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Minutes of the Meeting of the Forum held on Thursday 11th December 2008 between 2.30 and 5.30

at The President's Suite, The Royal Institution of Chartered Surveyors, 12 Great George Street, London SW1. Our hosts were Tim Wacher and Trevor Hines. 

Attendance: 

Brian Waters: Chairman

Alastair Gaskin: Reagh Consulting, Honorary Treasurer

Andy Rogers: Association of Consultant Architects

Brian Salmon: The Berkeley Group PLC

Duncan Bowie: London Metropolitan University

John Lett: GLA

Kay Powell: National Planning Forum

Michael Bach: London Forum

Michael Edwards: UCL

Peter Eversden: London Forum

Ron Heath: RIBA Urbanism and Planning Group

Taina Peltonen: Steer Davies Gleave

Tim Wacher: RICS

Tony Thompson: CLG representing Killian Pretty Review

Drummond Robson: Honorary Secretary and Robson Planning

Introductions and Apologies.

Apologies were received from Bob Dolata, Gideon Amos, Judith Ryser, Marisa Burnal, Ruth Bradshaw and Tom Ball.

Discussion Topics 

1. Engagement Strategy for Development Related Travel Plans. 
Taina Peltonen for Steer Davies Gleave introduced the item. The GLA has introduced parallel two documents: guidance for Workplace Travel Planning for Development and Guidance for Residential Travel Planning in London. The guidance documents can be found on the TfL website: http://www.tfl.gov.uk/corporate/projectsandschemes/workplacetravelplanning/7680.aspx
http://www.tfl.gov.uk/assets/downloads/corporate/Guidance-workplace-travel-planning-2008.pdf
http://www.tfl.gov.uk/assets/downloads/corporate/Guidance-residential-travel-planning-2008.pdf
TP’s presentation concentrated on the process rather than the substance of the documents since there is as yet little practical experience of their application. It was agreed that the Forum should consider them further once they had become more established. GLA intends that they are used to ensure that all future workplace developments are sustainable and accessible. However as was quickly pointed out if the Transport Impact Assessment has accepted development in the wrong place there is little that a travel plan can do about it. “Shutting the door after the horse has bolted”.  Travel plan thresholds are proposed in accordance with the following table:
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 * Where no active encouragement of sustainable travel or promotion of travel options is required, the proposal should still be supported by suitable physical measures to support and facilitate sustainable travel (eg cycle parking, showers), as appropriate to the site and as judged by the borough officer. For mixed-use developments, the combined staff or floor space total or the inclusion of residential development may trigger a requirement for a travel plan, as discussed in the supporting paragraphs to this table.

** Development proposals which fall within the enterprise scale travel plan category will not be required to produce a travel plan of the same complexity as those exceeding the Standard travel plan threshold. Nevertheless, the organisation will be required to produce a travel plan and will be encouraged to produce and implement travel plan packages, with support from Enterprise. This travel plan would not be subject to independent monitoring in the same manner as a standard travel plan.

*** Development proposals exceeding the standard travel plan threshold will be expected to produce and implement a robust and rigorous travel plan, regardless of the precise form of submission (see below). In contrast to the enterprise scale travel plan, the travel plan would be subject to independent third party monitoring.
The residential guidance recommends that full residential travel plans are prepared for residential developments over 80 units based on a figure of 2 per cent constituting significant trip generation. This amounts to an AM peak hour car trip generation of 23 cars. It is estimated to affect under 135 applications per year.

The documents also include suggested formats for travel plans and a suggested assessment tool for evaluating the plans.

A lively discussion ensued. Michael Edwards asked when travel is considered acceptable. PT suggested that this would be based on benchmarking data compared with modal share and modal shift. Peter Eversden was concerned that local communities should be engaged to ensure local aspirations are met. Michael Bach asked how travel plans help where high activity is permitted in areas of low accessibility. He thought that travel plans should have to have regard to public transport availability in the first place, reinforcing the point that a locationally bad planning decision will not be helped however good the travel plan. It was pointed out that a travel plan need not be (though usually is) related to a planning application but be introduced to improve access to existing units.

It was further asked how travel plans are to be enforced; to which no answer was given, though the significant resource implication was acknowledged. Annual checks were suggested so could be made to endure through habit in successful cases. In unsuccessful cases however...

A further anxiety is that, as Kay Powell pointed out, the developer pays, on top of all the other obligations imposed on him/her.

2. Whither the London Plan? John Lett.
John Lett provided an GLA officer view of the way in which the London Plan is being considered by under the new policy regime, with particular reference to housing. It is expected that the London Plan will be revised according to a timetable starting early in 2009, the plan period would be to 2031.

The Chairman suggested that the suggested Annual Planning Conference, which was supported but had not as yet been acted on could be linked to a Forum and New London Architect event in the Spring.

Immediate issues will be alterations to reflect the financial commitment to Crossrail and s.106 agreement changes to the SPG (as proposed by JLL Consultants) associated with the proposed CIL arrangements (assuming London Borough skills and resources issues can be resolved). It is intended to introduce a levy at a £20/sq ft rate to contribute to Crossrail from 2011, with the aim that this will provide £300m “over the term”.

This was illustrated with slides as set out below:

Towards a new Housing SPG: Issues for discussion

Why revise the 2005 SPG?

· It was based on the first 2004 Plan – which has now been ‘altered’ (twice) to 2008 version.

· Considerable flexibility in wording of policies – need to be clear on how should be interpreted.

…including in light of Planning for a Better London and other new Mayoral strategies –

…an interim position until the London Plan can be reviewed.

Main proposed changes to the SPG

· Guidance to ensure that all policy considerations are taken into account when considering affordable housing targets, density, garden and other small scale developments.

· A new section stressing the importance of ‘residential quality’ drawing on a range of policies throughout the Plan – dwelling design, neighbourhoods, climate change.

· A revised section showing how the Plan supports the Mayor’s concerns to increase housing choice and tackle ‘special needs’.

· A revised section providing guidance on how mixed use policy can be implemented with greater sensitivity in different parts of London (the London Vernacular).

Introduction

· Inform LP 35,400 extra homes pa need estimate with new SHMA (32,600 – 36,700) and NHPAU (33,800 – 42,600) ranges.

· Ensure is PPS3 (not PPG3) compliant.

· Flag joint GOL/GLA statements on SHMA and SHLAA.

· Importance of Mayor’s new housing powers, especially as chair of London HCA board and role of emerging Housing Strategy, providing scope to better integrate planning and housing investment.

Section 1 Housing Provision: targets

· Update targets to 2007/08 – 2016/17

· Commitment to review these by 2011

· GOL/GLA interim position on rolling forward the first 10 years for a further 5 years for DPDs to demonstrate PPS3 compliant 15 year provision period in unique circumstances of London.

Sources of provision: broad areas

· Sub regions: stress importance of permeability in using LP ‘pizza wedge’ e.g. in partnership arrangements.

· Inner & Outer London: role of housing / population in rejuvenating outer London and sustaining growth of inner.

· Growth corridors: linking inter-regional infrastructure investment to housing growth within London.

· Opportunity & Intensification Areas: scope for partnership working to realise their development potential.

Sources of provision: smaller sites

· Garden development: importance of taking account of full range of policy concerns – respect local context, history, heritage, character, communities, distinctiveness, sustainable environments, playspace, biodiversity, green corridors, trees, flood risk, climate change, heat islands, ‘breathing spaces’ NOT just maximising provision.

· Are the benefits of addressing these policy requirements likely to outweigh the small increments to provision coming from such smaller sites?

· Only 2,400 pa approvals, but a relatively significant source of capacity in Croydon, Bromley, Barnet, Enfield, Hillingdon, Sutton?

· Are PD rights really an issue?

· Is PPS3 brownfield definition really developers’ carte blanche?

· Non-self contained: continues to count towards targets.  Is loss a strategic issue?

· Spaces above shops: encourage conversion in light of local circumstances.

· Airspace developments e.g. above supermarkets – existing and new.

· Live work units: support in principle but subject to local industrial demand.

· Surplus publicly owned land register: MoD and affordable contributions.  Is this an issue?

Provision and density 

Problems: developments not respect local context, not reflect local aspirations for dwelling mix, densities have been above guidelines.

Effective policy implementation: 

· Stress density must be compatible with local context, design principles and transport capacity – not just going for the maximum in the range, or above…

· The matrix ranges are broad to accommodate local flexibility and in both hrh and dph – so scope for local dwelling mixes.

· Where to aim for in the range in different circumstances: large and small sites, edges of settings, mixed use and plot ratio, infrastructure and density; quality and density.

· Car parking: PTALS and standards, changing attitudes to car ownership, front garden paving.

Provision: large site planning frameworks

· Frameworks for sites of +5 ha / + 500 dwells.

· Draw on full range of social infrastructure provision policies.

· Land use transport integration.

· Particular scope for addressing climate change policies NB: tri-generation (CCHP) and co-generation (CHP).

· Identifying ‘smaller large sites’ in DPDs NB: new SHLAA moving from 0.5 ha to 0.25 ha.

Provision: existing stock

· 2004 HCS assumed long term vacancy reduction to 1% of private stock, new LHS moving to 1% of all stock.

· Making Empty Homes Strategies more effective.

· Continue to resist loss to second homes and non permanent accommodation – not part of target.

· Unfit and non-decent homes: extend Decent Homes programme to ‘greener’ Better Neighbourhoods.

· HMOs: balance between licensing for statutory standards and maintaining viability.

· No net loss of housing including affordable and hostels / staff accommodation for identified needs.

Residential Quality

· Dwellings: quality of life and design – signpost DfL Design Guide for affordable homes – includes space parameters for these.

· Climate change: as part of the development process, large sites, heat islands, dual aspect, ventilation, day lighting, access, noise, CCHP, waste behaviour, recycling, demolition protocol, biodiversity, living roofs, front paving, existing building, retrofitting.

· Neighbourhoods: quality of life and inclusive design – ‘lifelong neighbourhood's including social and environment infrastructure, sense of place, existing character, public realm, play, open space, design and crime, community engagement.  Deprived communities and social mix / integration through design.

Choice and Special Needs

· Real choice across tenures with new products to ‘fill the gaps’ – role of LHS and HCA.

· Current 35,400 pa but new SHMA: cascade from London wide to sub regions to boroughs – see GOL/GLA statement.

· Update pan London dwelling / tenure mix – but boroughs to add local detail taking account of pan London needs.

· Affordable family housing – key need.

· Effective engagement to meet needs of different groups.

· ‘Life time’ and wheelchair accessible targets – new SPG.

· Students – local assessment, affordable policy does not apply.

· Gypsies & Travellers – Loco needs study table, separate assessment of provision to be 01/2006 compliant. LP review.

· Homes for the elderly: new section:  New products blur C2 and C3 distinction?

Affordable housing: definition

· PPS3 compliant.

· Affordable: meets identified needs at affordable cost relative to local incomes / prices AND will remain affordable OR sales proceeds can be recycled.

· Social: rents no greater than government target rents and, with service charges, affordable to households on less than £17,600.  Access on basis of need and available long term.

· Intermediate: above social but below market rent and, with service charges, affordable to households on less than £58,000, to be updated to £72,000 in light of PPS3 requirement to have regard to local incomes and prices, and revised AMR.

· Intermediate includes shared ownership, sub market rent, market purchase if meets perpetuity OR recycling AND income criteria. 

Affordable housing targets: 50%

· DPDs must set a target but this target must be robustly based on evidence justifying the 6 factors covered in Policy 3A.9, not just the pan London 50%.

Give primacy to:

· Regional and local needs AND

· A realistic assessment of supply.

In this context then take account of :

· The 50% pan London target, and

· Within this 70/30 affordable split (see below)

AND

· Promoting mixed and balance communities, and 

· The most robust supply assessment.

Affordable housing targets: 70/30 social / intermediate split

· The 70/30 split is only a pan London target.

· The nature of need within the borough and relevant sub regions.

· Considerations of achievability – the 70/30 split has not been achieved.  The LHS contains useful information as to why 60/40% is currently the most appropriate strategic ratio.

Affordable housing on individual private mixed use schemes

Take account of the full policy:

· “seek maximum reasonable amount”: outcomes not targets are the prime concern, and within this context:

· Have regard to targets,

· Encourage rather than restrain residential development,

· Individual site circumstances, and 

· Apply flexibility, taking account of site costs, subsidy availability and other requirements.

Individual schemes continued…

· Site suitability: for non-family as well as family affordable.

· Affordable outcomes: preferred dwell / tenure mix; role of needs assessment.

· Affordable / private balance: new affordable include live-work.

· Dwell / social mix: range of needs; location, density and social mix; community facilities; access to employment; local social mix.

· Viability: value and subsidy; other planning obligations; maximum grant; toolkit(s).

· S106 and grant: HC financial appraisal requirement; cascade agreement where grant unknown.

· Offsite provision: exceptional circumstances e.g. social mix, higher outcomes elsewhere; CAZ economic cluster; ‘pooling’ potential.

· Grant based schemes: viability appraisal only for HCA; any private must still contribute to affordable.

Site thresholds

· Affordable policy applies to sites with capacity for 10 or more dwellings: applies to total output NOT net gains.

· Lower threshold where appropriate e.g. where small sites are particularly important.

· Use SRQ matrix to test capacity in different locations.

· Small sites useful in seeking balanced communities.

Loss of affordable and estate regeneration

· No net loss of housing or affordable.

· BUT can be calculated in hrh if changing dwelling mix.

· Right to buys count as market.

· Intermediate can replace social to achieve broader objectives.

· Increased density may be necessary to achieve value uplift / balanced communities.

Mixed use development and housing in different parts of London

· CAZ offices and housing: MUD requirement, local implementation; not compromise business clusters – swaps / credits, offsite, affordable.

· CAZ: identify / protect / enhance predominantly residential neighbourhoods; manage housing / business interface to sustain predominantly commercial areas.

·  Surplus offices and housing beyond CAZ: MUD redevelopment, selective office renewal.

· Town centre housing: higher density, smaller dwellings, MUD, site assembly, air space, secondary frontages, affordable, design and amenity.

· Surplus Industrial: strategic and local needs; smaller sites; some SILs in east – managed release.

Wheelchair and Lifetime Homes Policy 

· Re-examine the 16 lifetime home standards: should additional criteria be included to respond to high density development in London

· Review Policy 3A.5 Housing Choice: does it need to address design standards in high density development 

· Is BPG needed to help boroughs implement a consistent standard across London?

· Consider implications of the Mayors housing design guide (eg if it introduces  space standards)  - what could this mean for wheelchair user/lifetime homes standards: could this lead to a more comprehensive London Accessible Housing standard

Duncan Bowie, responding to the presentation, doubted the need for the revisions, pointing to the flexibility inherent in the density matrix and suggested that this could be refined with further guidance on its implementation.

Ron Heath argued the benefits of the “three generation house” as a way of using the stock more efficiently and to offset unnecessary under occupation. It was countered that small units is still the shortage at present.

The Chairman – while acknowledging the presentation and the thinking behind it - interpreted the proposed measures as “you can’t change the policy quickly but the way it is understood”.  

Peter Eversden was concerned that the elderly are assisted, for example in what is becoming the problem of running appliances of increasing complexity. This is made easier in the support which can be provided by co-ownership housing. 

3. The DCLG Killian Pretty Report and the DCLG review of the planning application process. Tony Thompson of DCLG will attend from 3.30p.m.
The review is concerned with a faster and more responsive system for planning applications. It was commissioned by CLG and BURR. It concentrates on applications, not the whole planning process. TT supported his presentation with slides. Engaging with stakeholders should be fair, proportionate and transparent.

Key themes:


● Proportionality


● Process


● Engagement


● Culture


● Complexity

Promoting proportionality:

● More permitted development (PD)

● Expanded use of prior approval (for example for shopfronts and ATMs)

● Streamline information & validation requirements

● Improved advice & information

A more effective process:

● Improved pre application discussions (a key source of delay)

● Better processing of applications

● Fewer conditions & quicker discharge (including the default of allowing the condition automatically after 8 weeks)

● Faster s.106 process. (a key source of delay)

● Small changes – easier process

Improving engagement:

● More effective involvement by statutory consultees 

● Councillors - greater focus on key applications

● Improve community engagement

● Greater use of alternative dispute resolution including mediation

Changing culture:

● Improving the quality of applications

● Addressing shortages of resources & skills in local planning authorities

● Revising the approach to measuring performance 

Tackling complexity:

● Avoiding further expansion of national objectives & reducing duplication of  controls (enough is enough)


There is a need to be clearer about what information is really required rather than just interesting 

● Simplifying the national policy and secondary legislative framework for applications

Conclusions

● Initial stakeholder response from Ministers has been broadly supportive. 

The government view is awaited in the new year. RTPI is concerned that no attention is given to outcomes, rather than process

Discussion: Ron Heath said there was nothing to prevent Councillors being involved in pre-application discussions, provided they did not vote. Others were less comfortable with this, being concerned that it would be difficult not to give some opinion on the scheme’s merits which loks like pre-judging the outcome.

Michael Edwards said that local authorities should be given strong advice on applications.

Tim Wacher was concerned about those who did not have access to computers being disenfranchised from an increasingly internet based system.

Brian Waters asked that there be a national approved scheme of accredited agents and that there was no need for schemes to be assessed locally.

Mike Coupe was concerned that this was another example of a review which is likely to make matters worse, given recent past examples. Drummond Robson developed this by asking how can recent past failings be avoided this time. TT said that the outcome should be “roadtested” by closer engagement with experts. DR concurred and suggested the Forum might help. Kay Powell added that the Planning Advisor Service should get some pilots going. 

Michael Bach was critical of applicants being offered a presentation opportunity in advance of Committee which he saw as a way of “softening them up”. He also was concerned how it would be possible to lift standards of applications with a prior approval process.     

Minutes of Meeting held on 11th September 2008 at Environment Agency and matters arising.

These were accepted.

Treasurer’s report.

Nothing to report

Next Meeting.

It was proposed that the next meeting be held at GOL, when Roger Chapman’s successor had been appointed and that we should aim for 3rd, 5th or 4th March. One proposed topic for discussion should be the development opportunities offered by Crossrail. Richard Linton was a suggested speaker, or alternatively Andrew Barry Pursell.   

 Review of standing items.

The Chairman advised of the LP&DF London Planning Conference – now confirmed at New London Architecture, 26 Store Street for 30th April 2009. This was planned to be chaired by Paul Finch, hopefully attended by Boris Johnson and colleagues. Details in due course but in your diary now please!

Also he confirmed that there will be PiL yearbooks published in 2009 and 2010.

An ACA/RIBA taskforce is looking at quick fix solutions to aid the recovery after the present recession, particularly to assist the hard hit construction industry. One example would be to extend immediately to 5 years the right to implement a permission. Another is to incentivise LDO’s with an additional payment through the Delivery Grant if they relax their control regime. A way of increasing housing stock is an automatic right to change from B1 use to C3 as a way to increase housing provision. Ideas briefly discussed.

AOB   



None.

DR/dbm 24.12.08
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