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Introduction 

The respondent is The Chartered Institution of Building Services Engineers (CIBSE).  
 
The Chartered Institution of Building Services Engineers is the professional body that exists 
to: 
 

‘support the Science, Art and Practice of building services engineering, by providing 
our members and the public with first class information’  

 
CIBSE members are the engineers who design, install, operate, maintain and refurbish the 
energy using systems installed in buildings, including homes, and are specifically trained in 
the assessment of heat loss from building fabric and the design of energy using systems for 
the provision of heating and hot water, lighting, ventilation and cooling and small power 
distribution in homes. Many CIBSE members work in the public sector in general and in 
higher education in particular. 
 
CIBSE has over 20,000 members, of whom around 75% operate in the UK and many of the 
remainder in the Gulf, Hong Kong and Australasia. Many are actively involved in the energy 
management of commercial buildings for larger businesses, and so this consultation is 
highly relevant to us and to our members.  
 
CIBSE is the sixth largest professional engineering Institution, and along with the Institution 
of Structural Engineers is the largest dedicated to engineering in the built environment. Our 
members design, install, manufacture, maintain, manage, operate and replace all the energy 
using systems in buildings as well as public health systems. 
 
As an Institution CIBSE publishes Guidance and Codes which provide best practice advice 
and are internationally recognised as authoritative. The CIBSE Knowledge Portal, makes our 
Guidance available online to all CIBSE members and is the leading systematic engineering 
resource for the building services sector. Over the last twenty-one months it has been 
accessed over 200,000 times, and is used regularly by our members to access the latest 
guidance material for the profession. Currently we have users in over 170 countries, 
demonstrating the world leading position of UK engineering expertise in this field. 
 
www.cibse.org  
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EiP Questions 

 
MATTER 67 – MINIMISING GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS, ENERGY 
INFRASTRUCTURE AND MANAGING HEAT RISK 
 
Would Policies SI2, SI3 and SI4 assist in creating a healthy city in accordance with 
Policy GG3 and provide an effective strategic context for the preparation of local 
plans and neighbourhood plans?  
 
Policies SI2, SI3 and SI4 help mitigate carbon emissions, which in the national context could 
lead to well-documented detrimental health and other effects including those from rising 
temperatures and flooding.  
 
At the more local level, they incorporate considerations to minimise overheating risk and 
polluting air emissions, both of which will make important contributions to the health 
objectives of Policy GG3.  More specifically: 
 

• There are obvious complementarities between policies SI2, SI3 and SI4 and 
objectives of GG3-F that new buildings should be “well-insulated and sufficiently 
ventilated to avoid the health problems associated with damp, heat and cold”.  

• The provisions in policy SI3 to limit emissions from heating plant ensure consistency 
with the objective of GG3-DB to “improve London’s air quality, reduce public 
exposure to poor air quality and minimise inequalities in levels of exposure to air 
pollution.” 

• Policy SI4 recommends the incorporation of green infrastructure, which offers 
multiple health benefits.  

• In relation to heat networks, the references in SI3 to CIBSE CP1 guidance and to the 
Heat Trust standard (§9.3.5) will help deliver efficient networks and ensure 
consideration of end users, including those in fuel poverty; this is relevant to the 
objective of GG3 in terms of health inequalities, as it can help limit the financial 
burden on people on low income, who often also suffer from poorer health outcomes.   

 
How would they affect the implementation of Policies GG4 and GG5 on delivering the 
homes Londoners need and growing a good economy? Are these policies and their 
detailed criteria justified and necessary and would they provide an effective basis for 
development management?  
 
The homes Londoners need should be sustainable and not contribute to future problems 
such as increased carbon emissions, air pollution, and overheating.  Policies SI2, SI3 and 
SI4 should therefore be seen as an integral part of delivering policies GG4 and GG5.  
 
Robust and consistent implementation should create a level playing field among applicants, 
allowing them to take requirements into account in land acquisition and development 
planning. Furthermore, these are areas which most cities worldwide increasingly face; the 
policies therefore provide an opportunity for London to demonstrate leadership and to 
develop skills and expertise with much export potential, much in line with the UK’s Clean 
Growth Strategy.   
 
We therefore strongly think policies SI2, SI3 and SI4 are justified, are NOT in conflict with 
the objectives of new housing and growth, but positively contribute to both local and national 
policy objectives in these areas. 
 
In particular: 
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a) In seeking to minimise greenhouse gas emissions does Policy SI2 provide 

sufficient clarity about the zero-carbon target and how and when it is to be 
achieved? Is the target justified and consistent with national policy and other 
policies in the draft London Plan? Are all the criteria and supporting text 
necessary? 

 
We support the Mayor’s broad objectives to reduce carbon emissions, alongside 
attention to air quality and heat risk. In particular, we support:  
• The overarching aim to achieve operational zero carbon emissions for both domestic 

and non-domestic buildings 
• The inclusion of minimum energy efficiency targets  
• The use of up-to date carbon factors, rather than those in current Building Regulations; 

we note these updated factors are already announced for use in the future review, 
which means the London Plan proposal is consistent with national policy direction 

• The inclusion of the ‘Be Seen’ step in the energy hierarchy; this is a very important step 
in raising awareness about building occupiers, clients, designers and policy-makers 
about the energy performance gap, and in providing data (even if anonymised) to 
professionals and policy makers about successful energy and carbon reduction 
strategies, benchmarking etc. To ensure the data is useful, we recommend that 
reporting requirements should apply to individual buildings, not just the total 
development, and include both energy and carbon emissions.  Data should also the 
performance of district energy schemes- see comments on SI3. We note the 
supporting text (§9.2.9) refers to major developments reporting via Display Energy 
Certificates (DECs) – while we support the application of DECs, and have done so for 
years, as a way to visibly display information, raise awareness and encourage 
improvements, we recommend that when reporting to the Mayor, developments should 
submit actual energy consumption and carbon emissions figures, not only the DECs 
which are subject to in-built methodology assumptions. 
 

We believe the policy provides sufficient clarity about the zero carbon target and how it is 
to be achieved.   
 
We believe the target is justified and consistent with the broad UK policy framework. 
We are aware of the ambiguity created by the 2015 Housing Standards Review about 
whether local authorities can set carbon emissions standards more onerous than Building 
Regulations. However, this seems against the intent of the Localism Act, and we understand 
in any case that this does not apply to the Greater London Authority. We would also point 
out that the latest National Planning Policy Framework consultation (NPPF) recognised that 
the restrictions which are thought by some to apply to local authorities may need to be 
removed, or clarity provided if there are indeed no restrictions in view of the Government’s 
objectives, in particular those of the Clean Growth Strategy (question 33 of NNPF 
consultation, 2018). 
 
Furthermore, and more importantly, we very much are of the opinion that the Mayor’s 
ambition for new development to be zero carbon is justified, necessary, and very much 
consistent with the national policy context, including:  

- The Climate Change Act target of reducing the UK’s emissions by 80% by 2050. This 
cannot be achieved without significant reductions in emissions from the building 
stock, and the Committee on Climate Change (among other bodies) advocates 
significant improvements in new build standards to meet the overall target and the 
intermediate carbon budgets. New development coming forward under this new 
London Plan must minimise emissions as far as possible towards zero carbon to 
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reduce their burden in 2050, particularly when considering the challenges of reducing 
carbon in other areas, such as the existing building stock. In addition to reducing the 
burden of emissions from new development, the zero carbon policy also helps, 
through carbon offsets, by releasing much-needed funds to start addressing the 
existing building stock.  

- The Paris Agreement, which is expected to require even deeper cuts than the 
Climate Change Act. 

 
For this to be achieved nationwide, the industry needs to build the skills, expertise and 
capacity. The Greater London Authority is very well placed to support this and lead by 
example.  

 
We are not aware of potential conflicts with other policies in the London Plan.  Cases where 
there could have been potential conflicts, such as with CHP and air quality objectives, are 
specifically addressed in the guidance of policy SI3.  
 
b) How are unregulated emissions and whole life-cycle carbon at Policy SI2 DA and 

DB to be calculated and is this justified? 
 
Unregulated emissions and whole life carbon emissions are not subject to regulations and 
the methods for calculating them are therefore not yet standardised. There are however 
sources of information and guidance available which will vary across projects and building 
types (e.g. CIBSE benchmarks, RICS methodology, itself based on British and international 
Standards). We believe this can be addressed if required in an explanatory note or 
supplementary planning document.  
 
We believe these provisions are justified in order to start addressing emissions beyond 
regulated operational emissions alone, and inform future policy towards true comprehensive 
zero-carbon buildings over their life cycle. They will help raise awareness among applicants, 
encourage action to reduce these emissions, and help the GLA gather information on the 
scale of these emissions. As they are not associated with set targets (nor potentially with the 
raising of funds), we believe it is not problematic that no set methodology is referenced here. 
As methods emerge over the years that are more appropriate than others, the Mayor could 
then opt to refer to them in future revisions of the Plan.   
 
c) Are the provisions in Policy SI3 relating to energy masterplans justified? Should 

they be limited to large-scale development locations and is the list of items to be 
identified comprehensive? 

 
Yes, we believe it is justified and indeed necessary to require energy masterplans from 
large-scale developments, in order to enable long-term planning by applicants, utilities and 
the Mayor of London; this is essential to ensure sufficient capacity and to meet carbon 
reduction and air quality objectives.  
 
There are already comprehensive requirements for non-large-scale developments under SI2 
and under the SI3 guidance notes, therefore we think it is appropriate that the requirements 
for energy masterplans apply to large-scale developments only.  
 
We believe the list of items is reasonably comprehensive, but would recommend adding:  

• Reviewing whether there are existing or planned heat networks; this is already 
explicit under SI3-D for developments in Heat Network Priority Areas, but not under 
SI3-B which addresses all large scale developments.    

 
d) Are the provisions in Policy SI3 relating to major development proposals within 

Heat Network Priority Areas justified? Is the sequence and content of the heating 
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hierarchy justified having regard, amongst other things, to greenhouse gas 
emissions? 

 
We believe the provisions related to major development proposals within Heat Network 
Priority Areas are justified. However, we would recommend the following:  

• SI3-D(a): Making it explicit that in the case of connecting to existing networks, the 
network should be demonstrated to operate efficiently, offer carbon savings, have a 
zero-carbon and zero-emissions transition plan, and be of reasonable running costs 
to occupiers. Should the existing network not operate efficiently, connection to the 
new development should only be considered if it is demonstrated that measures are 
being taken to rectify it and offer carbon savings to the new development, or if 
connecting the development would allow it to operate more efficiently and offer 
carbon savings to the new development e.g. if the new development provides a heat 
load that helps balance the network’s operation. 

• Adding a requirement (4) to SI3-D: In order not to jeopardise the Mayor’s plan for air 
quality and for a zero carbon city by 2050, networks should minimise the risk of “tying 
in” developments to fossil fuel generation. District energy schemes should therefore 
produce plans for long-term transition to zero-carbon and zero-air-pollution 
emissions, well before 2050 (as there will also be emissions from the existing stock 
to deal with in order to achieve a full “zero carbon city” by 2050) e.g. at first 
replacement of the main heating plant. While this is included in the guidance for 
policy SI2 (9.2.10i), this should be elevated to the policy itself, both for SI2 and for 
SI3.  

• Adding a “be seen” step i.e. a reporting requirement which would apply not only to 
individual buildings (as under SI2) but also, separately, to the performance of district 
energy schemes, as these can be under the responsibility of different parties and 
significantly affect the overall carbon emissions of a development.  
 

 
e) Would Policy SI4 adequately address the contribution of the design of outdoor 

space to urban cooling without creating other adverse impacts and does it 
consider overall thermal comfort? 

 
We support the intent to consider the design of outside areas and to encourage the 
incorporation of green infrastructure and the selection of high albedo materials. In addition to 
limiting the urban heat island effect, the incorporation of green infrastructure offers multiple 
other benefits (e.g. flood risk, air quality) and therefore we believe it is justified to include it 
here, as well as in other policies throughout the Plan.  
 
While the policy is focused on temperature rather than other aspects of thermal comfort (e.g. 
air movement), these are very context-dependent and are probably best addressed under 
other policies of the plan, such as D7 – Public Realm.  
 
f) What is the justification for the cooling hierarchy as set out in Policy SI4B? 
 
We think the cooling hierarchy is justified as it seeks to address combined objectives of 
thermal comfort and reducing energy consumption and carbon emissions and avoiding 
further contributing to the urban heat island effect, following a recognised approach starting 
with green infrastructure and passive design before more active approaches including 
ventilation and, as last resort, active cooling systems. This will also help reduce pressure on 
the electricity grid, and provide resilience in case of failure of building systems and/or the 
electricity grid.  
 
g) Do the policies place sufficient emphasis on the use of renewables and energy 

efficiency?  
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Yes, we think they do, with a clear hierarchy (be lean, be clean, be green) and explicit 
requirements under SI2-C for savings from energy efficiency before low and zero carbon 
sources. The carbon offset mechanism will also encourage further on-site savings, which 
some developments will be able to achieve.  
 
 

END 

Response collated and submitted by:  
 
Dr Julie Godefroy 
CIBSE, Technical Manager 
JGodefroy@cibse.org  
 
Please do not hesitate to contact us for more information on these responses. 


