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(Note: ft’work’s responses below are consistent with the responses made to Matter 9 Good Growth)

Introduction:

What is the point of the brave ambitions of Policy GG1 to build ‘strong and inclusive communities’ 
and its assurances that ‘Good Growth is inclusive growth’, if these important social aspects of 
design are then absent from Chapter 3?

What this highlights is that insufficient thought has been given as to how the rhetoric in the 
Introduction and GG1 translates into policy, in such a way that it can be consistently applied and 
scrutinised. Franky it’s difficult, not least because an appreciation of the importance of the social 
context and purpose of design is not part of development currency, nor does it feature in the 
education and training of architects and planners. If we can succeed in ensuring that it is properly 
defined as policy in the Plan, particularly in Chapter 3, then the tide will begin to turn. We cannot 
stress enough how important this is.

General context to Policies D1 and D2:

With pressure to build new homes, neighbourhoods and towns, economic interests are drowning 
out the need to create lively and diverse places with a sense of their own identity. It’s a well-known 
issue with a largely undistinguished history, yet planning policy neglects the social context of design 
and development; and where excellence exists, we do not learn from it. [post-occupancy surveys, 
design review]

The Mayor of London spells out the challenge in the Plan’s introduction: to deliver “a more s
ocially integrated and sustainable city, where people have more say and growth brings the best out 
of existing places while providing new opportunities to communities”. This acknowledges that there 
is a social purpose to designing places. 

The Plan’s social ambitions are well-founded and gaining traction, but unless defined, applied and 
made enforceable, the Mayor’s challenge cannot be successfully delivered. In our original 
consultation response, in order to help deliver the Plan’s social ambitions for Good Growth, ft’work 
proposed a set of ‘social design principles’ to be embedded within the planning system and given 
equal status with ‘spatial design principles’. Informed by the wealth of research – from the impact of 
health inequalities to the benefits of integration – they are a set of tools to aid the design, 
assessment and delivery of major development and regeneration projects. 
- identify and address social needs as a precondition for development and regeneration
- protect social infrastructure where it exists and provide for it in all new development
- make integration and inclusion the drivers of major planning decisions 
- give ‘social heritage’ the same value and protection as ‘built heritage’ 
- ensure self-determination and collaboration within the planning process 
- prevent the displacement of existing communities

Design cannot claim to be ‘good’ if does not acknowledge and respond to local context, or people’s 
needs and wishes.

Common to these social design principles is a need for early assessment, to provide a proper 
understanding of social context. Without this baseline, new development will  continue to produce 
faceless places, superimposed on their location and existing communities. The Plan ‘advocates a 
process of extensive evaluation’ and highlights its role in delivering ‘good growth’ (Policy D2A), but 
it does not feature elsewhere in the Chapters. In our response to the consultation, ft’work therefore 
included proposals for formal evaluation and where it should be applied. Chapter 3 is the principal 
location for the social aspects of good design (and its contribution to ‘good growth’) to be detailed 
in the policy. 



The policy context:

‘Good growth’ is sustainable growth. Communities evolve over time, yet can quickly be destroyed. 
Research has detailed a recurring cycle of decline and recovery. In thriving communities people 
stay put; they have a sense of self-determination, are mutually supportive and feel secure. Equally a 
transient population and loss of cohesion are features of a failing community, with displacement as 
a result of regeneration or social policy, partly to blame. The NPPF 2012 states that ‘the purpose of 
the planning system is to contribute to the achievement of sustainable development’, by performing 
three mutually dependent roles: Economic, Social and Environment. We will focus on the ‘Social’, 
defined as ‘supporting strong, vibrant and healthy communities. Of the NPPF ‘core principles’, those 
of particular relevance are:
- 3. should be proactive in driving and supporting sustainable development
- 5. should take account of the diverse character of different areas
- 12. should support health, social and cultural wellbeing

To deliver on these aims requires foresight, local knowledge, collaboration and long-term planning. 

The Good Growth policies set out the Plan’s overarching principles and argue the need for 
building strong and inclusive communities. The Chapters are intended to describe why this must be 
achieved, and how. Currently the rhetoric does not translate into the detail and as such the policies 
lack the teeth to ensure effective implementation. ft’work’s aim is to work with the Panel to ensure 
that these principles are clearly reflected in the policy.

For Chapter 3 to set out why we must must create communities when we build places, it must 
explain why an understanding of local character and context is so important. It must ensure the 
following questions are asked and answered:
- what constitutes local identity? 
- what do people value in a place? 
- how is this to be protected and enhanced?

For Chapter 3 to set out how we are to create communities when we build places, it must introduce 
mechanisms for ensuring an understanding of local character and context:
- require a clear understanding of the local social context prior to development
- build foresight into the planning process, through proper assessment and early intervention 
- ensure long-term vision and planning
- collaborate (not consult) allowing greater autonomy for communities 
- ensure effective scrutiny

The Panel’s Questions:-

In each case we have provided a short response. We have then proposed specific changes, based 
on the numbering in the Draft new London Plan showing Minor Suggested Changes

Q. M34. Would policies D1 and D2 provide a justified and effective approach to delivering good 
design?

Not as they stand (please see ‘General context to policies D1 and D2’ above and proposed changes 
below).

D1 and D2 must state clearly that to deliver ‘good design’ and ‘strong and inclusive communities’ 
requires an understanding of:
- the social context of areas in which development is to take place
- the likely social impact of development 
- and the social value to be gained by responding to people’s needs and wishes



Q. a) Would the approach to delivering good design meet the good growth objectives set out in 
policies GG1, GG2, GG3 and GG4? 

Not as they stand (please also see our Introduction, above and our proposed changes, below)

GG1: Building strong and inclusive communities:

As discussed in our Introduction, Policies D1 and D2 do not describe the socials aspirations of GG1 
as a well-informed, well-planned, long-term strategy. To build inclusion in to the planning and 
development process requires: 
- an understanding of social context 
- the protection of existing communities (loss of inclusion) 
- strategies to address exclusion and 
- the foresight and long-term vision to build inclusive communities

1.1.2 and 1.1.3 describe the challenge to create communities that are “strong, open and inclusive”. 
The answer is to address the mix in anticipation, plan long-term and ensure effective scrutiny. This 
requires a thorough understanding of the social make-up of well-integrated communities and a 
commitment to addressing the factors that enhance or damage them.

GG3 Creating a healthy city:

D1 and D2 make little reference to the importance of collaboration and engagement. To this extent, 
they do not sufficiently reflect GG3. 

Among the positive social determinants of health, people’s degree of control over their lives is of 
great importance. Equally, a lack of autonomy is a factor in causing communities to fail. 

D2 makes no mention of engagement and collaboration as an essential factor in the preparation or 
process of planning and development. Thus insufficient attention is given to its social and health 
benefits, whether at an individual or community level. This is a major omission.

Q. b) In light of the requirements of policies D1 and D2 would they be effective in achieving the 
level of growth envisaged? 

We do not have an informed response to this question.

Q. 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? 

With regard to ‘character’, we would also draw the Panel’s attention to the UN Convention on 
Human Rights’ description of ‘intangible cultural heritage’, also referred to as ‘social heritage’, as 
the local identity that makes each place unique. It is the product of time, generated from within or 
between groups of people, in response to their environment and giving them a shared sense of 
the past and of continuity. It is responsible for the building of structures, from mundane to grand, 
that have defined places through history. Often referred to as a ‘sense of place’ or ‘local character’, 
social heritage is widely valued; but because it’s intangible and unique to each place, it is difficult to 
define and to protect, yet easy to destroy. Places apparently devoid of built heritage value can have 
a strong sense of place; just as preserving ‘built heritage’ without regard to social history and 
context helps create artificial places, devoid of character. 



One of ft’work’s ‘social design principles’ is therefore: Give ‘social heritage’ the same value and 
protection as ‘built heritage’ . The value of social heritage to all communities must be 
acknowledged, so it can be identified and protected and thereby contribute to the character of new 
development. It is best achieved in collaboration with local groups: to benefit from their knowledge; 
to identify the landmarks and institutions that create the local identity; and to commit to protecting 
them. [ft’work believes that in order to access the knowledge held by social networks, local plan-
ning authorities should work with local partners to produce Area Character Appraisals. Devised by 
English Heritage, they are generally applied to conservation areas, but would be equally valuable in 
identifying social heritage.] 

Q. 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, 
London Plan EIP 2018-2019: Panel Note 6 Annex 1 Matters (Nov 2018) be justified and effective? In 
this regard, would the policies deal with strategic planning matters? 

We do not have a well-informed response to this question, except to state that such scrutiny is e
ssential if the extensive social and design ambitions of the Plan are to be enforceable. Design 
Review is particularly important to ensure that development proposals deliver on their promises (in 
accordance with policy and in a transparent way) as they progress to completion. For this reason 
we believe a minimum of 2 reviews should be required. This is particularly relevant in relation to the 
Plan’s social ambitions since, in our experience, this is an area where developers will seek to 
negotiate away their responsibilities. 

Q. e) Bearing in mind the resource implications for boroughs in carrying out Policy D2A1-11, would 
it be effective? 

ft’work considers the initial evaluation proposed at D2A1-11 to be absolutely essential (see our 
Introduction). We also believe that if this level of information is properly collected and genuinely 
informs Development Plans, Area Strategies and development proposals, it will prove a very sound 
investment. Well-integrated and sustainable communities avoid the considerable social and financial 
costs associated with addressing the needs of failing communities.

Policy D2 A, advocates a process of extensive initial evaluation ‘using demographic and socio-
economic data’ (for an understanding of social context, existing social and housing needs etc). 
ft’work believes such Area Profiles [it would be helpful for them to have a formal title] must be used 
to provide a baseline against which integration is measured and to identify the local barriers to 
inclusion. With this data, boroughs can ensure that planning policy and decisions are building 
towards well-integrated, mixed-use communities. Along as there is a requirement to be kept 
updated, the profiles will be invaluable in underpinning the important social aspirations of GG1. 
[They can also be introduced elsewhere within the body of the Plan, in D3, SD10, H3, H8. H10 and 
S1.]

Q. f) How would the policies be monitored, given the nature of many of the requirements? 

Please see our proposed changes, below.

Q. 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?

Please see our Introduction, above, and proposed changes, below.



ft’work’s proposed changes:

(using the numbering in the Draft new London Plan showing Minor Suggested Changes)

D1A:

- We propose the subheading Quality and Character be divided into separate headings. The 
current points 13 to 15 to be under the heading Quality. The current point 12 to be under the 
heading Character, with the following points added:
- 12B be informed by a detailed understanding of local social context
- 12C demonstrate an understanding of the likely social impact of development on local 
communities 
- 12D acknowledge the social value to be gained from responding to the needs and wishes of local 
communities’

- We propose a rewording of point 12 to read: ‘respond to the existing character of a place by 
accessing local knowledge to identify the special features that are valued by the local community 
and that are unique to the locality and respect, enhance and utilise the social, cultural and heritage 
assets and architectural features that contribute to the local character.’

- We propose minor rewording to point 7: ‘…to generate liveliness, interest and social encounters’

- Paragraph 3.1.1A, which essentially provides an overarching introduction to D1 and D2, must be 
altered accordingly. We propose rewording as follows: ‘…Policy D1 sets out the key characteristics 
that should be delivered through the design of London’s buildings and spaces in terms of their form 
and layout, character, quality and the user experience they provide’.

- We propose minor rewording to Paragraph 3.1.1: ‘…The form and character of London’s buildings 
and spaces must be appropriate for their location and social context, fit for purpose, respond to 
diverse needs of Londoners…’.

- We propose minor rewording to Paragraph 3.1.2: ‘… These elements include buildings, structures, 
features identified as of value to local people, open spaces, public realm…’

- We propose the addition of a paragraph 3.1.2A relating to social context:
‘Development plans and development proposals must demonstrate a proper understanding of 
local social context and the likely social impact of development. This has been found to make a 
positive contribution to creating strong and inclusive communities. The initial evaluation required 
by Policy D2 will provide valuable data for this purpose. In line with the ‘social objective’ of the 
NPPF, to foster “a well-designed and safe built environment… that reflects current and future 
needs and supports communities’ health, social and cultural well-being”, development proposals 
should also acknowledge the social value to be gained by responding to people’s needs and 
wishes. This is best achieved through collaboration with local groups, to benefit from their local 
knowledge and to engage their interest and support.’

- We propose an additional Paragraph 3.1.9B: ‘Research has shown that the more integrated a c
ommunity – culturally, economically and socially –  the more likely its success. Well-integrated 
places attract both people and investment, bringing both economic and social benefits. The 
demographic and socio-economic data obtained by the initial evaluation required by Policy D2, will 
enable Development Plans, Area Strategies and development proposals to address the mix in 
anticipation. A variety of land uses, of cultural and commercial uses and of housing types and 
tenures (ensuring the mix is ‘blind’) are strongly encouraged. As is a range of procurement 
methods, including community-led and self-built housing, co-housing, collaborative design, 
meanwhile use and adaptable and demountable schemes.’ 



D2: 

- We propose dividing Clause A into 2 clause: 
 - Clause A to be an evaluation of socio-economic and well-being factors,
    heritage/character and social infrastructure (currently points 1, 7 and 11)
 - Clause AB an evaluation of the data relating to physical and environmental  
   factors (all the remaining points)

- We propose a further modification to Clause A: ‘… boroughs should undertake a process of 
formal evaluation, in preparing Development Plans and area-based strategies, to be referenced in 
all development proposals, which covers the following…’

- We propose modification to A1: ‘…well-being indicators, demographic profile, population 
density…’

We feel strongly that a further sub-heading, Engagement and collaboration must be inserted here, 
before  ‘Design Analysis and visualisation’. There is not the space to propose wording here, but we 
will bring that to the M35 EiP. 

- We propose the insertion of a point 1B: ‘existing social needs and social infrastructure needs’

- We propose a modification to Clause E: ‘… development proposals should be informed by and 
refer to the above evaluation (Clause A), and provide…’

- at Clause G we propose an additional point 1B: ‘design review comments are informed by the 
above evaluation (part A), to ensure that development proposals have taken account of local social 
and economic factors’


