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Just Space
Draft comments on draft London Plan 
Chapter 3: Design
Yellow bits need more work
Underlined are suggested submissions
This chapter of the Plan collects together various policies on design of big schemes, other new developments, individual buildings including housing space and performance standards and safety issues.
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D1 London’s form and characteristics
This set of policies comprises general advice on what places should be like. It fails to deal with participation in design processes and omits references to London’s overall structure, the move towards more local self-sufficiency. The importance of sunlight in public spaces, schools, homes etc is mentioned only in supporting text.

Suggested response:
· D1 A 7 “provide conveniently located green and open spaces for social interaction, play, relaxation and physical activity”  
Add:  in such a way that each enjoys sunlight throughout the year, at least in places.

· D1 A 8 “encourage and facilitate active travel with convenient and inclusive pedestrian and cycling routes, crossing points, cycle parking, and legible entrances to buildings, that are aligned with peoples’ movement patterns and desire lines in the area.   
Add: Foster the availability of commercial and public services within convenient distances from homes and jobs in line with policy SD7F and to reduce the need to travel.

D1 B Add (7) demonstrate the community engagement process undertaken and how it has influenced the design.

D1 Add general policy on attention to disability access at all scales. (wording?) unless this is adequately covered by D3 below.

§3.1.11 and 12 Text emphasising London’s Circular Economy Route Map is very welcome. It should be strongly reflected in policy, however, probably by strengthening…

D1 B 3: “aim for high sustainability standards  
Add: and follow the guidance in London’s Circular Economy Route Map. A priority should be on the retention and upgrading of existing building stocks unless there is strong evidence to support demolition / replacement.

D2 Delivering good design
This policy could be the place (or one of a number of places) to press our case for SIA.  It starts:
“A To identify an area’s capacity for growth and understand how to deliver it in a way which strengthens what is valued in a place, boroughs should undertake an evaluation, in preparing Development Plans and area- based strategies, which covers the following elements: 
· 1)  socio-economic data (such as Indices of Multiple Deprivation, health and wellbeing indicators, population density, employment data, educational qualifications, crime statistics)  ……”
Suggested response:  This is very welcome but needs strengthening to ensure that adequate Social Impact Analysis is undertaken prior to the designation of areas for substantial change…  (How would we go on?)

There is a lot on design review. Suggested response:  if the Mayor is serious about his ambitions for community engagement, design review must NOT simply be by professionals but engage communities as well, as being practiced at OPDC already. Policy wording needed.

D3 Inclusive design
Short policy, implicitly just about disability, specifically wheelchair etc access;
Suggest: modify as necessary to make it clear that there are many other types of disability than limited mobility.

Buried in a sub-section of text §3.3.1 is “…show that the potential impacts of the proposal on people and communities who share a protected characteristic have been identified and assessed…
Suggest: reflect in policy the requirement that (in effect) EquIA is needed.

D4 Housing quality and standards & Table 3.1 Space Standards
Notable that the same space standards are applied to all tenures. Welcome that.  (But note dwelling size mix is specified in another chapter as applying only to social housing.)

Just Space groups are alarmed at what seems to be a relaxation of enforcement of space standards, seeks a reversal to strengthen standards and proposes that there should be a new Key Perfomance Indicator (KPI) on compliance with internal space standards AND external playspace/ open space  standards. This would mean that compliance was monitored and reported in the Annual Monitoring Report.

D4E “Residential development should maximise the provision of dual aspect dwellings and normally avoid the provision of single aspect dwellings. A single aspect dwelling should only be provided where it is considered a more appropriate design solution to meet the requirements of Policy D1 London’s form and characteristics than a dual aspect dwelling and it can be demonstrated that it will have adequate passive ventilation, daylight and privacy, and avoid overheating.  
Supporting text 3.4.4 & 5 elaborates, suggesting that single aspect is OK for flats up to 2 bedrooms. Suggest modify text to add at least 2-bedrom flats to the ban on single-aspect.

D5 Accessible housing
The only change from the 2016 Plan in the policy box is that 10% has become at least 10% which we support.

All new housing should be built to be accessible and able to meet changing needs over a lifetime, and therefore the Lifetime Homes standard or an equivalent should be the default standard for all new housing.  Under the London Plan, 87% of new homes were built to Lifetime Homes standard in 2012, but the weakening of this strategic direction will undermine the provision of disabled friendly housing in London.
To realise the goal of meeting housing need it is essential to have accessibility at the centre of housing and planning strategies.   Without radically improving access and design standards we will continue to produce too much housing where people can’t get to or through the front door, where they can’t access all the rooms in the house, where they can’t use the bathroom, where they have to stay in hospital for much longer because their home is inaccessible, or where they can’t live independently or safely. All for want of designing housing to access standards that are available, tried and tested and extremely cost-effective.

Boroughs undertaking local needs assessments to justify a Local Plan policy that requires wheelchair accessible homes for all tenures has been deleted (3.5.4).  3.5.6 gives more encouragement to not apply step free access in blocks of 4 storeys or less and effect of this would be alarming, especially for small sites and especially in suburban London.

D6 Optimising housing density
This is the place where the density matrix is replaced by the “design-led approach” which lists most of the the right factors which should influence maximum density, including social infrastructure. But there is no quantification: the list is just going into the black box of “design”.

Suggested response: 
We welcome the inclusion of infrastructure capacity in D6A and the specific inclusion of social infrastructure in the elaboration at D6B. 

However we consider it a grave mistake that these factors are not being quantified in firm criteria. Daylight, sunlight, children’s play space etc should all be subject to quantification – either in a revised density matrix or otherwise.

We are also concerned that the needs of some equalities groups – notably Gypsies and Travellers – are incompatible with dense development and this needs explicit recognition on the Plan 

We are profoudly concerned by the proposal in the draft Plan to dicontinue upper density limits set in some sort of table or matrix. Clear upper density limits are essential to discourage speculative over-bidding for sites. Our strong recommendation is  that the upper limits of the density matrix should be strictly applied, at least until a borough has developed the Design Code (policy H2B(2)), which should in turn contain transparent and firm upper limits, not only for small sites.

GLA officers say in meetings that increased density is always welcome and this attitude seems to pervade the Plan. We are deeply concerned that higher density not only means jeopardising standards, but will tend to reduce numbers of family sized units  - and will probably reduce social rent/ low cost rent proportions as well - not just because of land price inflation but also because of built form of high density schemes  - high build and management costs & thus high service charges.

We note that the draft Plan accepts the importance of discouraging developers from over-bidding and creating land price rises “based on hope value” (§ 4.6.13). However this logic is applied only to affordable housing percentages and only in Opportunity Areas. The same logic ought to apply to upper density limits and throughout London to minimise speculative land price escalation.

A revised version of the 2016 density matrix has been proposed by Duncan Bowie and valuable work was done by GLA and TFL last year to refine the accessibility measures and take account of bus and train service capacity. The Just Space Community-led Plan proposes that density controls take account of social infrastructure capacity. If a more sophisticated version of the matrix cannot be brought forward for the EiP we would support retention of the 2016 matrix for use in boroughs which have not yet completed acceptable Design Codes which include transparent density limits.

It is important to stress that nothing in the density matrix prevents good design and we strong support the improvement of design. It just requires an outer envelope of density to reduce market uncertainty and speculation.

D6 B (3) is admirable in insisting that infrastructure needs to be in place in time for new development and that development may need to be phased accordingly. However it says “…in exceptional circumstances…” which we consider should be deleted. 

D7 Public realm
No comment.  Nothing on private ownership of public space except this para. Sian Berry AM is optimisitic that the draft charter (forthcoming) will be welcome.
“D7 G  Ensure appropriate management and maintenance arrangements are in place for the public realm, which maximise public access and minimise rules governing the space to those required for its safe management in accordance with the Public London Charter.”  
· D 7 I  “Ensure that shade and shelter are provided …”
Suggest insert …and sunlight throughout the year in parts of the space
Suggest:  The Public London Charter referred to should be part of the EiP process. 
[bookmark: _GoBack]D8 tall buildings
Declares “tall” to be a relative concept. Boroughs should define it for their areas.  They should make maps showing where tall buildings are and are not appropriate.
D8 C3 excellent on impact.  Suggest add 
c) The energy costs of higher buildings associated with more lift use, heating, cooling and wind chill should be taken fully into account.
The draft London Plan is more encouraging of tall buildings than the current 2016 Plan,  which required 

· identification of inappropriate locations,  
· tall buildings are limited to major regeneration areas etc
· Mayor to work with Boroughs to identify sites
· Mayor's Characterisation SPG an important guide
And we are alarmed about this greater permissiveness, both for the direct effects and as yet another way in which loose, flexible, policy would foster seculative land price escalation.


D9 Basement development
Boroughs should develop policies…
No comment

D10 Safety, security and reslience to emergency, and D11 Fire safety
Any comment?

D12 Agent of change and D13 Noise
‘Agent of change’ is a recent principle that a developer initiating a change which could lead to one use interfering with a pre-existing noisy use (e.g. building homes beside a noisy industry or night club) is responsible for the soundproofing etc. So both these policies deal with noise.

Welcome the protection of important parts of the economy, industries important for the jobs and services they provide.
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