
 

 

London Plan Examination in Public, Matter 34 Good Design 

Friends of the Earth (755) 

 

M34. 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 ef-

fective?  

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?  

a)  Would the approach to delivering good design meet the good growth  objectives set out in policies 

GG1, GG2, GG3 and GG4? 

1. As currently worded policies D1 and D2 would not meet the good growth objectives or would do so 

only in part. Some of the mayor’s proposed changes to policy D1 London’s form and characteristics are 

welcome, however the policy wording in places is weak and cumbersome and omits crucial elements. 

Suggested improvements to the wording are given in this statement. If taken on board these would 

help address our concerns. 

2. Since most new development happens in places that exist already, it is suggested that the title should 

be amended to “Development Plans, area-based strategies and development proposals should ensure 

the design of places addresses the following requirements are addressed”.  

3. Under the section entitled ‘Quality and character’ the Mayor proposes a welcome minor change by 

way of additional text (criterion 12) “respond to the existing character of a place by identifying the spe-

cial and valued features that are unique to the locality”. However, a concerning omission is the focus 

on the contribution of heritage assets and architectural features to quality and character with no men-

tion of the contribution of nature and greenery to London’s form and character -  equally important 

and relevant. 



 

 

4. London is recognised internationally as one of the greenest capitals in the world1, with over 3,000 

parks and green spaces. Leafy green suburbs, tree-lined streets and neighbourhoods are an intrinsic 

part of the Capital’s form and character, albeit increasingly fragile in the face of development pressure, 

land and budgetary constraints. These features are a large part of what makes London an attractive 

place to live, work or visit. The reference to “maximising the potential for urban greening”  (15) is wel-

come, however it is also essential to recognise existing features and characteristics pertaining to the 

natural environment and natural assets and to look to respect and enhance these as the policy seeks to 

do for architecture and heritage.  

5. Section 12 of policy D1 should be amended to recognise that greenery, trees and open spaces are inte-

gral to and a valued part of London’s form, quality and character.  These changes will help align policy 

D1 with policies GG2 (C “understand what is valued about existing places and use this as a catalyst for 

growth, renewal, and place-making, strengthening London’s distinct and varied character” and D “pro-

tect and enhance London’s open spaces, including the Green Belt, Metropolitan Open Land, designated 

nature conservation sites and local spaces, and promote the creation of new green infrastructure and 

urban greening, including aiming to secure net biodiversity gains where possible”) and GG3 (A address-

ing wider determinants of health, B healthy choices, C Healthy Streets Approach, D potential impacts of 

development proposals and development plans on health and wellbeing of communities, F new build-

ings are well-insulated and sufficiently ventilated to avoid health problems associated with damp, heat 

and cold.) 

6. Rather than simply cross refer to chapters 7 and 8 to cover sustainability considerations, policy D1 

should reflect a more integrated approach which considers, at a high, ie strategic level, the implications 

for London’s form and character of embracing renewable, sustainable technologies.  

7. For London to become zero carbon, sustainable and resilient - prerequisites for growth to be ‘good’  - 

will require new development to be built and designed to higher environmental standards than cur-

rently.  Criterion 13 states “be of high quality, with architecture that pays attention to detail, and gives 

thorough consideration to the practicality of use, flexibility, safety and building lifespan through appro-

priate construction methods and the use of attractive, robust materials which weather and mature 

well.”  It is unclear what is meant  by ‘appropriate’ construction. It is suggested that ‘appropriate’ be 

replaced by ‘sustainable’. There is a wealth of authoritative advice on sustainable design and construc-

tion such as that provided by BRE. It would be helpful to cross refer to the Mayor’s forthcoming guid-

ance or alternative source of expert advice such as BRE.   

8. Further consideration should be given to the phrase ‘attractive, robust materials which whether and 

mature well’ since this omits a crucial consideration: namely sustainability. This is highly relevant and 

should be reflected here. For example, the type of building materials used has implications for waste, 

resource conservation, pollution, energy (embodied energy and renewables), biodiversity, health and 

well being. 

9. Given the urgent need for higher standards of development, the wording in criterion 14 should be 

strengthened to reflect this, for example, by replacing ‘aim for’ with ‘achieve’, ie  ‘achieve high sustain-

ability standards’.   

                                                 
1 https://www.arcadis.com/en/united-kingdom/news/latest-news/2018/12/london-ranked-as-the-

most-sustainable-city-in-the-world/ 



 

 

10. The Circular Economy Hierarchy approach set out in Figure 3.1 rightly recognises the importance of re-

taining and refurbishing buildings where possible. Realising the aspirations of the Good Growth Poli-

cies, will require successful integration of existing and new development which the Circular Economy 

Hierarchy approach, if followed, should facilitate.  While it is agreed that “The best use of the land 

needs to be taken into consideration when deciding whether to retain existing buildings in a develop-

ment” (Paragraph 3.1.2) it is important that ‘best use’ is not interpreted narrowly, eg primarily in terms 

of maximising density, and broader social and environmental and economic benefits of retaining, re-

using and refurbishing buildings are fully recognised. 

11. Policy D2 Delivering good design contains some worthy aspirations however the policy is fundamen-

tally flawed. The policy is selective with regard to which sustainability factors it deals with - energy and 

climate change are excluded, for example. Given the close relationship between design (urban and 

built form), energy efficiency and use, this is surprising. As we noted in our consultation response, this 

policy would be significantly improved by the addition of a section on sustainable design and construc-

tion and a requirement for these principles to be integral to all new development proposals.  The pol-

icy requires significant amendment to clearly reflect sustainability considerations and priorities and in 

particular should set out the crucial role of design in achieving zero and low carbon development. 

Without this the Plan will fail to deliver the homes Londoners need (GG4) or create a healthy and resili-

ent city (GG3 and GG6).  

b)  In light of the requirements of policies D1 and D2 would they be effective in achieving the level of 

growth envisaged? 

12. There is concern that the proposed approach set out in D1 and D2 will foster growth at the expense of 

quality, the form of new development and character and qualities of existing places.  Both policies re-

quire amending to set out how growth can be accommodated in a way that is sensitive to the charac-

ter of existing places and in a form that is environmentally sustainable and the overarching design prin-

ciples to guide this. 

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? 

13. As worded currently D1 and D2 provide an ineffective framework to protect the distinctiveness of dif-

ferent parts of London, with particular regard to their social, economic, cultural and residential charac-

teristics.  Part of the reason for this is given above. The failure to recognise in Policy D1 that London’s 

greenery and open spaces - from the numerous public parks, formal squares to informal green spaces, 

pocket parks and residential gardens - are an intrinsic part of the city’s form and character sidesteps 

the challenge of how to accommodate growth in a way that safeguards these irreplaceable assets and 

qualities. 

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? 

14. The approach to design scrutiny is considered justified and effective, subject to policy amendments to 

address concerns discussed above, in particular, with regard to sustainable construction and London’s 

form and character.  Such policy wording changes would help to align London Plan design require-

ments with the mayor’s ambition for London to become zero carbon and a greener city. 



 

 

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? 

15. As worded currently the policies would not provide an effective and justified strategic framework for 

reasons given. However, were the policies amended along the lines discussed the potential for this 

would be greater. 
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