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Home Builders Federation 

Representation number: 2320 

Matter number: M67 

 

Draft London Plan 

Minimising Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Energy Infrastructure and 

Managing Heat Risk  

Written statements in response to M67 may be up to 3,000 words in length.  

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?  

We cannot argue with the intent behind the policies or that they would not contribute to a 

healthy city. The question is whether they are effective and consistent with national policy.  

One of the important determinants of health is having a home, and an affordable home, and 

one that is not overcrowded. Consequently, the question of proportionality does come into 

play when considering these policies and the extent to which they will support or detract from 

housing delivery.  

How would they affect the implementation of Policies GG4 and GG5 on delivering the 

homes Londoners need and growing a good economy?  

It is our view that the Sl policies would contribute to undermining the ability to achieve of the 

Mayor to deliver 65,000 homes a year to support Policy GG4. The inability to deliver 

65,000dpa could jeopardise the economic objectives of GG5.  

Are these policies and their detailed criteria justified and necessary and would they 

provide an effective basis for development management? In particular:  

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?  

Conformity with national policy 

The Mayor wants London to be a zero-carbon city by 2050. Towards this aim, he wants house 

builders involved in major developments to provide a minimum on-site reduction of at least 

35% beyond the current Building Regulations. Residential development is to achieve a 10% 

improvement beyond the current Part L of the Building Regulations. This is spelt out in Part C 

of Sl2.  

The Government’s response to the consultation to the revised NPPF (Government response 

to the draft revised National Planning Policy Framework consultation: a summary of 

consultation responses, July 2018) and the Government’s view on the way forward clarifies 

that plan-makers can establish more demanding targets for energy efficiency in their local 

plans (page 48).  

However, Part DB of the policy relating to Whole Life Cycle Carbon Assessments clearly does 

not conform with national policy as set out in all the relevant statements including the WMS of 

March 2015, Fixing the Foundations 2015, the NPPF 2012 or the NPPF 2018. Indeed, as 
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stated above, following its Housing Standards Review the Government made clear in the WMS 

2015 that: 

“local planning authorities…should not set in their emerging Local Plans…or supplementary planning 

documents any additional technical standards or requirements relating to the construction, internal 

layout or performance of new dwellings.” 

This is now reinforced by paragraph 150 of the NPPF 2018 which states that “any local 

requirements for the sustainability of buildings should reflect the Government’s policy for 

national technical standards”. 

Policy Sl3 does comply with national policy (para. 153). As does Policy Sl4 (para. 153).  

Viability (effectiveness) 

There is also the question of viability to consider. The London Plan Viability Study 2017 (LPVS 

2017) in paragraph 5.8.3 factors-in a median cost of £6,500 per residential unit as the cost of 

complying with this policy, reflecting the requirement to provide a 10% improvement on the 

current Part L. We have no evidence to challenge this figure. The issue with the LPVS relates 

to our wider concern about the Mayor’s assumption about Benchmark Land Values which 

could be considered far too low and may not provide an accurate picture of what land-owners 

will expect from the sale of their land.   

Monitoring of energy demand and carbon emissions (paragraph 9.2.9) 

This is contrary to the WMS 2015 and the NPPF 2012 which states that: 

“local planning authorities…should not set in their emerging Local Plans…or supplementary planning 

documents any additional technical standards or requirements relating to the construction, internal 

layout or performance of new dwellings.” 

Development is required under law to meet the Building Regulations. The Mayor should avoid 

adding other requirements where this adds costs to the construction process. The Mayor, 

having set a higher target of energy efficiency, should be content with that, and now focus 

upon ensuring that the housing targets are not delayed by removing any other unnecessary 

obstacles.  

b) How are unregulated emissions and whole life-cycle carbon at Policy SI2 DA and DB 

to be calculated and is this justified?  

The policy is contrary to national policy, ineffective and unjustified.  

National policy 

As we have stated above, this requirement is contrary to national policy as stated in the WMS 

2015 and the NPPF 2018. The intent behind the Government’s Housing Standards Review 

was to stop the proliferation of standards applying to residential development at the local level. 

As the WMS 2015 stated: 

“New homes need to be high quality, accessible and sustainable. To achieve this, the government has 

created a new approach for the setting of technical standards for new housing. This rationalises the 

many different existing standards into a simpler, streamlined system which will reduce burdens and 

help bring forward much needed new homes”.  

(Our emphasis) 

The Mayor should have taken note of this intent. Ensuring the delivery of 65,000 new homes 

per annum is a top priority for the London Plan. Homes will already have to comply with high 
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standards of energy efficiency to reduce carbon emissions. The requirement for Whole Life 

Costing is a disproportionate policy intervention on the part of the Mayor compared to the 

much tougher challenge of meeting housing needs in the capital.  

Is it justified? 

It is unclear what the justification is for Whole Life Cycle Costing policy requirement. Its 

purpose is to reflect a development’s full carbon impact by measuring unregulated emissions 

and embodied emissions. The Mayor has not justified why this is needed. Measuring 

something is not the same thing as controlling something or improving something. While this 

might furnish the Mayor with some interesting data, it will not result in better development. It 

is not a strategic issue that warrants a policy in order for the London Plan to achieve 

sustainable development. 

Aside from this, from a practical point of view, this is something that is incredibly difficult to 

measure and for parties to agree on the parameters. E.g. where does one start with embodied 

energy? Is it the energy expended by the battery in the alarm clock going-off to wake-up the 

miner, who then travels to work by bus, to dig-out the raw materials, that are then transported 

to an energy station or factory, which are then used to make or refine the construction 

products, that are then transported to site, that are then needed to build houses. This is 

precisely why the government has shied away from Whole Life Costing. It is difficult to get 

agreement on what to measure, and even when you do, the data is so much the product of 

guesswork that it is more-or-less useless.  

This is not a strategic priority for the Mayor.  

Effectiveness 

It is unclear how the policy could be effectively implemented. For the reasons described above, 

the Mayor does not set out what applicants should measure in terms of whole life costs and 

how. The policy is unsound because it is not clear how applicants and decision-makers should 

respond to it.  

It is not good enough for the Mayor to say that he will do it through an SPG as it is a policy 

requirement that will add costs to development. It is something that needs to be in the Plan. 

Because the Mayor has not spelt out what is required to enable the policy to be complied with 

by applicants, the policy is ineffective. It should be deleted.  

The policy requirement has also been introduced via the Minor Amendments with fore-warning 

or proper consultation with those who will be expected to comply with the policy. This is further 

reason why this policy should be deleted.  

Viability 

It is also necessary to consider the viability implications of this requirement and whether it is 

justified in viability terms. The cost to the developer of calculating Whole Life Cycle costs has 

not been assessed, possibly because the Draft London Plan does not specify a method for 

doing this. As such, it is not permissible to include this as a policy.  

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?  

We consider that this requirement conflicts with national policy as articulated in the WMS 2015. 

This states: 
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“local planning authorities…should not set in their emerging Local Plans…or supplementary planning 

documents any additional technical standards or requirements relating to the construction, internal 

layout or performance of new dwellings.” 

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 hierarchy 

justified having regard, amongst other things, to greenhouse gas emissions?  

No comment.  

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?  

No comment.  

f) What is the justification for the cooling hierarchy as set out in Policy SI4B?  

National policy does not support the adoption of cooling hierarchies. Developers are required 

to meet the Building Regulations and any tighter target for energy efficiency that is stipulated 

by the plan (as in the case of SI1), but plan-makers are not allowed to direct the applicant to 

consider and justify the means by which they achieve those targets, unless there is a policy 

relating to a de-centralised energy system (NPPF 2018, para. 153(a).  

g) Do the policies place sufficient emphasis on the use of renewables and energy 

efficiency? 

The DLP and local plans should not promote the use of particular products or systems. Plans 

may identify opportunities for development to draw their supply from decentralised, renewable 

and low carbon energy supply systems (NPPF 2012 and 2018), but not specify through policy 

the adoption of proprietary products or processes. To do so would restrict competition. That 

would be a misuse of the planning system. 

 

James Stevens, MRTPI 

Director for Cities  

Email: james.stevens@hbf.co.uk 

Tel: 0207 960 1623  
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