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M34. Would policies D1 & 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? 
 
No  
 
The policies are unsound because they are ineffective. It will not support the delivery of 
the housing targets in the DLP. 
 
Policy D1 
 
The wording of Policy D1 is in itself uncontentious as it outlines generic design principles 
and objectives that are widely recognised as best practice.  
 
In our representations we objected to this policy on the grounds that we considered it to 
be non-strategic in nature.  As a consequence we consider that there is likely to be 
considerable overlap with local design requirements and this is likely to result in duplication 
or contradictory guidance in some cases.  Policies such as D1 would be better located in 
the Local Plans.  
 
Policy D2 
 
Design principles should be locally derived and inevitably each LPA will apply their own 
area based design criteria.  There is a danger that design requirements will be blurred by 
both local and DLP requirements. 
  
The Mayor wants to see more details submitted as part of planning applications.  While we 
understand the Mayor’s desire to maintain the quality of designs through the planning 
process, this will add greater pressure to the submissions and programme to prepare 
additional drawings. This goes beyond strategic planning and will not serve to markedly 
improve the quality of development, but may serve to make it less viable. 
 
The Design Scrutiny process detailed in Part F is convoluted and likely to result in 
significant level delay and expense for applicant. We are also concerned that Mayor’s 
Design Advocates may not have as thorough an understanding of the design requirements 
of specialist older persons’ housing. We support the views of the HBF on this matter. 
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This policy is not positively prepared, nor has the design criteria been found to be viable 
for development and as such is not justified (further details will be provided in our 
Statement for the Hearing on Viability). We also consider the policy to be inconsistent with 
national planning policy as it is overly prescriptive for a strategic document. We respectfully 
request that it should be amended or removed.  

 
 
b) In light of the requirements of Policies D1 and D2 would they be effective 
in achieving the level of growth envisaged 
 
No 
 
The Design Scrutiny process detailed in Policy D2 will almost certainly result in delay to 
the planning process. This will further convolute the planning process for developers and 
slow down the level of housing delivery. The policy is not positively prepared or effective 
as a consequence.   

 
 
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 
 
No.  
 
It is our view that the requirement for the London Boroughs to prepare masterplans and 
design codes is an excessive burden and one that is unlikely to be fulfilled. There is nothing 
to suggest that there is sufficient resource in place for the LPA’s to implement the MoL’s 
approach. 
 
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 design review, as set out in Policy D2AF be 
justified and effective? In this regard, would the policies deal with strategic 
planning matters? 
 
No.  

 

 
As the Design Scrutiny process will result in in delay to the planning process it will slow 
down housing delivery.  The policy is not positively prepared or effective as a 
consequence.   
 
Masterplans and design codes are useful in informing site context however they are not 
necessary in all instances and could stifle innovation. We are also concerned that Mayor’s 
Design Advocates may not have as thorough an understanding of the design requirements 
of specialist older persons’ housing. The respective members of the Consortium have 
accrued a significant level of expertise on the design of housing for older people as a result 
of research and development spanning several decades. It is extremely problematic when 
local planning authorities seek to impose design criteria for conventional forms on housing 
onto these forms of accommodation.  
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It is our view that the requirement for the London Boroughs to prepare masterplans and 
design codes is an excessive burden and one that is unlikely to be fulfilled. There is nothing 
to suggest that there is sufficient resource in place for the LPA’s to implement the MoL’s 
approach. 

 
We also support the view of the HBF that little consideration has been given to the resource 
implications on the London Boroughs in preparing the requisite masterplans and design 
codes. These are an excessive burden and one that is unlikely to be fulfilled. As a 
consequence there is likely to be a policy vacuum and applications will be subjected to an 
extended delays and uncertain and ambiguous policy environment.  

 
e) Bearing in mind the resource implications for boroughs in carrying out 
Policy D2A1-11, would it be effective? 
 
No.  
 
There is nothing to suggest that there is sufficient resource in place for the LPA’s to 
implement the MoL’s approach. 
 
f) How would the policies be monitored, given the nature of many of the 
requirements? 
 
The effectiveness of the policies will be whether the housing delivery targets have been 
achieved.  
 
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? 
 
No.  
 
Fundamentally we consider detailed design matters are not strategic in nature and more 
appropriately addressed by the London Boroughs in their Local Plans. 
 
The Design Scrutiny process detailed in Policy D2 Part F is convoluted and likely to result 
in significant level delay and expense for applicant.  
 
It is our view that the requirement for the London Borough’s to prepare masterplans and 
design codes is an excessive burden and one that is unlikely to be fulfilled. There is nothing 
to suggest that there is sufficient resource in place for the LPA’s to implement the MoL’s 
approach. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


