
 1	

THE DRAFT LONDON PLAN  

Examination in Public (EiP) 
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CIBSE Response 
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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 

 
(a) Would the key performance indicators and measures set out in Table 12.1 ensure 
that the Plan can be effectively monitored such that the Mayor and others can 
respond effectively if policies are not delivering the expected outcomes, including 
those set out in Good Growth policies GG1 to GG6?  
(b) Should the Plan set out measures that would be taken in the event that monitoring 
demonstrates that the expected outcomes are not being delivered?  
 
As noted in our original response to the consultation, we still think there are insufficient 
KPIs and processes in place to monitor the implementation and effectiveness of policy, 
and to take remedial measures if the outcomes are not delivered. In particular, we note that 
the only 2 KPIs on environmental progress are Green Belt and Metropolitan Land, and 
Carbon Emissions. This seems very limited, given the ambitions of the Plan.  

We would also strongly recommend that there is a specific team within City Hall to measure 
the impacts and benefits of the London Plan. Topics such as carbon emissions from 
buildings (Matter 67), air quality (Matter 74), and the provision of EV charging points (Matter 
81) illustrate the need for active monitoring of the effectiveness of the various measures and 
policies to provide a virtuous feedback loop to inform the next iteration of revision and 
updates. 

The information gathered on the delivery of the Plan’s objectives could be linked to a wider 
programme of data gathering and analysis, with information made publically available as 
much as possible, to analyse how the city is functioning and help develop future policies in 
terms of the environment, transport, land uses etc, both strategically and at local 
government level. Examples may be found from other cities around world. 

We would make the following recommendations: 

• Additional KPIs related to Green Infrastructure policies; in particular, there should 
be monitoring in place on the progress towards the Mayor’s manifesto commitment 
for “London [to be] at least 50 percent green by 2050” (policy G1), and the Mayor’s 
intent to increase tree cover by 10% by 2050 (policy G7). Monitoring of development- 
and borough-wide Urban Greening Factor should also be carried out, to help assess 
the effectiveness of the UGF approach. We would also welcome the inclusion of a 
biodiversity indicator. 

• Carbon: the proposed KPI relates to improvements against Building Regulations 
2013, for approved applications. We would also note there are significant 
discrepancies between actual emissions (which would be monitored) and Part L 
emissions (currently used in policy SI2), and between Part L assessments at 
planning stage, as seems to be implied by this KPI, and at the as-built stage. We 
would strongly encourage a modification of this indicator if progress in real carbon 
emissions savings is to be monitored: alongside design- and as-built stage Part L 
improvements, operational carbon should be monitored, with the view to facilitate the 
transition to operational carbon objectives in the future. As noted in our response to 
policies SI2 and SI3 (Matter 67), we would also strongly recommend close 
monitoring of the performance of district energy schemes, including carbon 
emissions, plant energy efficiency, performance of the system in individual dwellings 
or demises and running costs (to limit risks of fuel poverty). 

• Air quality: the measure should be more specific and refer to progress towards 
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objectives (i.e. WHO guidelines, as recommended in our response to policy SI1), 
rather than simply to the “trend”. Major emitters should report emissions on their 
plant, and the Mayor’s team should monitor progress towards “zero-carbon, zero-
emissions” district energy schemes (policy SI3). 

We would also recommend that the GLA consider the move towards measuring end-goal 
outcomes – for example, in the case of measures such as air quality which are targeted at 
health improvements, it would be useful to be able to assess in the longer term the impact of 
air quality policies on associated health indicators. 
 
We strongly recommend further consideration to measuring the effectiveness of the 
Plan in delivering the desired outcomes. 

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. 


