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Home Builders Federation 

Representor number: 2320 

Matter number: M34 

 

Draft London Plan 

Good Design 

 
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?  

 

The policies are unsound because they are ineffective. It will not support the delivery of the 

housing targets in the DLP. 

 

Overview 

Overall, we consider that the policies are ineffective and contrary to national policy. We 

operate within a plan-led system where decisions should be made in accordance with the 

development plan (NPPF, paragraph 12). National policy requires that development proposals 

that accord with the development plan are approved without delay (paragraph 14). This is the 

presumption in favour of sustainable development. For plans to be effective, they must include 

only policies that provide a practical framework within which decisions on planning applications 

can be made with a high degree of predictability and efficiency (paragraph 17). Only policies 

that provide a clear indication of how a decision-taker should react to a development proposal 

should be included in the plan (paragraph 154). Paragraph 16 of the NPPF 2018 makes the 

same point. Unfortunately, the Mayor’s proposal for design review does not provide these 

things. The two policies chiefly set out a process stating how the Mayor will assess the design 

of schemes – not what the design requirements are that will assist the applicant and enable 

the decision-taker to determine an application quickly. Policies D1 and D2 inject a large 

element uncertainty and potential arbitrariness in the process of decision-taking in London on 

matters relating to the design of residential schemes.  For this reason, we consider the Mayor’s 

approach to be unsound.  

These policies should be removed from the DLP if the Plan is to be made sound. The Mayor 

can then focus his attention on producing a London housing style guide that will guide 

applicants and serve as the basis for determining applications. The Mayor could work with the 

Building Better, Building Beautiful Commission is developing this style guide. This guide can 

be adopted as London Plan policy via the early review (or the Replacement London Plan that 

we advocate is needed), or even sooner, if need be, through a focused review of the London 

Plan. 

Policy D1 

 

Policy D1 is relatively benign. It is mainly a statement of general objectives.  

 

Part A 1) of the policy has the potential to cause difficulties that could render the DLP 

ineffective. The aim of the DLP is to optimise density but density cannot be considered solely 

from a design perspective. Building more densely will have an impact on build cost and hence 

the viability of the development. Because the Mayor’s design advocates are not accountable 
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for housing delivery, this poses a risk to the delivery of the London Plan if recommendations 

for re-design are unrealistic.  

 

Policy D2 

 

Aspects of Policy D2 are unlikely to help support the delivery of 65,000dpa or the aim for 50% 

affordable housing in line with Policy GG4. This is because the Design Scrutiny process 

outlined in the Policy in Part F could create uncertainty but also delay the delivery of residential 

and mixed-use schemes for those schemes referable to the Mayor (schemes of 150 dwellings 

or more, or 30 metres or over in height). If these are delayed by the Mayor’s design advocates 

on his London Review Panel owing to differences in view over the design of a scheme 

proposed by the applicant, then this has implications for the overall deliverability of the London 

Plan. A lot of residential schemes are potentially referable to the Mayor. As there is no way of 

controlling the views of the London Review Panel – they are not accountable for the delivery 

of the homes required in London in the way that the Mayor and the London LPAs are – it is 

possible that schemes could continue to be rejected, or else amendments could be proposed 

by these ‘advocates’ that are simply unviable. There is no design style guide for residential 

development for London that allows an applicant to know what is expected of him/her.  

 

Our comments are drawn from our past experiences of Design Review where schemes were 

considerably delayed as a consequence of the input of various design panels. The prospect 

that schemes will have to be approved by several design advocates (borough and Mayoral) in 

line with the requirement in Part F that “development proposals referable to the Mayor must 

have undergone at least one design review early on”, and again the inference in Part G 3), is 

not reassuring. The development industry needs established design guidance and coding so 

that design champions can be held to account, and to ensure that other public duties are not 

neglected.   

 

The deliverability of the housing targets in the London Plan is not a matter that should be 

dismissed lightly. The Mayor will be accountable. This is why it is troubling that the delivery of 

residential objectives of the London Plan could be jeopardised by the London Review Panel 

which is not accountable for ensuring that housing needs are met.  

 

We support the inclusion of the additional text via the Minor Amendments at the end of Part F 

of D2 which says that the Design Review process could be satisfied at the local level. This 

could obviate the need for Design Review by the London Review Panel. However, it still does 

not address the problem of applicants not knowing what they are expected to do. As a 

minimum, we would seek a change that confirms that if a scheme has passed design scrutiny 

at the local level then Design Review by the Mayor is unnecessary irrespective on clauses 1) 

and 2) to Part F.  

 

It would be the HBF’s preference if more attention was placed on the production of master-

planning and Design Codes in order to reduce the need for Design Review or reduce the risk 

of a scheme being rejected at the Design Review stage, especially if the applicant could 

demonstrate that s/he has adhered to the Design Code. However, this is a sizeable piece of 

work to get these ready for all of London.  

 

The Mayor should monitor the effectiveness of the policy. The Mayor should publish the 

number of residential schemes referred to the Mayor in the AMR. He should also publish the 

decisions of the London Review Panel: how many schemes were endorsed and how many 

rejected. If 50% or more of residential schemes referable to the Mayor are rejected by the 
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London Review Panel in the first two years following the adoption of the new London Plan 

then the Mayor will need to reconsider the efficacy of his Design Review process.  

 

The Mayor should also publish data on how many schemes that were referred to him, that a) 

were initially rejected by the London Review Panel, but subsequently approved when the 

scheme was re-submitted; and b) resulted in a lower affordable housing component than had 

originally been proposed by the applicant. The Mayor needs to be careful that the pursuit of 

exemplary design is not achieved at the expense of affordable housing supply. The Mayor has 

to balance a number of public interest planning objectives and improving design is just one of 

these. He needs to be careful that the London Review Panel is not unrealistic in terms of the 

re-adjustments that schemes can accommodate without compromising other planning 

objectives. Re-adjustments will add more cost. As developers operate to fixed margins this 

will tend to mean less of some other planning benefit (fewer affordable homes, less S106). 

Known policy can be priced-in to deals cut with landowners. Unknowns cannot. Contingencies 

can be included, but contingencies need to cover a wide range of uncertainties.  

 

If housing delivery falls below 75% of the annual requirement (i.e. below 48,750 net 

completions) in the first-two years, or if the strategic target of 50% affordable housing is not 

achieved in the first two years, then the efficacy of Policy D2 should be re-visited by the Mayor.   

 

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

the level of growth envisaged?  

 

Policy D1 is unlikely to impede delivery since it is a general statement of principles.  

 

What effect Policy D2 might have is harder to say. As we have argued above, the efficacy of 

Policy D2 will need to be monitored carefully, especially in terms of the impact it has on both 

housing supply generally and affordable housing supply specifically. The Mayor must monitor 

and publish the decisions of the London Review Panel and what subsequent impact this has 

had on affordable housing provision.  

 

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?  

 

Yes, but only if local authorities do prepare masterplans and design codes as required by Part 

D of Policy D2. These would assist in guiding developers thereby reducing the scope for 

disagreement at the application stage. Without these the scope for disagreement on matters 

of design is huge. However, we doubt they have the resources to do so. This means that more 

schemes will have to go through the Mayor’s London Review Panel and this means several 

stages of design review – local and Mayoral. This increases the scope for disagreement, re-

planning, and delay and ultimately failure to achieve the objectives of the London Plan.  

 

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?  
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It might be better to ask how many masterplans and design codes have already been prepared 

and are already in place across the whole of London? This is a question that should be put to 

the Mayor.  

 

If few have been published it does beg the question whether enough masterplans and design 

codes will be prepared by the London LPAs quickly and comprehensively enough to enable 

development to ‘benefit’ from the steer that these guides are supposed to provide. The aim of 

the Mayor is to secure 65,000 housing completions a year. His idea behind masterplans and 

design codes is that these will lubricate the development process, removing uncertainty at the 

planning application stage by letting developers know more precisely what is expected form 

them in terms of design. This is to reduce the risk of an application being refused on design 

grounds. We support this. But if the masterplans and design codes that provide this 

information are not in place - and they would really need to be in place already given the time 

lapse between outline consent and discharge of conditions - then it is hard to see how the 

Mayor can achieve his aspirational targets. Applications will be subject to lengthy local 

consultation processes, re-submissions following recommendations by local and London 

Review Panels, and possibly appeal.  

 

e) Bearing in mind the resource implications for boroughs in carrying out Policy D2A1-

11, would it be effective?  

 

In commenting on many London local authority local plans in recent months we have seen 

little evidence of the preparation of masterplans and design codes. This is labour and resource 

intensive exercise. Where masterplans are produced it is usually by the developer who has 

an interest in the site.  

 

Similarly, we have seen little evidence of design codes being prepared. The Mayor could 

provide a list.  

 

In conclusion, we are unconvinced that the provisions in the DLP relating to Good Design will 

prove effective in providing developers with more certainty.    

 

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

 

The Mayor could measure how many masterplans have been prepared for all of the 

Opportunity Areas by 2020/21. If masterplans have not been completed for at least 75% of 

the Opportunity Areas by 2020/21 then this would be another factor (among those cited in 

other statements) that should trigger the need for a Replacement London Plan to be put into 

effect immediately.  

 

The Mayor should monitor and report on the preparation of masterplans and design codes 

across London. Local authorities should declare how much of their geographical area is 

covered by a masterplan or design code and how many homes these are expected to support 

each year from 2019/20 and by 2028/29.  

 

It is hard to say how many design codes should be produced. The DLP is vague about this 

and in any case Greater London consists of a huge number of different areas so it is hard to 

pin-point what might be needed and where to underpin the delivery of the housing targets.  
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One of the main tests of the effectiveness of the DLP will be whether 65,000 housing net 

additions have been achieved each year. If these targets are not met in the first two years this 

should trigger the implementation of a Replacement London Plan.  

 

As we have argued elsewhere, this Replacement London Plan should be prepared now so 

that it is ready to be implemented swiftly if the DLP shows signs of failing.  

 

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? 
 

We remain concerned about the resource implications associated with policies D1, D2 and 

D3. The production of master plans and design codes requires a large commitment of 

resources on the part of the London LPAs. It is unclear whether they have the capacity and 

will to do this. Even if the LPAs to commit to the preparation of master plans and designs 

codes, it is unclear what would happen in the meantime in terms of planning decisions. None 

of this is conducive to delivering 65,000 net additions a year from 2019/20 onwards.   

 

James Stevens, MRTPI  

Director for Cities   

Email: james.stevens@hbf.co.uk  

Tel: 0207 960 1623   

 

 


