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London Tenants Federation 2571 – M34 Good Design 

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? 

What 3.1.1A seems to be saying is that applying good design principles will deliver 

good growth or, that we will be able to define ‘good growth’, regardless of content if 

there is application of ‘good’ design.  

D1 is about form, experience, quality and character, some of which are measurable in 

an evidence-based fashion and some of which (including much of the supporting text) 

are subjective evaluations or statement.    

We wonder for example how anyone might object to a planning application on the 

basis of “the indoor and outdoor environments not being comfortable and inviting”.  

It is social content, accessibility and environmental sustainability of developments 

(necessarily combined with available public resources or lack of them and / or political 

will) that will first and foremost provide the kind of growth that will, or won’t, be 

beneficial to Londoners or might deliver the ‘good growth’ objectives of GG1-4.  

This is not to say that form, experience, quality and character are not important – but 

it is an overreach by the London Mayor to suggest that D1 provides a framework for 

delivering good growth - through good design. 

3.1.2A, says that ‘change is a fundamental characteristic of London and 

accommodating change should not be seen as mutually exclusive to respecting 

character – as if change in London is some kind of organic process that can in its 

current form or with consideration of good design be mutually beneficial to all sections 

of London’s communities.   

Yet this is not what is continuing to occur in large-scale development / opportunity 

areas. The fundamental change that continues to occur is replacement of working-

class communities with wealthier middle-class households in new global building 

types of - high-rise luxury apartments and high-end business / offices, typically with 

gyms, expensive restaurants and cafes at the ‘active’ ground floor level – creating what 

planning documents / officers often describe as ‘vibrant areas’.  

In many instances this is super-gentrification with those appropriating areas having 

no interest in the areas’ history and are actually intent on their areas being changed 

exclusively for ‘people like us’. 

This is what has occurred along large sections of the river - including in Greenwich, 

Vauxhall, Battersea and Nine Elms and Wandsworth.  

We propose the following to help address the issues we have highlighted: 

• Political or subjective / non-evidence-based statements / evaluations should be 

removed from D1 and its supporting text, to ensure that it is focused on 

measurable standards for good design. These should include elements 
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specifically relating to social and community content, accessibility and 

environmental sustainability (including of construction materials and 

methods); 

• application of a social infrastructure accessibility level (SIAL) 

matrix - setting out the kinds of facilities needed in developments, 

dependent on size, including levels of accessible (both financially as 

well as physically) green, play, youth and community infrastructure, 

leisure facilities, local shops, services and amenities should be 

added to section on Quality and Character.  A SIAL matrix should be 

developed by the London Mayor in consultation with community groups and 

detail about this should be set out in the supporting text.  

• inclusion of an additional bullet point D1(7) - as proposed by Just Space - 

demonstrate the community engagement process undertaken and 

how it has influenced the design;  

• inclusion of the addition proposed by Just Space to D1 B 3: “aim for high 

sustainability standards” – “and follow the guidance in London’s Circular 

Economy Route Map. A priority should be on the retention and 

upgrading of existing building stock unless there is strong evidence 

– social, economic and environmental that demolition / 

replacement would be better than refurbishment”. 

D2 includes setting out a format to be followed by planning authorities relating to 

design - including evaluating areas of potential growth, capacity, design analysis 

scrutiny and quality. 

This might be helpful, if local knowledge is capitalised on by fully involving 

community members. The Mayor should expect that boroughs include residents in 

this process and require that this is highlighted in their statements of community 

involvement. We propose that development of local planning policy forums might be 

established to support this.    

• We propose an additional point in each section of D2 – include 

detailed discussion with existing local communities and communities 

neighbouring growth areas – in order to achieve good community 

involvement at early states of design and planning and to support 

Sedley rules around consultation and indeed the development of 

community alternatives.  

An element missing in D2 is the evaluation of the impact of growth on existing local 

communities. This is essential in our view if the ongoing displacement of and/or 

negative impact on lower income households is to be avoided.   

• We support Just Spaces’ proposals for social impact assessments to 

be carried out.  We propose that this might be best carried out at the 

‘determining capacity for growth’ stage D2(B).   
 

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

achieving the growth envisaged? 
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We suggest that our proposed changes above would at least be helpful in this respect.  
 

c) Would policies D1 and D2 provide and effective framework to protect the 

distinctiveness of different parts of London, with particular regard to their social, 

economic, cultural and residential characteristics? 
 

Probably not, when it comes to areas of lower-income and below the equivalised 

median income levels. 
 

Most of the planned large-scale development in London is in areas currently occupied 

mostly by lower income and below the equivalised median oncome level working-class 

communities.  They are then the most vulnerable to change that does not meet their 

needs including:  

- loss of local character, shops, services, social and community infrastructure, that 

has negative impact on them and replacement with more expensive ones to meet 

the needs of wealthier incomers; 

- demolition of social rented homes and large-scale redevelopment that principally 

meets the needs of wealthier communities, not them. 

Clearly then this is a problem that, with the best will in the world, good design / 

policies D1 and D2 are not going to solve.  

However, while we acknowledge that there is a need for much more public funding to 

change some of this and facilitate development that better meets local lower income 

communities needs, the Mayor has a role to play in setting policy that could improve 

the bad situation that we are in.  
 

This includes proposals we have made here and elsewhere:  

- establish a proper process for monitoring the impact in opportunity areas and 

areas of regeneration – on the kinds of homes, jobs and social and community 

infrastructure that are developed and the extent to which this is benefiting lower 

income communities;  

- consider alternatives to Opportunity Areas / large scale development and 

encourage boroughs to support the development of grass roots community 

alternative plans, particular those that require a ballot to demonstrate support; 

- carry out careful monitoring of existing lower-income communities over a period 

of time (for example 10 years) in regeneration and large-scale development areas - 

to determine negative or positive impact of developments; 

- monitor displacement of low-income households – to be included in the AMR; 

- require application of social impact assessments as an integral part of large-scale 

developments and determining capacity for growth within Policy D2; 

- support much better involvement of lower income communities in planning and 

development, including in design; 

- require boroughs to encourage local communities to list assets of community 

value; 

- strengthen the role of local lists of valued buildings and land in areas of 

regeneration and large-scale development - with existing local communities;    
 

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 
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forward development and ensure high quality design? Would the proposed use of the 

design review, as set out in Policy D2F be justified and effective? In his regard, would 

the policies deal with strategic planning matters? 
 

e) Baring in mind the resource implications for boroughs in carrying out policy D2A-11, 

would be effective? 
 

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

We propose that policy relating to measurable standards be prioritised in policy.  

g) Overall, would the policies provide an effective and justified strategic framework for 

preparation of local plans and neighbourhood plans and development in relation to 

this matter?   

We feel we have covered this in answers to previous questions. 

 

 

 

 

 


