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Home Builders Federation 

Representor number: 2320 

Matter number: M35 

 

Draft London Plan 

Inclusive Design 

M35. Would Policy D3 provide a justified and effective strategic framework for 

delivering inclusive design? In particular:  

a) Would Policy D3 address matters that can be delivered and enforced through the 

planning regime, in particular the requirement for emergency evacuation? Would it 

strike the right balance between providing for inclusive design and delivering the 

planned level of growth?  

b) Would it be effective in ensuring the diverse needs of all Londoners are integrated 

into development proposals from the outset? Would it be effective in ensuring that 

the experience and views of all Londoners, particularly excluded groups, are taken 

into account in the evaluation of development proposals?  

c) In this respect, would it provide an effective and justified strategic framework for 

the preparation of local plans and neighbourhood plans in relation to this matter? 

The policy does not provide an effective framework for dealing with these issues. It is unclear 

what the ‘highest standards of accessible and inclusive design’ are. As such the policy is 

ineffective and inconsistent with national policy.  

Inclusive Design Statements 

As with policies D1 and D2 we are also concerned about the requirement of Policy D3 Part B 

for design and access statements to be submitted as part of the planning application. The 

supporting paragraph 3.3.1A requires that concepts of inclusive design are embedded into a 

project from the earliest stage. This seems reasonable, except that it would be unclear to 

applicants what the determining boroughs might consider to represent the ‘highest standards 

of inclusive design’ as the DLP requires this to be stated in master plans and design codes. 

As with policies D1 and D2, it is not clear whether master plans and design codes have been 

prepared for all of London, and if not, what the resource requirements for this work would be, 

and what the timescale for completion is. If these master plans and design codes are not 

already comprehensively available for all of London – and we do not believe they are – then 

this could cause serious uncertainty and cost for applicants who will not know how their 

proposal will be received by the local authority. It would also impede delivery against the DLP 

housing targets.  

The Mayor cannot get around this problem by saying, as he does in paragraph 3.3.7, that 

“inclusive design principles should be discussed with boroughs in advance of an application 

being submitted”. This is contrary to national policy where it is the local plan that has primacy 

– decisions have to be made in accordance with the development plan. The NPPF at 

paragraph 15 requires local plans to reflect the presumption in favour of sustainable 

development so that development which is sustainable can be approved without delay. 

Furthermore, paragraph 17 require local plans to provide a practical framework within which 

decisions on planning applications can be made with a high degree of predictability and 

efficiency. Having a discussion over how to interpret the London Plan policy would be contrary 

to this requirement. Moreover, paragraph 189 of the NPPF reminds us that applicants are not 
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obliged to have pre-application discussions with the planning authority. The London Plan, 

therefore, needs to be clear about what is expected from applicants so that they know (and 

the public knows) what they need to do to secure a permission.  

The policy in the form as it currently drafted is ineffective and contrary to national policy.  

Part B needs to be revised to state: 

A To deliver an inclusive environment and meet the needs of all Londoners, development 

proposals are required to achieve the highest standards of accessible and inclusive design, 

the London LPAs will prepare local guidance detailing what is expected from applicants. Until 

this guidance is produced, this policy sets out the following minimum expectation: 

Buildings should be designed to incorporate safe and dignified emergency evacuation for all 

building users. In all development where lifts are installed, as a minimum at least one lift per 

core (or more subject to capacity assessments) should be a suitably sized fire evacuation lift 

suitable to be used to evacuate people who require level access from the building.  

All other parts of the policy should be deleted. The DLP polices relating to space (policy D4) 

and disabled access and the adoption of the optional technical standards (policy D5), address 

these issues in any case, so there is some duplication already.  

Viability 

We refer to our original representations. We recognise the importance of ensuring that new 

residential developments are accessible to all and that safety is a top priority. Nevertheless 

these have cost implications. The London Plan Viability Study (LPVS) has estimated that the 

installation of fire lifts will add an additional £20,000 to the build cost and while the report 

concludes that the sum cost of all the London Plan policies should not impair the viability of 

development, the report is only able to conclude this on the basis of some optimistic 

Benchmark Land Value assumptions as well as the application of average CIL and very low 

S106 contributions. We have explored this in a little more detail in our statement for M24.  

It is clear that fire safety must be the top priority but we are unconvinced that this can be 

delivered in addition to 35% and 50% affordable housing, as well as meeting the host of other 

policy objectives expected by the Mayor and the LPAs.  

The Mayor will need to closely monitor the effectiveness of the London Plan. He should 

undertake an assessment over the next two years of how many residential schemes referable 

to him have been fully policy compliant and those where some policy objectives have had to 

be diluted or waived entirely in order to achieve a viable and implementable scheme. This 

should be documented and made publicly available to help inform a Replacement London 

Plan. Moreover, if housing delivery across London fails to achieve 65,000 net additions per 

year in the first two years, the Mayor should assess the reasons for this failure through a 

remedial action plan as required by the Housing Delivery Test. 

 

James Stevens, MRTPI 

Director for Cities  

Email: james.stevens@hbf.co.uk 

Tel: 0207 960 1623  
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