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The London Plan Examination in Public 2018-19. 
 
Written Statement for Matter M9, Good Growth (also relevant to M7 and M8) 
Submitted by Levitt Bernstein. 

 
M9 Good Growth 
 
(a) Are Good Growth policies GG1 to GG6 consistent with national policy and/or justified, and 
would they help ensure that the Plan provides an effective strategic framework to achieve 
sustainable development?  
 
(b) Are the policies in chapters 2 to 12 of the Plan appropriately informed by and consistent 
with Good Growth policies GG1 to GG6? 
 
While we support the general ambition of the plan and have relatively few grievances with its 
specific intentions, we remain concerned that its length, complexity and repetitive nature will 
make it challenging to use and weaken its impact in practice. Its 500+ pages include over 100 
policies. The vast majority are multi-part, each typically containing at least six separate policy 
requirements.  
 
As architects, we are frequently required to confirm in writing that our work complies with all 
relevant national, regional and local policy. The relevant documents are often listed in 
Employers Requirements (ERs) and may exceed 50 in number, even for a housing project. 
Three years ago we collated hard copies of all the documents we were expected to conform 
to on a medium size project in Barnet. The pile was over 400mm high and the page count ran 
into thousands. We are not confident that the pile would be any shorter now. 
 
As London Plan policy does not always accord with national policy we have learned to be 
vigilant and crosscheck between documents. For example, the current plan encourages a 
minimum floor to ceiling height of 2.5m for housing (rather than the 2.3m required by the 
Nationally Described Space Standards (NDSS)); the new draft plan makes 2.5m a minimum 
requirement. Overlooking that small but vital variation (which is not technically permitted 
under the terms of the Housing Standards Review) would have multiple consequences for the 
design of any multi-storey scheme; not only resulting in taller buildings but also changing their 
proportions, requiring longer stair flights and adding substantial extra cost. It could affect the 
national fire safety regulations that specify height thresholds and may mean that safeguards 
required for residential buildings above 18m will now affect buildings above 5 storeys in 
London, compared with 6 storeys elsewhere. As a matter of principle the plan should 
reference national policy, not repeat it, particularly as the GLA has no control over nationally 
described documents and they are liable to change within the working life of a plan.   
 
The documents referred to in ERs typically include a number of other GLA publications, 
including SPGs, requirements for affordable housing, guidance for estate regeneration and 
many more. We also need to conform to each borough’s Local Plan policy requirements and 
all relevant supporting guidance. The risk of tripping up is even greater here; although much 
of it tends to be repeated information (drawn directly from GLA guidance), we cannot afford to 
miss any bespoke local requirements.  
 
We are staunch advocates of good policy but believe that policymakers often mistake more 
for better. We need enough safeguards to secure good outcomes but the more clearly and 
succinctly they are expressed, the better the outcome is likely to be. Time spent collating 
rules from multiple documents and auditing our work is time lost from design. As a strategic 
document, the London Plan should only deal with London-specific and London-wide issues 
while directing Boroughs to concentrate on issues that genuinely need to be locally defined.  
 
It is important to remember that policy is a means to an end, not an end in itself. To be 
effective at all, it has to be realistic, unambiguous and effectively enforced. It is already 
evident that many aspects of the current London Plan policy are not being met and that 
quantity is increasingly taking precedence over quality. We fear that this is getting worse. 
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Many large schemes, (particularly in the Build to Rent sector) already offer predominantly 
single aspect apartments, despite the many well-understood risks and disadvantages of that 
approach. Current policy requirements encourage dual aspect but fall short of requiring it, so 
it is increasingly being seen as ‘optional’. The requirement for at least 5m2 of private outdoor 
space for every home is very clear but balconies are often not provided for Build to Rent 
apartments. This appears to be considered acceptable on the basis that it is short-term 
accommodation aimed at singles, couples and sharers, rather than families. This is 
concerning because outdoor space benefits everyone, tenancies are lengthening, more 
families are having to rent and there is no guarantee that these buildings will remain in private 
rent over the longer term. 
 
We strongly support the six Good Growth Policies and would like to see them adopted in the 
NPPF. However, as noted in our consultation response, these overarching objectives should 
be used to test all proposed interventions, and reduce the overall number of policies. For 
example, as the first GG Policy (GG1) is ‘Building Strong and Inclusive Communities’; it 
should not be necessary to re-state the need and justification for inclusive design multiple 
times. Policy D1A 2) ‘facilitate an inclusive environment’, says nothing more than GG1. 
 
The same policy requires us to ‘achieve safe and secure environments’, ‘help prevent or 
mitigate the impacts of noise and poor quality’, ‘aim for high sustainability standards’, and 
other equally non-committal statements which are unhelpfully vague and can neither be 
proven nor contested. As a general rule, clients expect us to understand all of the rules but 
conform only to those that are strictly necessary. It will be difficult to know how to approach a 
statement of compliance given the loose wording of many of the draft policies and the long-
term aspirational goals expressed in others.  
 
Prior to its production, and in our response to the consultation, we recommended that the 
draft plan should not exceed 100 pages and 30 policies. We suggested various ways in which 
it could be shortened; that the Good Growth Principles could dictate the structure; that 
detailed information in Chapter 2 (Opportunity Areas and Town Centres) could be moved to 
an appendix or separate document and that all housing related policies should be 
consolidated in Chapter 4. We would still urge the GLA to consider how to make the next 
London Plan a more concise, more memorable and therefore more effective document. 
 
 
Julia Park on behalf of Levitt Bernstein, December 2018. 


