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London Plan, 2019  

Respondent ID: 2439 

Matter: 67  

Minimising Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Energy Infrastructure and Managing Heat 

Risk  

 

M67. 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? 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?  

Within the context of the broader question on assisting in creating a healthy city, clearly any 

measures to minimise greenhouse gas emissions would have a positive effect. But there is 

one strand which is lacking throughout each of the sustainability policy areas, namely 

measurement against carbon budgets. Something which needs to be closely aligned with the 

Environment Plan and the five year carbon budgets to ensure that ambition such as zero-

carbon by 2050 can be clearly monitored across all the London Plan policy objectives such 

as in transport, design, heritage and culture and so on. 

Greater clarity is needed on the term zero carbon, or net zero.  The two are different and the 

latter is, in our view, based on offsetting which will undermine high ambition targets for the 

transformations needed at pace and scale to slow climate change. 

There is a strong role for trade unions to play in achieving these policy objectives and 

support in the London Plan for Workplace Environmental Reps (WERs) is a vitally needed 

addition.  WERs play an instrumental role in helping develop practices and support in the 

workplace for environmental and carbon reduction measures.  For example in waste, energy 

efficiency or transport policies.  As the 2014 TUC report The Union Effect: greening the 

workplace1 highlights WERs can have a “transformative effect on workplace efficiency and 

sustainability” that can also extend back into communities.  

There also needs to be a recognition of the role of workers and trade unions in planning, 

particularly in the energy transition that’s required and should be integral to all developments 

– major or not, public or private. Likewise the public sector has a strong role to play in 

reinforcing good practice across their estate, and through monitoring functions.  

 

In response to the particular questions:  

                                                           
1 
https://www.tuc.org.uk/sites/default/files/The_Union_Effect_Greening_The_Workplace_Covers_2014_All.pdf  

https://www.tuc.org.uk/sites/default/files/The_Union_Effect_Greening_The_Workplace_Covers_2014_All.pdf


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? 

In answer to the first question, no. There is no clear road map here to carbon reductions and 

what steps are needed to reach these beyond what seems an all too easy way for major 

developments to draw on offsetting either through financial contributions or off-site 

measures.  The Environment Strategy Implementation plan2 says it will embed climate 

change mitigation and energy policies into the London Plan (page 17) but there is little 

evidence of this beyond general statements of ambition i.e. zero-carbon by 2050 or major 

development should be net zero carbon.  

It would be beneficial to more closely correlate Policy S12 with the carbon budget five year 

targets (page 19 of the Environment Strategy) particularly as the London Plan covers a 

period to 2041.  This would imply more stringent monitoring of the zero-carbon construction 

target, and means of doing this are absent from the plan. Similarly it would support and 

strengthen the already suggested draft amendment to the plan - MSC9.10/S12A3A “Be 

seen: monitor, verify and report on energy performance.”  However it raises the question of 

what sanction is in place if a developer was not fulfilling its obligations, or for weak local 

authority reporting. 

In this respect, each major development detailed energy strategy should be going beyond 

the net-zero target via carbon offsets with greater scrutiny to any shortcomings against costs 

i.e where it may be cheaper to pay offsets than undertake carbon reduction measures.  

Equally it would be helpful to monitor the track record of development companies and look at 

their energy strategy across multiple projects not just singular ones, including their company-

wide sustainability/carbon reduction plans, how their strategies align with these, and wider 

labour standards including training. 

The target is justified in the sense of a target being required to comply with the Paris climate 

agreement 2015, but arguably needs to be revised in light of new scientific analysis on the 

pace and scale of climate change. Notably the UN Intergovernmental Panel on Climate 

Change (IPPC) report in October 2018.3  Similarly the recognised need for the construction 

sector to do much more such as developing cross-sectoral targets.4 

In this light, the positive comments from the Mayor in understanding the urgency of climate 

change is welcome, and that he has taken these developments into consideration and 

issued the Zero Carbon London: A 1.5 ºC compatible plan in December 2018.5 However this 

still lacks clear pathways and the role of workers in reduction plans, and how their jobs may 

change as part of Just Transition over the period of the plan.6   

Strengthening the monitoring in achieving zero carbon is essential and in consultation with 

boroughs, the GLA should initiate steps to do this. For example increasing staffing and 

expertise.  Equally this should link with good labour standards for onsite construction with 

trade union representation, and where workers can also co-monitor implementation of zero-

carbon policies. This needs to be considered within planning applications for all development 

types, residential or private, new development or retrofit for example. 

                                                           
2 https://www.london.gov.uk/moderngov/documents/s70408/Appendix%203%20Implementation%20Plan.pdf  
3 https://report.ipcc.ch/sr15/pdf/sr15_spm_final.pdf  
4 http://ciemap.leeds.ac.uk/wp-content/uploads/2018/05/Briefing-Note-5.pdf  
5 https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/1.5c_compatible_plan.pdf  
6 Just Transition is the term used in the trade union movement to ensure workers do not pay the price of 
transition to a low or zero-carbon economy.  

https://www.london.gov.uk/moderngov/documents/s70408/Appendix%203%20Implementation%20Plan.pdf
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http://ciemap.leeds.ac.uk/wp-content/uploads/2018/05/Briefing-Note-5.pdf
https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/1.5c_compatible_plan.pdf


 

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

DB to be calculated and is this justified?  

No answer. 

 

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? 

Broadly agree with the concept of energy masterplans but these should not be a 

standalone/limited initiative for large-scale development locations.  Achieving zero carbon or 

carbon targets in general requires a major energy transition to both renewables and new 

forms of decentralised energy that has to be integrated across all sectors.  For this there 

needs to be a London wide energy plan, consulted with Boroughs, which links into clear 

carbon reduction targets, rather than left to market based determining factors.  

Paragraph 9.3.1 omits mention of workers and communities as key groups to engage with to 

“promote the timely and effective development of London’s energy system”.  The inclusion of 

an additional point on the list of items to be identified in the energy plan of renewable energy 

is welcome. However the list also needs to include future proofing for energy transition i.e. 

such as moving away from gas, not just for infrastructure as mentioned in point 9.  Future 

proofing should enable possibilities for increased distributed generation and storage and use 

of micro-grids, as well as consideration of cross borough connections that can take 

advantage of more favourable renewable energy generation in one borough to the next. 

Therefore we believe that the plan misses an opportunity for the development of a cross 

London wide plan for energy transition based around a single London energy company to 

drive this. Above all, with a focus on renewable energy, demand side reduction (energy 

efficiency and tackling fuel poverty), affordability, worker and community engagement.  

It is important communities are actively engaged in decision making. For this, mechanisms 

need to be established to ensure democratic control over decision making that impacts 

people’s lives. For example, as the energy system changes bringing with it more options for 

distributed and energy storage, communities need to play a role in energy choices and how 

services are run.  The references to heat networks take no account where this has been a 

curse rather than a solution. For example, the high fuel costs for the social housing residents 

of Myatts Field North7, locked into an energy deal with E.on as part of a 40 year private 

finance initiative contract with Lambeth Council.  

Similarly it is important to reiterate the point we made in our original submission during the 

London Plan consultation phase. Heat networks are unregulated, and as a natural monopoly 

we argue the GLA should be working with boroughs to bring these into public ownership, 

and democratic control. Likewise worth to remind of the industry Heat Network Task Force 

Report8, which noted that heat network assets can last “in excess of 50 years”. Whilst their 

emphasis is on “investor risk” this creates enormous consumer risk, locking in residents to 

energy projects that may be more costly on both climate change mitigation and affordability 

grounds.  

                                                           
7 http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/business-39736010  
8 https://www.theade.co.uk/resources/publications/shared-warmth-a-heat-network-market-that-benefits-
customers-investors-and-t  
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We agree to regulation of the private market, but fundamentally the best consumer 

protection will be public ownership of energy. PCS therefore advocate that all heat networks 

are brought under local authority control, and at a minimum for public buildings including 

council/social housing.  This would be the only way to also provide the necessary support for 

tackling fuel poverty.  

A London wide energy plan would be a job creation programme which could make London a 

leader in developing a ‘climate jobs’ city – jobs that actively lower greenhouse gas emissions 

rather than contribute to them. A way to achieve this is through the promotion and creation of 

direct labour organisations within local authorities to undertake construction and other 

energy related infrastructure projects e.g. retrofit.  Such a role would also integrate with a 

notion of a new energy worker. Construction and energy workers would benefit from good 

apprenticeship schemes or retraining for existing workers based on higher level of vocational 

education and training, and highly skilled in methods of low energy construction. As 

identified by academics working in the field of transition to low energy construction (LEC) in 

the UK system, the poor record of construction companies to train workers, coupled with a 

highly fragmented industry, creates a barrier to serious transition plans in this sector.9  

In this vein, a second major principle which is missing, and links strongly to the point above, 

is Just Transition.  Creating a sustainable infrastructure for London will require a lot of 

workers with different skills. This is an opportunity to develop new publicly owned structures 

which provides work and engages communities in planning.   

A Just Transition plan for low energy construction would assist in meeting the policy aims in 

GG3, 4 and 5. In particular, it would help in ensuring diversification of London’s economy 

including through the development of local manufacturing to service the construction and 

energy sectors. 

The increasing digitalisation of energy in the future where district supply operators will also 

be suppliers (and possibly generators) requires a high level of trust.  Social resistance to 

smart metering is very real and understandable when companies can ‘see’ into people’s 

home and with concerns over control/ownership of data.  Yet, this can play a very positive 

role in demand side reduction if got right, and therefore as part of a public goods approach. 

 

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 answer. 

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 answer. 

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

No answer. 

 

                                                           
9 https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/01446193.2016.1248988  

https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/01446193.2016.1248988


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

efficiency? 

No. Energy efficiency is one of the fastest ways to reduce greenhouse gas emissions and 

should be seen as a major infrastructure priority in the London plan.  PCS remains 

concerned that whilst “offset” may sit at the bottom of the energy hierarchy and associated 

targets, in reality for large companies offsetting is too easy an opt-out to meet their carbon or 

energy efficiency obligations.   

A report by DeSmog UK, an investigative media outlet, in 2018 revealed that “nearly a third 

of London planning authorities have never collected any carbon offset payments from 

housing developers, despite having had the explicit powers to do so for seven years”, and  

“several planning authorities are failing to spend collected funds, totalling £1.6m.”  Research 

by the EU has also shown that carbon offsets fail to reduce emissions.10 

This raises serious questions about the level of scrutiny on these funds and the levels being 

recycled into other carbon reducing projects. If major developments are getting passed 

through planning stages in a ‘dash’ to build with weak scrutiny of carbon offsets, and how 

any funds accruing from that are being used, this process needs to be urgently reviewed. 

Whilst noting initiatives already in place11, the report done for the GLA and C40 Cities by 

element energy in September 201812, identified energy efficiency as a “low regret” policy 

action and work should be underway in every borough to ensure this is taken up 

immediately.  This is doubly important given the possibilities to both reduce greenhouse gas 

emissions and fuel poverty. 

Equally so does the need for renewable energy and storage capability of new and existing 

developments. This needs to be integrated into transport policy and infrastructure for electric 

vehicles to reduce electricity demand through wider transport plans, as well as wider digital 

connectivity (or the internet of energy). For example having more mass transit and a 

massive reduction in car use (of all types).  The GLA, and boroughs, should be working with 

trade unions to develop good practices, energy efficiency and renewable energy standards 

in current buildings, including public sector buildings to help realise targets.  

Finally there is too heavy a reliance on a continued role for gas in energy plans. Whilst this is 

decarbonised gas, it still relies on natural gas as an input, and locking into a fossil fuel 

energy source even if ‘carbon free’ at point of use. As renewable energy gets cheaper, and 

battery storage improves, planning needs to ensure that it builds in a complete phase out of 

gas in the longer term.  With the lack of proven carbon capture, storage and use technology, 

this is not a viable energy choice in the longer term given the very real threat of climate 

change to human, and wider existence.  

                                                           
10 https://www.transportenvironment.org/news/85-offsets-failed-reduce-emissions-says-eu-study  
11 https://www.london.gov.uk/press-releases/mayoral/mayors-500m-energy-fund-9  
12 https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/2.3_wp3_zero_carbon_energy_systems_-
_final_report_issued_21_september_2018a.pdf  
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