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MATTER M34 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?  

 

1. Policy D1 replicates national best practice urban design guidance, which 

already exists within the highly regarded By Design, Urban Design 

Compendium and Manual for Streets 2.  These publications put forward 

excellent urban design principles that practitioners should be following in any 

event.  It is not considered necessary to replicate all of the principles in such 

detail, especially when these are not London specific.  D1 is more than one 

page in length and is overly detailed and prescriptive.  It could be made more 

succinct without sacrificing its main principles and ambitions, as could the 

subsequent paragraphs of text that support D1.  

  

2. For example, new paragraph 3.1.1A is superfluous; it is not essential to the 

application of Policy D1.  Ideally it should be deleted; however, if the GLA 

considers additional context is required, then at the very least only the first 

and last sentences should be retained. 

 

3. Further examples include the inserts to D1A (12), which also add superfluous 

text that does not enhance the meaning or effectiveness of this part of the 

policy.  The new text in supporting paragraph 3.1.2 is more than adequate for 

providing clarification on this aspect of the policy. 

 

4. Similarly, at over two pages in length, Policy D2 is far too long.  This is an 

inappropriate level of detail and prescription for a Spatial Development 

Strategy policy. 

 

5. National Planning Practice Guidance already provides detailed guidance on 

Design in respect of the following: 

 



• The importance of good design 

• What planning objectives can good design help achieve? 

• What is a well-designed place? 

• How should buildings and the spaces between them be considered? 

• Which planning processes and tools can we use to help achieve good 

design? 

• Are there design issues that relate to particular types of development? 

 

6. Policies D1 and D2 should focus on policy guidance that is locationally specific 

to delivering good design in London.  The policy thread set out in D1 and D2 in 

the draft Plan should be more succinct and more strategic. 

 

7. In terms of whether the approach to delivering good design set out in Policies 

D1 and D2 meets the good growth objectives of GG1, GG2, GG3 and GG4, it 

is submitted that D1 and D2 cannot be assessed in isolation.  This is because 

D1 and D2 are wholly dependent upon the effectiveness of the more detailed 

policies that follow in the remainder of Chapter 3 and also Chapter 7 (most 

notably Policies D6: Optimising Density, D8: Tall Buildings, and HC4: London 

View Management Framework).  Meeting the objectives of GG1, GG2, GG3 

and GG4 will be wholly dependent upon the manner in which the boroughs 

interpret and apply the detailed policies (which themselves require further 

amendments if they are to be effective) in devising their own Local Plan policies 

and assessing planning applications in their areas. 

 

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

 

1. As stated above in respect of (a), Policies D1 and D2 largely set the scene for 

the more detailed policies that follow in the remainder of Chapter 3 and also 

Chapter 7.  The effectiveness of D1 and D2 is dependent upon the 

effectiveness of these more detailed policies, which require further refinement 

if they are to deliver optimum growth for London.  The effectiveness of D1 and 

D2 for achieving the level of growth envisaged by the draft Plan cannot be 

assessed in isolation. 

 

2. Notwithstanding the above, London First wishes to put forward some detailed 

comments regarding the relationship between D1 and D2 and the level of 

growth envisaged by the draft Plan.  

 

3. London First supports the replacement of “respond” with “enhance” at D1A (2).  
London First also supports the insertion at paragraph 3.1.2A.  Whilst respecting 
context should generally be an overarching objective in the design process, 
there will be some circumstances where significant transformation is required 
and it will be necessary to create a new character and sense of place, e.g. 
Opportunity Areas.  The acknowledgement of this at paragraph 3.1.2A is helpful 
in this regard, and London First submits that this is of such strategic importance 
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to Good Growth in London that it should be embedded within the wording of D1 
itself.  Without it, Policy D1 risks conflicting with the Mayor’s agenda (in 
particular GG2) to ensure the best use of land.  
 

4. Policies D1 and D2 place significant new resource pressures on local 

planning authorities at borough level, most notably in terms of area-wide 

appraisals, their Local Plan evidence base, and design reviews.  However, 

local authorities have faced significant financial cuts in recent years.  A recent 

report, London’s Local Services: Investing in the Future (London Councils, 

2018) demonstrated that over the decade 2010 to 2020 London boroughs will 

have experienced a reduction of 63 per cent in real terms in core funding from 

central government. 

 

5. As a consequence, design personnel have increasingly come to be regarded 

as a luxury rather than a necessity. Policy D2F currently states, “The design 

of development proposals should be thoroughly scrutinised by borough 

planning, urban design, and conservation officers”. Without adequate in-

house skills or resources, boroughs will not be able deliver on Policies D1 and 

D2 and their effectiveness will be undermined. 

 

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?  

 
1. National Planning Practice Guidance in respect of design provides an adequate 

framework to protect the distinctiveness of different parts of London.  Policy D1, 

in particular, does not provide any guidance that is locationally specific to 

London.  It is therefore submitted that it is unnecessary to replicate this level of 

detail and prescription in Spatial Development Strategy policy when it could 

equally apply to any city across the UK.  

 

2. Boroughs should already know the social, economic, cultural and residential 

characteristics of their administrative areas, and these should be evidenced as 

part of their Local Plan process to inform local policies in every regard, not just 

design. 

 
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?  
 

1. The use of masterplans, design codes and design reviews are already 

recommended in national guidance, and each can provide a useful tool to help 

achieve good design in the planning process, depending on the particular 



circumstances of a site or area.  Policy D2 sets out explicit requirements to use 

these tools, again providing unnecessary repetition of national guidance. 

 

2. Masterplans and design codes are of greatest relevance to projects of 

complexity and scale, and to applications submitted in outline or hybrid format.  

D2D should acknowledge this in order to assist with the prioritisation of 

resources and to prevent straightforward applications becoming bogged down 

in unnecessary complexity that will delay the planning process and thus 

undermine delivery. 

 

3. However, of particular note, D2F states, “Development proposals referable to 

the Mayor must have undergone at least one design review early on in their 

preparation, before a planning application is made”.  Many boroughs already 

have a design review process in place, but many do not; Policy D2 assumes 

that boroughs in the latter category would have the skills and resources 

available to implement design reviews at a time when borough planning 

departments are extremely stretched because of austerity (see question (b) 

above).        

 

4. In this regard, the new paragraph inserted at 3.2.7A provides some helpful 

clarification on the anticipated design review process in London and the support 

that will be available from the Mayor’s office. 

 

5. Whilst we support the principle of design reviews in the planning process for 

appropriate schemes, Parts E, F and G replicate best practice advice and they 

are overly detailed and prescriptive for a Spatial Development Strategy policy.  

It is inappropriate to include nearly one page of the draft Plan on this aspect of 

Policy D2.  Part F could be summarised more succinctly without losing its 

meaning, and Part G should be deleted altogether and covered in 

Supplementary Planning Guidance.  It is unnecessary to embed it within the 

policy itself, and we would recommend that it is not even necessary to include 

it as supporting text in the draft Plan.  Furthermore, it should be a matter for the 

boroughs to determine the appropriate stage and type of application for which 

design reviews will be undertaken. 

 

6. Parts E, F and G on design scrutiny should contain safeguards to ensure that 

the design review process will not result in unnecessarily lengthy debates 

around issues of detail, but instead focus on key design principles, such as site 

layout, scale, site coverage, massing, uses etc.  This is to prevent unnecessary 

delays to the planning negotiation process, which risk incurring costs and 

hindering delivery. 

 

7. Finally, D2H covers maintaining design quality, and criterion (4) states local 

planning authorities should consider conditioning the ongoing involvement of 

the applicant’s original design team to monitor the design quality of a 

development through to completion.  Paragraph 3.2.10 of the draft Plan goes 

further, following the Minor Suggested Changes in August 2018, to suggest an 



architect retention clause in a legal agreement.  London First submits that it is 

not appropriate to make such a specific reference to an architect retention 

clause and this should be deleted.   

 

8. It would also be more appropriate if the references to “the design team” in D2H 

(4) and Paragraph 3.2.10 were replaced with “the designer(s)”.  Design teams 

can include professionals from an extensive number of disciplines, and it may 

not be practicable, or indeed desirable, to retain the full team. Also, 

professionals move between firms, and projects often stay with an individual 

rather than a practice.  If a local planning authority feels that the integrity of a 

scheme may be at risk in the longer term, they have the control to maintain 

design quality through the use of planning conditions and the scrutiny of any 

details submitted to discharge conditions. 

 

9. In conclusion, paragraph 3.2.10 should be amended as follows: 

 

3.2.10 It is generally beneficial to the design quality of a completed 

development if the architectural designer(s) team is involved in 

the development from start to finish. Consideration should be 

given to securing the designer(s) team’s ongoing involvement as 

a condition of planning permission, or as a design reviewer, or 

through an architect retention clause in a legal agreement. 

 

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

 

1. D2A provides unnecessary detail and prescription for a Spatial Development 

Strategy policy.  Boroughs should already know the characteristics of their 

administrative areas, and these should be evidenced as part of their Local Plan 

process to inform local policies in every regard, not just design.   

 

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

 
1. The Plan should set out in the supporting text of Policy D2 – and confirm in 

Chapter 11: Funding the London Plan – how the Mayor will assist boroughs 

where they lack the skills and resources necessary to undertake the additional 

work required of them.  Further clarification is required if these policies are to 

be effective.  The Plan should: 

 

i. confirm how the Mayor will work with boroughs to provide the support 

and resources to implement Policies D1 and D2 in the preparation of 

their Local Plan policies and negotiating planning applications; 

 



ii. confirm the particular circumstances where the Mayor will intervene in 

both the Plan and decision-making process to ensure that boroughs are 

delivering the right scale of growth and are not shying away from the 

good growth agenda; and 

 

iii. be clear as to the Mayor will ensure that the increased use of design 

reviews does not result in an unduly or lengthy pre-application process. 

 
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. In accordance with the Greater London Authority Act 1999 and NPPF2, the 
Plan should only contain policies that are necessary to address the strategic 
priorities of Greater London. Yet Policies D1 and D2 replicate, in detail, 
national best practice design guidance.  They are largely scene setters for the 
more detailed policies that follow in the remainder of Chapter 3 and also 
Chapter 7 (most notably Policies D6: Optimising Density, D8: Tall Buildings 
and HC4: London View Management Framework).  As stated above, their 
effectiveness is dependent upon the effectiveness of these more detailed 
policies, which need further refinement if they are to deliver optimum growth 
for London.  The effectiveness of D1 and D2 for achieving the level of growth 
envisaged by the draft Plan cannot be assessed in isolation. 
 

2. Policies D1 and D2 are unnecessarily repetitive and contain extensive 
superfluous text.  D1, in particular, could be generically applied to any city in 
the UK.  Neither D1, nor the majority of D2, as currently worded in the draft 
Plan, provide strategic design advice that is specific to London.  
 

3. Finally, in respect of development management, the guidance in D1 and D2 
seems to assume that all development proposals will be submitted as detailed 
applications.  There is just one small reference to outline applications in 
paragraph 3.2.5 of the draft Plan.  It is submitted that a stronger reference 
should be made to the urban design expectations for outline applications and 
also for the now fairly common hybrid applications (whereby an outline 
application is submitted for large, phased masterplan schemes with the early 
phase(s) in detail).  
 

4. In conclusion, London First submits that the proposed amendments set out in 
this statement are required to make D1 and D2 effective and justified. 
 
 

 


