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Would Policy D6 on optimising density be effective in achieving the 

intentions in Policy GG2 on making the best use of land and is the policy 

approach justified especially bearing in mind the cumulative impact on 

the environment and infrastructure? In particular:  

 

a)  Would the provisions of Policy D6 provide an effective strategic 

context for the preparation of local plans and neighbourhood plans? 

Would the detailed criteria provide an effective and justified basis 

for development management, are they all necessary and do they provide 

sufficient clarity about how competing considerations are to be 

reconciled by the decision- maker?  

 

b)  Will leaving density to be assessed on a site-by-site basis 

compared to the matrix in The London Plan of 2011 be effective?  

 

1. While Policy D6 Optimising housing density contains good intentions, 

it is doubtful that the policy would be effective in achieving the 

intentions set out in Policy GG2 on making the best use of land. There 

are concerns that the policy approach, were it applied in practice, 

due to an absence of clear guidelines and reliance on local 

interpretation, ability and inclination to apply with diligence and 

sensitivity, would lead to significant adverse impacts on London’s 

environment and communities. Therefore the approach cannot be 

considered justified.   

2. Amendments to the policy are needed to clarify and strengthen 

requirements so that it is able to deliver on the intentions of Policy 

GG2 C understand what is valued about existing places and use this as 

a catalyst for growth, renewal, and place-making, strengthening 

London’s distinct and varied character and GG2 D  protect and enhance 

London’s open spaces, including the Green Belt, Metropolitan Open 

Land, designated nature conservation sites and local spaces, and 

promote the creation of new green infrastructure and urban greening, 

including aiming to secure net biodiversity gains where possible. 

3. Of particular concern is the loss of the Sustainable Residential 

Quality density matrix and its proposed replacement with a design-led 

approach. Clear guidelines on site density covering upper as well as 

lower limits is essential.  This does not preclude assessment on a 

site-by-site basis using a design led approach: both are needed. The 

matrix provides a starting point and helpful guiding parameters. Given 

the call for suburbs to accommodate a higher volume and proportion of 

growth more, not less, guidance is needed if this is to be achieved in 

a way that meets broader plan objectives, including those in GG2, GG3 

(Creating a healthy city), and GG4 (Delivering the homes Londoners 

need). 



 

 

4. While the Housing Density Topic Paper explains why the density matrix 

has been omitted, noting that guidelines were not always followed, the 

paper does not properly consider the ramifications of omitting the 

matrix. Neither does it consider the possibility that with amendment 

the Matrix could work well.  Design is a key consideration and 

acknowledges that a one size approach does not fit all. However, in 

the absence of clear guidelines there is a risk that housing numbers 

will take precedence over the quality, type and size of homes provided 

causing harm to surroundings and amenity. Development may fail to meet 

housing needs  and other policy requirements as developers, landowners 

and local planning authorities seek to maximise the number of homes a 

given site can accommodate.  Compromises are made resulting in schemes 

built with insufficient or no provision for family housing, community 

provision and green space, lack of infrastructure and services; 

overdevelopment (with knock on effects on amenity and infrastructure) 

and a poor quality public realm. The policy needs to set clearer 

guidelines if these outcomes are to be avoided or minimised. 

5. A number of experts have expressed concerns regarding the loss of the 

matrix, citing its absence, or an equivalent policy control, as a 

factor in land price inflation. Where a developer pays too much for 

land, policy compromises invariably follow on the basis that policies 

are or are claimed to be no longer viable to meet. In their response 

to the draft London Plan, The Highbury Group note:  

“The facilitation of higher density development also has an impact 

on land costs, which then has a negative impact on housing 

affordability. It is important that maximum permitted densities 

can simply and transparently be read off the plan and its policies 

to discourage those bidding for sites from over-bidding and then 

using viability arguments to secure higher densities or reductions 

in affordable housing provision. The market’s need for certainty 

in respect of density is logically the same as its need for 

certainty about affordable housing requirements. The draft Plan 

adopts this logic for affordable housing (Policy 4.6.13) and 

should do so for density” 

6. The IIA should have considered the consequences of abandoning the 

matrix, given the evident equalities and environmental implications. 

Any proposal to remove the matrix needs to be considered in light of 

an Equalities Assessment and Sustainability Appraisal. 

7. The Mayor’s proposed amendments to criteria D6 A 1-3 are welcome. 

These are key considerations that should inform the preparation of 

local and neighbourhood plans, and development management decisions.  

However, in determining the optimal development density, site capacity 

assessments should draw on a tool such as the density matrix, albeit 

in amended form as discussed above.  

8. It  is unclear what is meant by “development must make the most 

efficient use of land” as stated in the first sentence of the policy, 

and how this requirement would balance against competing requirements, 



 

 

including other land uses, such as green space(existing and new) and 

sensitivity to context, including surrounding built form, uses and 

character (D6 A Criterion 1).   

9. Policy D6 B sets out some important considerations, however the 

wording in places needs to be more forthright with expectations 

expressed unequivocally. For example, B3 states “This may mean, in 

exceptional circumstances, that if the development is contingent on 

the provision of the necessary new infrastructure, and including 

public transport services, and it will be appropriate that the 

development is phased accordingly”.  If development is contingent on 

new infrastructure being provided development should be required to be 

phased in a way that ensures the necessary new infrastructure is in 

place. 

10. It is considered that the provisions of Policy D6 would not provide an 

effective strategic context for the preparation of local plans and 

neighbourhood plans. While some of the detailed criteria would provide 

an effective and justified basis for development management and are 

necessary, the policy provides insufficient clarity about how 

competing considerations are to be reconciled by the decision-maker. 

As a consequence there is a risk that the policy will promote 

intensification at the expense of achieving broader land use planning 

aims.  
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