annex A. Our most important findings are:

» Threats to London’s Green Space

The threats to London’s green spaces include environmental degradation, dilapidation,
vandalism, fly tipping, crime, dog fouling and pressure for development. One thousand
hectares of green space in London were lost to development from 1989 to 1999. These
threats have been compounded by neglect, a low political priority for green space and
decreasing resources.

» The Spatial Development Strategy

The forthcoming Spatial Development Strategy (SDS) should contain a strategic vision for
the protection and renewal of London’s green space, with detailed guidance for the
content of the Borough Unitary Development Plans (UDPs).

A London Parks Forum

The ownership and management of London’s green space are immensely varied. There is
currently little effective sharing of vision and best practice. A London Parks Forum should
be established, supported by the GLA, which brings together all authorities and
organisations involved in the protection and management of London’s green space. The
Forum would share best practice, gather data on green space, campaign and assist in
securing funds.



e The Information Deficit

The care of London’s green space and its status in planning decisions are undermined by
the lack of comprehensive information on its quantity and condition. This must be
immediately addressed through a London Open Space Research Project, directed by the
London Parks Forum and supported by interested parties, including the GLA.

* Protection from development

London’s green space is under intense pressure from development. There must be a
presumption against development on any green space in areas where a green space
deficiency has been identified.

 Creating new green space

The SDS should contain guidance on a revised methodology for the assessment of green
space deficiency in London. It should also encourage the use of section 106 agreements to
ensure the creation of green space in future developments, and require Boroughs to
consider the potential for green links and corridors across London.

e The Royal Parks Agency

New legislation is necessary to ensure that the Royal Parks, and the city’s other regional
parks, take account of the Mayor's strategies, particularly the SDS, in their planning,
policies and management.

e The Green Belt

Too much of the Green Belt is underused, neglected and in poor condition. A priority for
the SDS must be the revitalising of the Green Belt and a renewed vision of its purpose for
London. Current protection for the Green Belt should remain unchanged but there must be
added strategies to improve its accessibility, biodiversity and usage.

* Playing fields

Many of London’s privately-owned playing fields are suffering from speculative neglect in
the hope that their poor condition will allow planning approval for development. This is a
scandal which must be urgently addressed. No development should be allowed unless
there is evidence of active marketing for alternative sport or recreation use.



* Funding

Spending on green spaces has been declining across the United Kingdom, with a decrease
of £100 million (16 per cent) from 1990 to 1999. There is a particular problem in ensuring
funding for the ongoing maintenance of London’s green spaces. The private sector must
be more involved in the provision of resources, whilst ensuring that advertising and
business promotion do not intrude on the public's enjoyment of green space.

* Environment and biodiversity

There is considerable opportunity to increase the environmental value and biodiversity of
green space in London. There must be greater effort, with GLA and local authority
assistance, to improve the biodiversity of land owned by the GLA family, major utilities and
transport bodies, and to ensure environmental value is planned in to all future
developments in London. We propose a scheme for the Mayor’s forthcoming Tree Strategy
for London which will ensure the planting of a new generation of trees in the city and
capture the imagination of Londoners.
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Introduction — a Green Space Strategy?

The need for a strategy

In the last few years policy makers have woken up to two vital facts. On the one
hand, the central contribution made by green space to the quality and sustainability
of urban life. On the other, the neglect, deterioration and loss of green space in
recent decades. It is time for a positive green space strategy for London, a ‘green
renaissance’. The London Assembly established an investigative committee to
consider this issue and identify the essential components of such a strategy. We
can no longer rely solely on protective provisions in planning regulations. Whilst
important, they have failed to protect London’s green space from decline and
encroachment.

Why are strategies important? A strategy can focus minds and policies on a
particular problem, and we have just pointed out the fact of green space decline. A
strategy is also required when we need to map out how a policy can be
implemented in the context of other, often competing priorities. The limited funds
available to local authorities and the pressure for housing development are facts
which will not go away. We need a strategy for green space which is realistic and
takes account of other policy imperatives. Finally, a strategy is vital where a matter
is not the responsibility of one body or individual but rather involves many and
varied organisations and interventions. We need a strategy for green space to bring
all Londoners and relevant authorities together with a common purpose and shared
understanding of what must be done to reverse decline, and to enhance and
maintain green space for the future. Richard Rogers echoed much of our evidence
when he said that London was suffering tremendously from the lack of an overall
view and a piﬁcemeal approach to development. There was a desperate need for
coordination.

The interest in our investigation reveals the strength of feeling on green spaces
amongst many bodies and individuals in London. With a number of important
studies recently published and a considerable amount of public concern in the issue,
it is the right moment for London to take stock of the state and future of its green
spaces. London needs a strategic approach to green space. We are not, however,
calling for another “Strategy” published in a separate document and similar to those
on, say, Transport and Waste. There is no statutory requirement for the Mayor to
produce one. And too many overlapping strategies would only confuse. Yet
London’s green spaces do need both protection and vision if they are to be revived
for the 21* century. Without a clearly formulated approach, green space will be as
vulnerable to piecemeal loss and decline as before.

Where should we expect to find this strategic approach to London’s green spaces?
Discussion on green space in the Mayoral strategies is found in the Mayor’s initial

! Minutes of Evidence 23 May 2001 3.22
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proposals for the Spatial Development Strategy (SDS), entitled ‘“Towards the
London Plan’, and his draft Biodiversity Strategy.

The draft Biodiversity Strategy, ‘Connecting with London’s nature’, has recently
been published for public consultation. It contains considerable discussion of green
space, and not only on issues directly related to biodiversity. It includes, for
example, sections on a “green renaissance’ for London, on access to green space,
and on links to business and regeneration.EI This is useful and welcome. But green
space and biodiversity are not synonymous. The proper sense of biodiversity should
be protected — “The diversity, or variety, of plants, animals and other living things in
a particular area or region”. Green space provides, as we shall see, other benefits in
addition to biodiversity, and there may well be some green spaces which have little
value from a biodiversity point of view but which are nevertheless important for
other reasons.

It is the SDS which must contain the essentials of London’s green space strategy
since it will carry statutory force as the planning framework for London and its
boroughs for the next 15 to 20 years. It thus provides an appropriately overarching
and robust instrument for the protection and enhancement of green space. The
initial proposals for the SDS, in ‘“Towards the London Plan’, are brief and generally
phrased, perhaps understandably. The draft Biodiversity Strategy gives further
detail of what the SDS may contain. In this Report many recommendations address
the content of the SDS. The SDS must contain a comprehensive and coherent
London-wide policy which identifies the benefits of green space, which
sets a planning framework to ensure effective protection and
enhancement, and which provides the essential content for Borough open
space strategies.

The scrutiny process

The objectives of the scrutiny were to examine:

» The threats faced by the green belt and other open spaces in London, and how
they can be protected

» The opportunities to develop new open spaces and to enhance existing open
spaces

» The means of identifying and protecting sites of nature conservation
importance

The Committee held six evidence sessions and received over 70 written submissions
to the investigation. We are grateful to all who contributed to this work.

Our report also draws on a considerable recent body of work on green spaces. This
includes the three LPAC reports ‘Effectiveness of Policy in Protecting Open Space in
London’ (November 1999); ‘Assessing Demand for Open Space in London’

2 ‘Connecting with London’s nature’ The Mayor’s Draft Biodiversity Strategy eg paras.4.60-66, 83-87, 98-107
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1.14

(February 2000); and ‘Creating & Enhancing Open Space in London’ (March 2000).
We also cite the 1999 Report of the Select Committee on Environment, Transport
and Regional Affairs, ‘Town and Country Parks’; the work of the Urban Task Force,
in particular ‘Towards an Urban Renaissance’; the recent reports by ILAM and the
Urban Parks Forum surveying local authority owned parks of historic interest. We
refer the interested reader to these documents for further and more technical
information. Our discussion must also be seen in the context of the Urban White
Paper, as well as the future work of the newly formed urban green spaces task force
set up by the Government. We do not wish simply to repeat the detailed analysis
contained in these reports, but rather apply their conclusions and lessons to the
strategic planning of London.

There are some matters which we were unable to explore in detail in the confines of
this report. For example, the open space of London’s waterways, private
gardens, city farms and ‘green buildings’ are all important to London’s
design, biodiversity and liveability. They can all have their quality and
accessibility enhanced. We welcome work already done on the integration
of these issues into London-wide strategies and encourage further
consideration of how they can contribute to a sustainable city. The
Environment Committee of the London Assembly may well wish to pursue
some of these matters in greater detail in the future. We concentrate in this
Report on publicly accessible green space.

The investigation is entitled “Green Spaces” and this emphasises the environmental
value of much of London’s open space. It also reflects the issues, and the types of
open space, on which we concentrate in this Report. Many of the studies and much
of the evidence we cite use the term “open space” and in the body of this Report
both phrases are used, for all practical purposes interchangeably. We note that
“open space” includes the concept of built open space — much can be done to
“green” built open space and much of what we say on benefits, management and
usage can apply also to such spaces. But green space is our particular focus.

Many of the issues we discuss are related to questions of planning policy. We do
not intend this Report to be a technical analysis of current and proposed planning
guidelines. The three LPAC reports cited above go into this matter in considerable
detail. We do, however, refer to planning matters and possible contents of the SDS
where relevant.

We are grateful for the assistance of our technical consultants, Catherine Bickmore
and Michael Welman of Catherine Bickmore Associates, in the course of this
investigation.

In this Report we consider the following issues —

» The benefits of green space for London

» The information deficit which hampers effective protection and enhancement of
green space

» The current threats to green space - including the pressure for development



The contents of an effective green space strategy for London — including a
proposed London Parks Forum, issues of management, usage, funding and
environmental protection

The potential for the creation of new open space in London.
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2.5

The Benefits of Green Space

A brief history

To understand the benefits of green space in London we should begin with its
history, and in particular the history of the public park. The Victorian Society, in
evidence to the Select Committee inquiry in 1999, summarised the origins of much
of the green space we now enjoy, “Public parks did not come into existence by
chance, or simply survive as accidentally undeveloped ground. They were
deliberately created, often making use of existing open space (such as common
land or the parkland of a stately home), mostly in the 19" and early years of the
20" century, in order to provide a public amenity in the rapidly expanding towns
and cities. Right from the start, public parks were seen as having social, economic
and environmental benefits. They provided much needed green space in the most
heavily built-up and deprived areas. They improved public health by providing the
opportunities for fresh air and exercise, and they provided both mental and visual
stimulus,ﬁnd education, through the carefully planned planting of trees, shrubs and
flowers”.

It is clear that many of the perceived potential benefits of parks in today’s society
are identical to those which led to the foundation of so many parks. It is true that
there is both continuity and wide agreement as to the benefits of green spaces in a
city. But there have also been major cultural changes since London’s formal parks
were laid down. Some of the reasons that many of the capital’s green spaces came
into existence no longer exist. For example, in recent times parents have become
more reluctant to allow children to play on their own in local parks and woods. The
Victorian ‘promenade’ has all but disappeared. And with the growth of other,
indoor attractions, parks are not an automatic choice for leisure hours.

But as some of the past benefits of green spaces have become less relevant, new
demands have emerged. Increased stress and pollution have made the parks’ role
as London’s “green lungs” more important than ever before. In recent years the
staging of major events and fairs in parks has been instrumental in building social
cohesion amongst the capital’s diverse communities. As the city’s density increases,
local green spaces are likely to serve as “neighbourhood gardens”. With new
benefits have come new threats — crime, vandalism, anti-social behaviour.

In the following paragraphs we set out the benefits of and then the threats to
London’s parks in the 21* century. Only when we understand the modern reality of
green space in London can we identify policies and solutions for the future.

We first list below some of the principal benefits cited in evidence and in the
relevant literature. The variety of impacts of green space means it is relevant to a

® Twentieth Report from the Select Committee on Environment, Transport and Regional Affairs, Session 1998-
99, Town and Country Parks, HC 477-II, Memorandum from the Victorian Society, para.3.1
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number of Mayoral strategies, not only the Spatial Development and Biodiversity
Strategies. We take a note of strategy linkages where they exist.

Economic Development and Regeneration

We would draw particular attention to the contribution green spaces can make to
regeneration. The draft Biodiversity Strategy points out that “The variety of
attractive parks and open spaces contribute substantially to London’s marketing
image and may have an important role in encouraging inward investment”* This
was also evident in written submissions we received. The Lee Valley Regional Park
said that “the presence of the Regional Park makes the Lea Valley an increasingly
attractive location for industry. The increased investment by the Park Authority and
its partners, in enhancing and creating open spaces, not only provides an attractive
setting for those businesses adjoining, but also contributes to quality of life and
offers oaportunities for recreation ... for those who live and work in the Lea
Valley”.

If, well maintained, green space is a catalyst to development and regeneration, the
converse can also be true. The absence of green space, or green space in a poor
and neglected condition, can deter investment and undermine regeneration
initiatives. Ken Worpole, speaking on behalf of the Groundwork Trust, said that
there was an ﬁbsolute interdependence between economic and environmental
regeneration.* Groundwork Southwark sent a memorandum concentrating on the
case of Burgess Park. They argued that “The extent to which the Park’s
development has meshed/will mesh with major regeneration initiatives at North
Peckham, the Aylesbury estate and the Elephant and Castle is a key issue.
Generally, the Park hasn’t been included as an integrated part of these regeneration
programmes. This represents a missed opportunity in that the Park needs to be
widely recognized as a community resource that can complement much of the
regeneration activity that is happening on the neighbouring housing estates.
Importantly, the Park hasn’t been able to benefit from significant funding from
these regeneration initiatives”.” Groundwork Southwark thought that until recently
the contribution that parks can make to regeneration was not greatly understood,
though this had changed with the publication of ﬁ)me influential reports and the
Heritage Lottery Fund’s Urban Parks Programme.* Relevant programmes should
be including green space as an essential aspect of neighbourhood
regeneration. Such space can significantly enhance quality of life, promote
community spirit and attract business and residents to an area. To miss
green space out, to allow what exists to remain neglected, is quite possibly
to undermine the otherwise good work being done in neighbourhood
renewal.

* ‘Connecting with London’s Nature’ The Mayor’s Draft Biodiversity Strategy para.3.21
® Memorandum — The Lee Valley Regional Park

® Minutes of Evidence 14 March 2001 3.23

" Memorandum — Groundwork Southwark

& Memorandum — Groundwork Southwark
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During the inquiry we saw many instances of the successful use of Single
Regeneration Budget (SRB) funding to create and enhance green space in London.
Mile End Park had received £2 million from the SRB as a contribution to capital
funding arrangements. Funds would go to such schemes as ranger training, work
with drug users in the park and horticultural therapy for those with special needs.

In Havering we saw work of the London Development Agency at two sites formerly
owned by Ford Motor Company. There was a single planning application for one
million square feet of high quality industrial floorspace. The scheme will also have a
strong landscape structure with a wetland area on the east of the site being
retained and enhanced. We welcome the work already done in London to link
the benefits of economic regeneration and green space provision,
particularly through the work of the London Development Agency and the
Single Regeneration Budget.

The Mayor’s Economic Development Strategy makes brief reference to the place of
green space in regeneration. We would welcome a more extended account from the
London Development Agency of how they are addressing this important issue. We
invite the London Development Agency to respond to this Report with an
account of how the availability and use of green space are considered in
their regeneration planning.

Aesthetic value

In addition to the benefits cited above we would mention what, for want of a better
phrase, we might call the aesthetic value of green space. It would be a mistake to
think green space always has aesthetic benefit. Neglect can easily make such
spaces eyesores. When well maintained, however, green spaces contribute
significantly to Londoners aesthetic appreciation of their environment. This
reminds us of the need to have a broad concept of ‘use’ when discussing green
spaces. There may be numbers of people who rarely spend time in a park or smaller
green space, for example, but who value it as they pass by or through it.

Community identity

A further benefit of green space is its function in structuring and giving identity to
the urban landscape. There are often important historical associations with parks
which help identify communities and neighbourhoods. Green spaces break up and
provide focus for residential development, and when effectively cared for can
contribute to a sense of community ownership, pride and belonging. The
mobilisation of communities to care and campaign for local green spaces often
provides a more general boost to civic engagement and community spirit.

10
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2.13

2.14

2.15

Sport, Recreation, Culture and Tourism

The recreational value of green space, both for organised sport and also for more
informal play, has always been a central benefit of the provision of green space in
the city. Tourism to London will also be enhanced by the effective provision and
enhancement of green space. This point is acknowledged in the draft Biodiversity
Strategy. Green space must be central to the forthcoming Mayoral Culture Strategy
not simply for the sporting and recreational benefits made available to Londoners
but also as an attraction to visitors and thus an important contribution to London’s
economy.

Traditionally London’s municipal parks had been the sites of a variety of cultural
and recreational activities, such as boating, bowls, musical entertainment from
bandstands. Many of the relevant facilities have fallen into disrepair or gone
altogether. But green space still has tremendous potential to meet the cultural and
recreational needs of Londoners. We must recognise that they are not the same
needs as those of a century ago. It is necessary to examine how to revitalise
London’s green spaces for cultural and recreational pursuits. The resulting increase
in usage would be the best protection against decline and loss of green space.

London’s parks are not only spaces in which culture can take place. They are
themselves part of our cultural heritage. Many date back well over a century,
contain historic features in both the built and natural environment, and are a
testimony to the history and civic engagement of a local community. Any
celebration and preservation of London’s culture must have London’s green spaces
as a central component. We welcome the proposal contained in the Mayor’s
draft Biodiversity Strategy for the cultural mapping of green spaces.

The Assembly still awaits the Mayor’s draft Culture Strategy. It should
contain a clear programme to make London’s green space central to the
city’s cultural life. This should include proposals:

* to encourage the sporting and recreational use of green space

* to recognise and maintain those green spaces which form an important
part of London’s cultural heritage

» to revive the use of green space for cultural and educational activities,
paying particular regard to the diversity of London’s population

* to promote with the London Tourist Board and other relevant bodies
greater knowledge, access to and use of London’s green spaces by
tourists

» to recognise that the quiet enjoyment of green space is itself a cultural
activity which should be protected and developed.

® ‘Connecting with London’s Nature’ The Mayor’s Draft Biodiversity Strategy para.3.27

11



2.16

2.17

2.18

Health

There is a general conviction in our evidence that green spaces are also good for
health. The King’s Fund considered community gardens to be a source of both
physical and mental health, and young people at a conference organised by the
King’s Fund cerﬁnly argued that public green spaces had a very positive impact of
people’s health.®= That this is a generally held view is clear from th&l?apid Review
of the Health Benefits of Green Spaces, commissioned by the GLA.™ It is a view we
share. The promotion of green space is thus an integral part of the GLA’s
obligation to promote the health of Londoners. As an effective London-wide green
space strategy is put in place, it is vital that we move beyond the vague conviction
that some health benefits are linked to the use of green space. It appears that
there is a need for research in this area. London should take the lead. We endorse
the recommendation of the Rapid Review of the Health Benefits of Green
Spaces, that the London Healtlt(fommission take forward policy on the
health benefits of green space.* This should involve both epidemiological
research and also practical recommendations as to how the design,
facilities and activities available in parks can be made conducive to good
health.

Many issues spring to mind. How, for example, to make parks accessible to both
the elderly and the young, to encourage exercise. How to cater for (often noisy)
sport and play, whilst also having space for quiet and relaxation, a vital restorative
in a stressful world. Whether the use of green space can be more fully integrated
into public health policies — a greater interest from health authorities in supporting
the provision of allotments and community gardens? How often do London’s GPs
recommend patients to use the local park as part of their programme of recovery?
We are convinced there is room for useful work in this area and we look forward to
the contributions of the London Health Commission and other bodies.

Environmental and biodiversity benefits

The Mayor’s draft Biodiversity Strategy states, “London’s diversity of wildlife
depends on the protection and aqﬁropriate management of the wide range of
habitats occurring in the capital”.™ In recent years over_1500 species of flowering
plant and 300 types of bird have been seen in the city.™ Wildlife habitats are listed
in the Strategy and include woodland, grassland, the Thames and its tributaries,
canals, ponds and lakes, heathland, farmland, parks and squares, cemeteries and
churchyards, gardens and allotments, community gardens and city farms, railway
land, linesides and roadsides, wasteland and the built environment. We must be

10 Memorandum — The King’s Fund

11 ‘Connecting with London’s nature’ The Mayor’s Draft Biodiversity Strategy para.3.8, see also de Vries,
Verheij and Groenewegen 'Nature and health:the relation between health and green space in people’s living
environment' Conference Paper 2000

12 ‘Connecting with London’s nature’ The Mayor’s Draft Biodiversity Strategy para.3.8

13 ‘Connecting with London’s nature’ The Mayor’s Draft Biodiversity Strategy para.4.1

14 ‘Connecting with London’s nature’ The Mayor’s Draft Biodiversity Strategy para.2.1

12



aware of the possibilities for biodiversity in even the most built up environments.
But it is clear that London’s biodiversity depends crucially on the preservation of
both the quantity and variety of London’s green space. We discuss later in this
Report how both planning decisions and green space management can take account
of environmental and biodiversity issues.

2.19 In addition to the SDS and the biodiversity strategies, a further relevant
environmental strategy from the Mayor is the forthcoming noise strategy. An
important benefit of green space is the rest, peace and tranquillity provided. We
expect the Mayor’s Noise Strategy to include an assessment of the impact
of noise pollution on London’s green space and proposals to reduce noise
levels and mitigate impact so that there is sufficient peaceful green space
in London.

Mitigation of water run-off

2.20 A specific environmental benefit of green space is now being recognised as a result
of the increased risk of flooding in London. Watling Chase Community Forest state,
“Recent flooding has highlighted the risks associated with fast run-off from
developed sites. The increased awareness of these risks provides the rationale for
providing green open space and particularly tree-covered open space within any
development. This can have a financial advantage for the developer, since
reduction in the speES of water run-off can lead to a reduction in specifications for
draining pipes, etc”.

2.21 The variety of benefit relates to the great diversity in the kind of green space in
London. Green space varies in ownership (local authorities, the Royal Parks Agency,
private individuals and bodies, Trusts and charities), in character (for example,
playing fields, manicured Victorian/Edwardian parks, more natural and wild green
space) and in usage (sport, relaxation, outdoor events, dog walking, to name a
few). Not every green space will deliver every benefit. When we discuss below the
assessment of open space provision in London, it will be clear that crude
quantitative measures cannot be applied. Boroughs will need to look at the quality
of open space available and the benefits provided. They must also look at the
potential benefits of open spaces currently neglected. To this end it is important
that Boroughs share an agreed list of open space benefits against which they assess
current and potential provision, and any deficiencies. As the strategic authority for
London we believe that the GLA is the appropriate body to formulate such a list for
inclusion in the SDS. We recommend that the SDS contain as supplementary
guidance a list of open space benefits to act as a framework for Borough
planning authorities in assessing the adequacy of open space provision.

5 Memorandum — Watling Chase Community Forest

13



3.1

3.2

3.3

3.4

The Lack of Information

How much open space is there in London? Even to such a fundamental question,
answers vary and are only estimates. There are perhaps something over 125,000
hectares of open space in London, 50,000 of them being protected open land. But
such bald statistics tell us very little. They tell us nothing of whether such open
land is used and enjoyed by Londoners, how accessible it is, how evenly distributed,
whether it is well maintained. Evidence agrees above all else on one thing. We do
not know enough about green space provision in London. There is no up-to-
date and authoritative record of London’s green space. This is a shocking
deficiency for a city which aims to be a beacon in urban planning and
design.

Not only must we know what green space is available, we must also know its
ownership, quality, the amount being lost to development, and expenditure on
parks and green spaces. The consultants SNU point out that “For those concerned
with developing a comprehensive strategy for London, there are major gaps in
information on green spaces in London: there is no data to show how much green
space is being lost in London through residential and business development; there
is no information on the management practices and resourcemllocated by local
authorities and others in relation to green spaces in London”.

Attempts are being made to fill the information gap. Important work , for example,
has been done by the Urban Parks Forum on behalf of DTLR, the Heritage Lottery
Fund, English Heritage and the Countryside Agency. They have recently published
a ‘Public Park Assessment, A survey of local authority owned parks focusing on
parks of historic interest’ (May 2001). Twenty-one councils and the Corporation of
London have contributed to that study and the analysis includes information on the
number and location of parks, park strategies, the condition of parks and resources
available. We welcome this work and congratulate those bodies which have
contributed to its completion. It does not, however, aim to be a comprehensive
survey of London’s green spaces. It is national in scope but only looks at parks, and
amongst parks concentrates on those of historic interest. Parks are by no means
the only sort of green space in London and we need a more wide-ranging analysis
of green space provision. The GLA must develop further the valuable work already
done by the Urban Parks Programme.

Between the abolition of the GLC and the establishment of the GLA there was a
system of voluntary notification by Boroughs of planning applications above a
threshold of 10 residential units or 1,000 square feet of commercial space to the
London Research Centre, which maintained the London Development Monitoring
System (LDMS). The Council for the Protection of Rural England (CPRE) state that
the LDMS is under review. They argue that reporting of certain types of planning
application should be obligatory, in particular those involving open space, and that
information on such applications should be made available to all parts of the GLA

16 Memorandum — Steve Osborn, SNU
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and to others interested in London development matters at an affordable cost.IEI
Richard Rogers said that maps of green spaces should be in the public domain to
assist in the planning and creation of open spﬁﬁe. Though this idea had been
warmly received, no map was as yet available.

Another source for open space information has been the system for the
identification and protection of London’s biodiversity, in place since the early
1980s. A system of sites of nature conservation importance has been successfully
developed through the work of such bodies as the London Ecology Unit (LEU) and
the London Wildlife Trust

English Nature state that much of the habitat survey information for London
boroughs is becoming out of date. They recommend that mechanisms be
established to implement an ongoing programme of habitat survey so that trends in
sites canﬁe measured and that the planning process can be based on up-to-date
material.= Similarly the London Wildlife Trust state that there is a lack of
information available on London’s &Ben space. They consider it vital that the GLA
conduct regular ecological surveys.== The draft Biodiversity Strategy states that
“The Mayor will aim to survey all open spaces and wildlife habitats on a ten year
rolling programme, and employ the adopted procedures for evaluating open land to
complete the identif't(l:jition of important wildlife sites throughout London and keep
this series updated”.*~ The London Wildlife Trust considered the re-survey of
London on a rolling ten-year basis to be minimum needed to maintain the
wildlife site system and monitor changes.

The rationale for the rolling programme being over ten years is not explained in the
draft Biodiversity Strategy. It is unclear whether the period has been chosen as the
appropriate time within which to monitor change or as a result of resource
constraints. The GLA has revised the LEU survey format to eﬁure collection of
additional data on land use, ownership, access and facilities.*“We believe the survey
should be further developed into an open space research project.

We doubt whether a ten year rolling programme to survey London’s
biodiversity is frequent and sensitive enough to monitor change and plan
interventions in a timely and effective way. We recommend that the
Biodiversity Strategy revise the timescale of the survey.

We believe London needs a comprehensive and rolling survey of all aspects
of London’s open space, and that the Mayor’s proposals for a biodiversity
survey be integrated into such a wider work.

" Memorandum - CPRE

'8 Minutes of Evidence 23 May 2001 3.16

1 Memorandum — English Nature

2 Memorandum — London Wildlife Trust

2L ‘Connecting with London’s nature’ The Mayor’s Draft Biodiversity Strategy proposal 15 p.39
22 Memorandum — London Wildlife Trust

2 Memorandum - Policy & Partnerships, GLA
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3.10 We welcome the GLA's work to continue and develop the information
gathering of the London Development Monitoring System and the London
Ecology Unit. There should be a London Open Space Research Project,
supported by the GLA and other stakeholders. The Research Project
should:

» Conduct a comprehensive survey of all green space in London, including
details of size, ownership, funding, accessibility, condition, biodiversity,
functions and relevant open space strategic plans

* Require notification by the boroughs of all planning applications for
development on green space

* Maintain a database of green space information accessible to interested
parties and the general public either free of charge or at affordable
cost

3.11  As the Strategic Authority for London we can think of no body better placed to
gather London-wide information on green space provision, planning applications,
condition and expenditure than the GLA. Without such information it will be
extremely difficult to plan London so as to use green space effectively, and as
difficult to protect green space from unjustifiable development. We are aware of
the finite resources available to the GLA and we discuss below the possibility of
sharing the cost of this work amongst a number of interested parties

3.12  Afurther issue to be addressed in the gathering of information is consistency of
definition. Certain open space is defined as Green Belt or Metropolitan Open Land,
but, as the CPRE put it, “A variety of designations is applied to the rest of London’s
open space or none at all. A simple, standardised system of designation is needed
for all of Lopgdon’s open space in order to allow thorough monitoring and
protection”.** We recommend the SDS contain guidance to establish
consistency of definition of green space across all the London Boroughs.

% Memorandum - CPRE
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Threats to Green Spaces

We must now turn to those threats which hinder or undermine our enjoyment of
green space. In this section we list the threats raised in evidence before addressing
in the remainder of the Report how best to tackle and solve these problems, with
examples of good practice.

Threats to green space in London include not only threats to the quantity of green
space, in other words the threat from development, but also the threat to its
quality. Moreover, the two threats, to quantity and to quality, are linked. The loss
of green space is frequently preceded by deterioration in its quality. The
1999 LPAC Report ‘Effectiveness of Policy in Protecting Open Space in London’
notes that “the formal appearance, high qualit)fzgnd usage of public open space act
as deterrents to applications for development” .= It goes on to report that “The
Quality and Maintenance of Open Space is an issue that is commonly considered by
Inspectors in open space cases ... visual amenity is a valid and strong justification
for protection. There were a number of cases where it was apparent that private
landowners had deliberately run down land in order to increase ‘hope value.* We
mention in this context the purposeful neglect of playing fields, a subject we return
to below. The LPAC report found that “Scruffy sites that appear to be separate
from main pieces of oEﬁn land are vulnerable to both development, and allocation
for housing in UDPs”.

We deplore the purposeful neglect of green space in order to increase the
chance of its development. We are also aware that unintentionally local
authorities might follow the same route. We believe that the Planning
Inspectorate in its consideration of planning applications should identify
the intentional neglect of green space and presume against granting
development in such circumstances. We recommend the SDS consider this
matter.

Given the link between the poor quality of open space and its loss to development,
it is extremely worrying to find clear evidence both nationally and in London of the
declining condition of green space. The Public Park Assessment published this year
concluded. that “urban parks in the United Kingdom, in general, are in serious
decline”.* More specifically, they analysed trends in the condition of parks and
found “overwhelming evidence that good stocks of parks and open spaces are
continuing to improve whilst poor stocks are continuing to decline. Overall the
nation’s stocks of parks and open spaces are becoming polarised, increasingly they
will be gﬁsessed as either good or poor; there will be more poor parks than good
parks”.

% ‘Effectiveness of Policy in Protecting Open Space in London’ p.7

% ‘Effectiveness of Policy in Protecting Open Space in London’ p.7

27 ‘Effectiveness of Policy in Protecting Open Space in London’ p.7

28 ‘pyplic Park Assessment — A survey of local authority owned parks focusing on parks of historic interest’
May 2001 Executive Summary

2 ‘pyplic Park Assessment’ May 2001 p.3-13
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The evidence thus suggests that poorly maintained green space is particularly
vulnerable to development, and that across the country the greater part of green
space is deteriorating in quality. The best way to defend green space is to maintain
and use it well. But in too many places the argument for green space is undermined
by its condition — scruffy, insecure, dilapidated, unimaginative. We also received
evidence highlighting deficiencies in the quality of much of London’s green space.
Some of it also reveals the tensions between the needs and priorities of different
users. This London-based evidence corroborates national surveys such as the Public
Park Assessment.

Environmental degradation

Evidence pointed to the poor ecological value of much green space in London, and
the adverse effects of pollution. English Nature warned that “|ntensively managed
‘green deserts’ attract few species (and often problem ones)”.* The poor
ecological value of much green space was also mentioned by Groundwork Hackney,
“Too often the open ‘green’ spaces around housing estates ar%ﬁust scrub grass.
They have no ecological value; they have little amenity value”.

Some green spaces are noting a decline in their biodiversity. Wimbledon Common
and Putney Heath Conservators pointed to a decline in ground nesting birds, partly
a result of a change in climatic conditions but also due to the “relentless pressure”
of such activities as “walking, jogging, cycling and dogs”. Cycling was also
affecting wildflower sites, badger sets and pond sides.

Environmental pollution was cited as a problem by the Corporation of London, and
the Lee Valley Regional Park said that “Exi%’ng water quality, air/noise and light
pollution continue to be areas of concern”.

Dilapidation, vandalism, fly tipping

Many memoranda spoke of dilapidation and vandalism of facilities and green space
infrastructure as being a serious threat to the usage and future of London’s green
space. That this is a widespread problem is demonstrated by the range of witnesses
who wrote of it — Caledonian Park Users Group, Bromley, Islington and Lewisham
Councils, CPRE, English Heritage, the Urban Parks Forum and London Wildlife, to
name a few. This was linked in a number of submissions to a decline or lack of
funding. The Urban Parks Forum, for example, wrote of “the substantial cuts in
maintenance budgets of London Boroughs over the last two decades — a span of
one generation — and the loss of features and character, encouraged by the quest
for lower maintenance costs at the expense of upholding economic, social and

¥ Memorandum — English Nature

3 Memorandum — Groundwork Hackney

¥ Memorandum — Wimbledon Common and Putney Heath
¥ Memorandum — Lee Valley Regional Park
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environmental value”. There was evidence of “Substantial loss of features, facilities
and resources” .

Fly tipping is a common problem. Caledonian Park Users Group, the Corporation of
London, Bromley Council, Watling Chase Community Forest and London Wildlife all
draw attention to it, particularly as it affects Outer London. An important point was
made by London Wildlife, “Sites where the gﬁoblem is not dealt with effectively,
rapidly degenerate and problems multiply”.

Crime

Linked to the general decline in the state of parks and their facilities is an increasing
threat, and fear, of crime. The Caledonian Park Users Group told us that “The Park
is subject to vandalism and crime. It is accessible at night due to the poor state of
the railings and a failure to replace damaged or missing portions. Also, there is no
official presence to deter potential wrongdoers”.= Watling Chase Community
Forest argue that management of green space is often not enough, “some form of
policing and wardening may also be required ... This wardening is needed to
protect against excessive use of the site, but particularly to protect against abuse,
whether this be from fly-tipping as mentioned above or from anti-social behaviour
within areas of open space. The latter is not only a prpblem in its own right, but is
likely to lead to a fall in the use of the site by others”.*= A ranger service has been
introduced in Lewisham precﬁly because “park users are most concerned about
safety and security in parks”.™ The NSPCC provided evidence that in a recently
national conducted survey “only 35 per cent of respondents felt that the play area
in their local park was safe”. There were also “general concerns expressed related
to anti-social behaviour by teenagers; play areas where sugrvision was obscured by
bushes and trees; and unsupervised and secluded toilets”.

Dog fouling

A significant threat to green space comes from dog fouling, which can effectively
remove particularly small green spaces from any use or benefit other than dog
walking. Too many green spaces in London are nothing but dog toilets.

The Conservators of Wimbledon Common and Putney Heath highlighted dog
fouling as one of the problems they faced, “During the day considerable pressure is
placed on the Commons lands by pedestrian use. Many pedestrians walk dogs and
these animals are ... the greatest threat to the fabric of the Common and its
wildlife. Professional dog-walkers although restricted to a maximum of six dogs

# Memorandum — Urban Parks Forum

% Memorandum — London Wildlife

% Memorandum — Caledonian Park Users Group, see also Memorandum - Islington Council
%" Memorandum — Watling Chase

¥ Memorandum — Lewisham Council

¥ Memorandum - NSPCC
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(Commons bye-law) have added greatly to the prom in recent years. There are
no bins for the disposal of faeces on the Common”. % Watling Chase Community
Forest points to “the high use of small public open spaces for dog exercising,
resulting in fouling. Without policing, this activity will lead to the site becoming
totally unacceptable for play and recreation, particularly for children”.* Dog
control/aggression and dog fouling are tﬁgﬁo of the threats to London’s open space
identified by the Corporation of London.

Development

LPAC published in November 1999 a report entitled “Effectiveness of Policy in
Protecting Open Space in London”, concluding that “In general there is a
commitment to the protection of open space as a valuable asset in the urban
envirorﬁent, yet a large proportion of London’s open spaces have been lost since
1991”.* They go on to estimate, “Projecting forward past losses ... that over 1,000
ha of open space will have been lost between 1989 and 1999. London cannot
sustain this rat@ of loss without a significant decline in visual and physical
environment”.

Evidence provided numerous examples of threats and harm to green space in
London. At the heart of the debate must be the pressure on greenfield sites from
housing development. The Report of the Mayor’s Housing Commission, ‘Homes for
a World City’, estimated that a furth(ﬁl43,000 extra dwellings each year are required
in London to meet forecast demand.™ The Government has a target of 60 per cent
of such housing being built on brownfield sites. That leaves, however, a
considerable pressure on greenfield land.

This is not an issue for simple solutions. Hard choices will have to be made. Whilst
in this investigation we have been examining London’s green spaces and how to
protect and enhance them, we cannot ignore the need for housing in the city, and
in particular affordable housing. We support the initiative to secure extra dwellings
in London. We discuss in greater detail below arguments from some witnesses that
the protection of Green Belt land be waived in certain circumstances. It is claimed
that a limited amount of housing development will provide revenue to enhance
what at the moment is underused green space of poor quality. Similar arguments
are used elsewhere in London to justify development on green space. Improvement
in the quality of remaining green space cannot, however, disguise the fact that the
overall amount of available green space will decrease. Much of this Report stresses
the importance of the quality of green space. But quantity is important too, and
the quantity is diminishing.

0 Memorandum - Wimbledon Common and Putney Heath Conservators

* Memorandum — Watling Chase

2 Memorandum — Corporation of London

*3 ‘Effectiveness of Policy in Protecting Open Space in London’ LPAC Nov 1999 Executive Summary para.32
* ‘Effectiveness of Policy in Protecting Open Space in London’ LPAC Nov 1999 Executive Summary para.34
* ‘Homes for a World City: The Report of the Mayor’s Housing Commission’ p.28
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4.17 We also heard of other developmental threats, not linked to housing. Judy Hillman
spoke of the threats from tube infrastructure, cafes and restaurants, and covered
tennis courts.™ Similar points were made by others, for example Richmond Council.
As we discuss further below, the loss of some green space must be offset against
possible increased usage. There is also development linked to economic
regeneration. We visited Rainham Marsh in Havering, a Site of Special Scientific
Interest (SSSI). Havering Council believes that “developing Rainham Marsh would
contribute so greatly to London’s regenerat that it justifies an exception to the
normal planning policy of protecting SSSIs” £ The 200 acre site would provide, the
Council estimates, 6,000 jobs on site and 3,000 in the surrounding area. The
Council claims that it is possible to mitigate some of the environmental impact and
that in any event almost all the biodiversity features of the marshes are also present
in neighbouring protected land. We make no judgement on this or any other
individual case. Our point here is simply that such incursions, for housing, facilities,
economic regeneration, however justified, could threaten the overall amount of
green space available in London.

* Minutes of Evidence 14 March 2001 3.3-8
47 Memorandum — Havering Council
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Defending and Enhancing London’s Green Space

The news is not all gloomy, however, and the situation is certainly not hopeless. We
now consider how to respond to the threats to green spaces. We begin with
protection from development — a consideration of an appropriate planning
framework. Secondly we consider the management and usage of green space and
thirdly funding for green space. The fourth section looks at protection of its
environmental value and biodiversity. We then discuss separately the protection of
two specific kinds of open space — playing fields and the Green Belt.

Protection from development

It is important to understand the current protection regime for green space in
London. There are certain categories of designated green space, Green Belt and
Metropolitan Open Land, where there is a presumption against development. In
addition, the boroughs are advised to include two further definitions in their Unitary
Development Plans (UDPs), Public Open Space, with established public access, and
Urban Green Space, where public access is restricted or not formally established.
The 1999 LPAC report ‘Effectiveness of Policy in Protecting Open Space in London’
analyses all 33 Borough UDPs. It identifies two broad approaches to open space
protection. The first is overall protection, where no development on open space is
generally allowed. The second is a balancing of open space protection with other
priorities, where the loss of some open space is permitted in return for other
planning gain. Within those two broad approaches, however, there was wide
variation in “the numbers and types of designation used at the local level including
use of a single local designation, two designations for public and private open
spaces, and multiple and possible overlapping designations. Often different policy
approaches (offering varying degrees o&ﬁ)rotection) are adopted for different
designations and types of open space”.

The LPAC report states that a Borough’s negotiating position is strongest if the
policy starting point is a presumption against development. They found that “The
majority of losses of locally designated open space have occurred where policiﬁj
explicitly allow open space protection to be balanced against other priorities”.

Some of the Borough officers interviewed thought that partial protection weakened
grounds for refusal and invited speculative applications. In some of the case studies
in the LPAC report other UDP policies were deemed to outweigh the open space
protection. This applied particularly to applications for housing (especially soci
housing), indoor sports facilities, and development with regeneration benefits”.

A separate statutory system of protection is provided for sites of importance for
biodiversity. In London there are five sites of European importance and 37 Sites of

*8 ‘Effectiveness of Policy in Protecting Open Space in London’ p.6
* ‘Effectiveness of Policy in Protecting Open Space in London’ p.8
% ‘Effectiveness of Policy in Protecting Open Space in London’ p.8
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Special Scientific Interest (SSSIs). Below the national level of importance there are
Sites of Importance for Nature Conservation recognised by the Boroughs. These are
also subdivided into tiers — first, Sites of Metropolitan Importance; secondly, Sites
of Borough Importance (Grade | and Grade II); and thirdly, Sites of Local
Importance. The Mayor’s draft Biodiversity Strategy states that “The Mayor expects
that development that would harm a Site of Importance for Nature Conservation,
Green Corridor, geological site, Countryside Conservation Area, or other feature
found to be of comparable value, should not be permitted. Where, exceptionally, a
harmful proposal is pernﬁted, the harm should be minimised and compensatory
measures are expected”.*~ We welcome the Mayor’s commitment to defend
Sites of Importance for Nature Conservation from development.

Should a similarly strong presumption against development be applied to all of
London’s green space? The LPAC report ‘Effectiveness of Policy in Protecting
Open Space in London’ recommends that “UDP policy wording and supportinggtﬁxt
would state unequivocally that there was a presumption against development”.

We firmly support the concern to avoid any further loss of green space in London
but are not convinced that such a blanket presumption is the best approach. It
would result in too inflexible a framework for a city which must remain dynamic.

We consider it more important that the needs of a local community for green space
are fully met, and we discuss below how such an assessment might work. We
believe that there should be an absolute commitment to maintain the total area of
green space in London at its current level and that where change takes place it must
increase the size of that total area wherever possible. We recommend that there
be a presumption against development on open space where an open space
deficiency has been identified. In cases where development is to be
permitted we believe there should be an obligation to maximise open space
provision within the development or for there to be compensating and high
guality open space creation on a different site.

The pressure on greenfield land could be eased if ideas were developed and
implemented to maximise the release and development of brownfield sites, as
recommended, for example, in the report of the Urban Task Force, ‘Towards an
Urban Renaissance’.

The Management and Usage of Green Spaces
A London Parks Forum

We begin our consideration of the management and usage of London’s green
spaces with a recommendation for a London Parks Forum, and we place it at the
head of this section because of its central importance to a strategic approach to
green space. As this Report goes to press we are pleased to learn of initial moves to

5! ‘Connecting with London’s nature’ The Mayor’s Draft Biodiversity Strategy proposal 2 p.33
%2 ‘Effectiveness of Policy in Protecting Open Space in London’ LPAC November 1999 p.10
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set up such a network. As we make clear below, we envisage the Forum developing
in a more formalised way and with central GLA involvement.

The ILAM report notes that 32 per cent of the responding authorities had no parks
strategy. A parks strategy is an important opportunity to bring green spaces up the
political agenda, assessing their positive value for a locality and establishing
benchmarks and criteria which can act as an important protection against
development. ‘Towards the London Plan’ includes a commitment that the GLA will
“work with boroughs to producE_:f good practice guide for boroughs on how to
prepare open space strategies”.

Borough open space strategies are essential given that, as Groundwork Hackney
says, “Even where these open spaces are managed by the same local authority, so
many council departments can be involved that there is typically little consisteEE]cy in
maintenance regimes and no over-arching strategy of green space provision”.* It is
particularly important that there is a shared open space strategy between planning
and leisure departments if green space is to be protected and enhanced effectively.

The SDS should require all London boroughs to have in place an open
space strategy. We welcome the proposal to draft a good practice guide to
assist boroughs in the formulation of these strategies. We recommend
that the proposed London Parks Forum be used for boroughs to compare
and share ideas before such strategies are finalised.

The memorandum from Groundwork highlights, “the plurality of organisations and
institutio%funding and managing large, sub-regional and regional parks in
London”.*" It is acknowledged that there are strengths to such plurality but
Groundwork also lists the problems that have arisen:

* “There may be a considerable unevenness in quality, sometimes but not always
linked to levels of funding

* The public may feel that they have little or no civic ownership or identification
with individual parks in such a diverse portfolio of providers

» Different park authorities will choose to manage parks according to different
priorities — tourism potential, open-air recreation, nature conservation, active
sports and leisure — which makes strategic open space planning and recreational
provision on a London-wide basis more difficult

* There is little shared learning, cross—reﬁencing or passing on of good practice
between the different park providers”.

Groundwork conclude that “a greater degree of coordination and sharing of good
practice is urgently needed between the current providers, and here the Greater

%% ‘Towards the London Plan’ p.55

% Memorandum — Groundwork Hackney
% Memorandum - Groundwork

% Memorandum - Groundwork
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London Authority may be able to offer strate help and guidance, possibly by
establishing a London Regional Parks Forum” &2

We consider it to be vital that there be a London-wide forum in which the many
issues surrounding green space which are raised in this Report can be rehearsed
amongst local authorities and relevant practitioners. Current green space planning
is devolved down to Borough level yet Borough UDPs and planning decisions tend
to take little if any notice of green space provision in adjoining boroughs or of
cross-borough approaches to shared or adjoining land. The LPAC Report ‘Assessing
Demand for Open Space in London’ concludes that “there is a clear requirement for
improved London-wide inter Borough cooperaﬁ)n to take account of geographical
differences and overlapping catchment areas”.* Thus one task for a London Parks
Forum would be the development of a pan-London approach to green space
planning. It would also be a vital opportunity to share best practice in funding and
management of green space. We would expect the London Parks Forum and the
London Biodiversity Partnership to work in close cooperation on many issues. It will
also be important to liaise with the Urban Parks Forum.

We recommend that a London Parks Forum be established with the support
of the GLA to bring all local authorities, utility companies and other park
management bodies together to share best practice in the planning,
funding and managing of green space in London. Though we use the
phrase ‘London Parks Forum’ we stress that we envisage all of London’s
open space falling within its remit.

We believe that the proposed Forum should act as a focus for the pooling
of GLA and borough resources to fund a London research project for open
space. This would ensure that the open space information deficit is
addressed, with considerable economies of scale, and consistency of policy
and method.

The London Parks Forum would:
» establish partnerships for green space renewal

e discuss the London-wide and cross-Borough planning of green space
provision

» act as a green space ‘champion’ for London
* encourage research
» broker grants and sponsorship schemes

e campaign on key issues.

‘A Green Space Conference for London’, organised by the Countryside
Agency and the Forestry Commission, is to take place in February 2002.

" Memorandum - Groundwork
%8 ‘Assessing Demand for Open Space in London’ LPAC February 2000 p.8
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We consider this conference to be an ideal opportunity to bring all
interested parties together, including the GLA, Boroughs, environmental
organisations, other owners of open space such as the utility companies
and the Royal Parks Agency, user groups and business representatives, to
discuss the format and remit of a London Parks Forum.

5.18 Details of its organisation and resourcing would obviously need to be
agreed amongst those involved and we envisage some pooling of support
and funds. We do, however, recommend that the GLA as London’s
strategic authority take a lead in the establishment of the London Parks
Forum, perhaps supporting a small secretariat for the body.

5.19 We heard evidence from Michael Wale, Honorary Secretary of the Acton Gardening
Association, on the threats facing London’s allotments. Allotments are a valuable
resource providing recreation and exercise, biodiversity, and social activity. It is
important that the use of allotments is protected and promoted. Michael Wale
proposed a Greater London Allotment Authority.**We believe the London Parks
Forum should include a section dedicated to promoting and sharing
information on allotments.

The Staffing of Parks

5.20 Anemphasis of recent discussion of green spaces is that in London and other cities
it is a mistake simply to consider questions of quantity of green space. What is
shocking in recent years has been the decline in the quality of our green space.
Evidence received by the Committee stressed the loss of expertise in parks
management, the decline in attention to green spaces within local council priorities.
The recent ILAM report provided important information in this context. On the
basis of the interviews conducted it was concluded that “one of the reasons for the
decline in the condition of parks is the lack of systematic rebuilding and
refurbishment programmes ... One deteriorating feature has a detrimental effect on
the whole park and can encourage vandalism ... Neglect &the parent of vandalism
and long-term neglect can lead to persistent vandalism”.

5.21 The ILAM report also highlighted the impact of cuts in staé_fl, “Anti-social behaviour
can usually be associated with reduced levels of staffing”.*~ The report blames in
part the effect of Compulsory Competitive Tendering (CCT), “By separating
management from maintenance, the sense of ownership of park-keepers, gardeners
and groundsmen was lost. A holistic and responsible attitude to care was not
fostered in contractors working to a price. The redeployment of staff led to many
trained gardeners undertaking menial tasks, such as cleaning and litter picking. The
resultant low staff morale and motivation resulted in experienced and qualified staff

% Minutes of Evidence 21 March 2001 3.9
8 Cultural Trends 38, 2000 Local Authority Historic Parks in the UK pp.68-69
81 Cultural Trends 38, 2000 Local Authority Historic Parks in the UK p.69
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leaving the parks service".EFinancial savings were rarely reinvested in the park
service.

We stress that the issue is not simply one of providing more staff. There may well,
for instance, be economies of scale which can be achieved in the deployment of
staff. The important point is high quality staffing and outcomes, not merely
numbers. The ILAM report looked forward to the Best Value regime providing “the
opportunity to examine ascts of quality as well as cost in an assessment of the
success of park provision". Best Value inspections by the Audit Commission have
begun to look at open spaces. The website contains, for example, a report on
Enfield’s parks and open spaces which it considers to be good and likely to improve.
Staffing is addressed in a number of recommendations, including proposals for a
clear training and development plan for stafé and that the role of the park ranger
service and its numbers be clearly specified.** We look forward to the Best
Value regime encouraging a more effective use of resources and setting of
performance measures in the management and staffing of open spaces. We
recommend that the Audit Commission consider conducting a thematic
study of open spaces.

The Corporation of London, “the single largest provider of open spaces to
Londoners”, is committedé? continued professional development for staff and
employs resident keepers.™ It is clear, however, that the City of London has at its
disposal resources unavailable to other London boroughs. Steven Downbiggin from
Capel Manor College argued forcefully in written evidence that the lack of a skilled
workforce in London “is one of the major things frustrating the effective
maintenance, &Hnservation and use of London’s green and open spaces at the
present time”.*™ Without such skilled staff “any capital investment in them is
ultimately likely to prove exceedingly wasteful”.*~ Steven Downbiggin called for a
skills strategy for those living and working in London “to promote green London
and the landbased and ass%iated industries” and told us that he was discussing
these 