
 
Examination in Public of the draft London Plan: Written submission by 
CPRE London (1142) to the EIP Panel, December 2018 

GOOD DESIGN AND INCLUSIVE DESIGN  

Matter 34: Would policies D1 and D2 provide a justified and effective approach to 
delivering good design? In particular: a) Would the approach to delivering good design meet 
the good growth objectives set out in policies GG1, GG2, GG3 and GG4? b) In light of the 
requirements of policies D1 and D2 would they be effective in achieving the level of growth 
envisaged? c) Would policies D1 and D2 provide an effective framework to protect the 
distinctiveness of different parts of London, with particular regard to their social, 
economic, cultural and residential characteristics? d) Would the approach taken to design 
scrutiny be justified and effective? Would the proposed use of masterplans and design 
codes, as set out in Policy D2D, help to bring forward development and ensure high quality 
design? Would the proposed use of design review, as set out in Policy D2F be justified and 
effective? In this regard, would the policies deal with strategic planning matters? e) Bearing 
in mind the resource implications for boroughs in carrying out Policy D2A1-11, would it be 
effective? f) How would the policies be monitored, given the nature of many of the 
requirements? g) Overall, would the policies provide an effective and justified strategic 
framework for the preparation of local plans and neighbourhood plans and development 
management in relation to this matter? 

1. CPRE London broadly supports the approach to design set out in the draft Plan with some 
reservations.  We believe there is insufficient emphasis on the need to safeguard and enhance the 
distinctive local character of London’s neighbourhoods.  We are also concerned that, in the 
absence of additional resources, the intentions behind the proposed design policies, particularly 
those concerning design reviews, would be difficult to deliver.   We believe that neighbourhood 
planning could help address this lack of resources, particularly if local communities are 
encouraged to base neighbourhood plans on a assessments of local character and distinctiveness.  
We therefore recommend that the potential role of neighbourhood plans in promoting good design 
should be explicitly recognised in the Plan. 

2. While supporting the thrust of Policies D1, D2 and D3, including the proposed changes 
concerning local distinctiveness (especially MSC 3.5 and 3.8) we believe that, overall, insufficient 
weight is attached in the design chapter of the draft Plan to the need to avoid excessive housing 
densities, detrimental impacts arising from tall buildings, and light pollution.   These issues are 
addressed in our submissions on Matters 39 and 40. 
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