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Minutes of the Meeting of the Forum held at British Property Federation offices 5th Floor, St Albans House, 57-59 Haymarket, London SW1Y 4QX on Monday 21st June between 2.30-5.30. Our host was Ghislaine Trehearne - Policy Officer (Planning).
Attendance: 
Brian Waters: Chairman
Adam Cook: Landscape Institute London
Andrew Rogers: ACA
David Hackforth: Planning Officers Society
Duncan Bowie: London Metropolitan University

Ghislane Trahearne: Policy Officer (Planning) BPF
Giles Dolphin: GLA

Jonathan Manns: Knight Frank for RTPI

Judith Ryser: Isocarp/Cityscope Europe/UDG
Marine Drodz: Lyon University research Assistant
Michael Coupe: London Society

Mike Hayes: NPF Secretary

Ron Heath: RIBA LU&PG
Tim Wacher: RICS
Tom Ball: London Forum

Drummond Robson: Honorary Secretary and Robson Planning

1. Introductions and Apologies.
The Chairman welcomed attendees and thanked BPF and Ghislane Trahearne for hosting the event. Apologies were received from Brian Whiteley (Jonathan Mann came instead), Chris Poulton, Kay Powell, Jo Stockley (sprained ankle), Liz Peace, Michael Edwards, Michael Chang (both at the Replacement London Plan EIP Seminar) and Riette Oosterhuizen on maternity leave. He then introduced David Hackforth, President of the Planning Officers’ Society.  

2. Discussion Topics

1. Planning and Development in a Coalition. End of Regionalism, Start of Localism? Topic to be Introduced by  David Hackforth, President Planning Officers’ Society.

In response to Eric Pickles' letter of 27th May to Chief Planners on the Abolition of Regional Strategies  David Hackforth, POS President, expressed "Great disappointment that the government has taken this step without proper transition and with no provision for strategic planning."

David Hackforth said he was something of a fraud for addressing the relevance of the topic for London since he has never worked there. However he explained that his successor is Stephen Tapper who is from Enfield. He began by citing in his condemnation of the recent coalition actions in axing the Housing and Planning Delivery grant, proposing to abolish regional strategies and seeking to cut bureaucracy. He expressed this by the analogy of the Ford Madox Brown painting of The Last of England depicting himself and his wife as two émigrés gazing back at England with the White Cliffs of Dover behind them in the background.
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In deploring the absence of any transitional arrangements he referred to the Eric Pickles changes to PPS3 which still have references to Regional Spatial Strategies in it. He was also now at a loss to know how 5 year land supplies can be assessed. He said there would be adverse affects on London arising from work in regions outside London, notably in the absence of housing allocations. He wondered how there would be any proper way of assessing minerals and waste apportionments outside London. In a recent discussion with LGA there were many questions but no answers. The present administration cannot replace the regional strategies in the 2004 Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act without primary legislation.  

[Post meeting note: the Emergency Budget does recognise the benefits of regional economic policy through establishing a regional growth fund]
Greg Clark, Minister for Decentralisation and Planning policy is expected to make a statement at the Planning Convention next week.

PINS has taken the unusual step of issuing a statement to Inspectors on the forthcoming abolition of Regional Strategies:  http://www.planning-inspectorate.gov.uk/pins/advice_for_insp/rs_forthcoming_abolition.pdf saying “Until RSs are abolished and any transitional arrangements put in place, Inspectors handling appeals, call-ins and DPDs should continue to treat the RS as part of the development plan.”

Giles Dolphin said that at present there is no change at GLA and the intention is to wait until the dust settles. It is difficult at present to contact anyone at CLG. The impending absence of the Government Office for London has led to little appetite for action there. London Plan Replacement can proceed with minor tweaks. There was no expectation that the authority will change its housing numbers. CLG will attend the EIP but will not object, deferring in London to the democratically elected body. 

David Hackforth said National housing figures, regional housing figures, water supply and energy are likely to be more difficult to assess in the future. It is difficult to discern whether this will mean more centralisation or more localism associated with “volunteerism” in the regions. There is nothing to stop Counties and Districts undertaking the regional role voluntarily. Indeed it could be done across boundaries by agreement. South Oxfordshire however has stopped work on its Core Strategy to await a further announcement from Eric Pickles, but welcomed what it sees as the scope to determine its own future housing numbers.

Adam Cook advocated a looser arrangement which was more centralised but less formal to assess future housing requirements. 

Drummond Robson was concerned about the growing housing shortfall: the growing divergence between housing need as expressed in demographic statistics and what is actually being or likely to be built, both in and around London, with its adverse consequences for economic recovery and social imbalances. 

The Replacement Plan aims to achieve 33,400 additional homes across London between 2011 and 2021. 

The policies devised to achieve this increase in housing supply will result in a shortfall in London for the following reasons:
1. The recession has cut deeply into the housing supply figures.

See Figure 2.2 GLA SHLAA 2009 Capacity Study Housing Approvals in London 2004/05-2008/09
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2. ONS 2008 revises its predictions of population growth upwards. The draft replacement plan has not taken proper account of them. There is no other more reliable source for demographic statistics.

	London Population
	 

	 
	GLA
	ONS

	2011
	              7,810,000 
	         7,870,000 

	2021
	
	 

	2026
	              8,630,000 
	   8,820,000.00 

	Increase
	                 820,000 
	             950,000 

	Annual(K)
	                    54,700 
	               63,000 


3. Space standards are now greater so buildings will occupy more land anyway. (Although definitions of Urban and Suburban have been revised with no proper consideration).

4. The amendments to PPS3 of 15.6.10* from Steve Quartermain combined with the draft replacement Plan Policies to local authorities undermine the pressure on local Councils to resist NIMBYism.   

• private residential gardens are now excluded from the definition of previously developed land in Annex B 

• the national indicative minimum density of 30 dwellings per hectare is deleted from paragraph 47.

5. Boroughs no longer are required to maximise development densities but to optimise them.

(Draft policy 3.4).  

6. Draft policy 3.3 Increasing Housing Supply does not provide adequate safeguards against housing shortfalls in London. It exhorts localised intensification in town centres, opportunity areas, mixed use schemes and growth corridors beyond London; but beyond London the Regional Allocations are being undermined by the absence of future regional plans.

7. LDF policies are for 15 years. The replacement London Plan is settling for 10 + monitoring.

8. The most serious problem of the shortfall is that outside GLA there is already a major shortfall in supply from Green Belt restrictions which are planned to be reinforced, so that overall the problem is cumulatively much worse.

9. Outside London the absence of any coherent evidence supported basis for regional or sub regional planning will result in even more severe housing shortfalls as development plans are shelved, postponed or rebased with electorally easier targets which ignore of demographic realities. The structure of SHLAAs and SHMAs should remain.
David Hackforth said it would be possible to withdraw RSS outside London but this would be most likely to result in legal challenge if it were done. Cutbacks in Research Support Grant, freeze on Council tax etc. can mean the only way to balance the budget is by allowing development.

Duncan Bowie said that it should only be legitimate to go for growth if it genuinely incentivises local service benefit. 

Mike Hayes said it was difficult to be a voice of opposition in the absence of a clear strategy. The limitations on planning are fuelled by public expenditure cuts which make it particularly difficult for professionals whose life force is service to become an effective opposition.

He asked what in the proposed Decentralisation and Localism Bill is a National Spatial Framework and what is meant by Localism? How do you stimulate the property industry in these circumstances. He commented that local authority Chief Executives are to be made the “Patsies”. There is a huge need for the proper skill sets to be sustained.

Judith Ryser alluded to the French system of 33,000 municipalities which allows co-operation and negotiation as a mechanism. David Hackforth said that there could be a duty to work together in certain areas such as Leeds and Manchester. A discussion among the South East of England Council leaders offered a slight park of hope but when asked to choose between 4 funding options they chose the cheapest and most limited.  Mike Hayes thought quality and commitment was very mixed though in certain areas such as the Unitary Authorities grouping as the Partnership for Urban South Hampshire PUSH attempts are being made. 

Jonathan Manns asked what strategic planning by negotiation could mean suggesting it could lead to ghettos of affordable housing as people chose to provide offsite or off District affordable provision.

Alastair Gaskin thought the French model of localism was interesting but that much of the problem seems to stem from an unwillingness to make decisions on an economic basis. More emphasis could be placed on policies such as the recent PPS4. 

Brian Waters asked whether there was the intention to return the business rate to local authorities as a way of incentivising them. This was not answered. He thought that this together with matching Council tax for housing development and reform of CIL would offer incentive to Councils to develop.

 Duncan Bowie surmised that the new regimes would be likely to ensure that whoever paid got the decisions in their favour. 

Giles Dolphin said that when the GLC was abolished voluntary agreement, though considered, was impossible since it leads to no action. Some kind of legislation is needed and be subject in particular to House of Lords scrutiny. He Also emphasised the value of an elected body with a democratic mandate that London has as opposed to the other regional bodies.

The LDA is being wound up where there has been no investment for 2-3 years. This will result in genuine and enforced savings. 
2. To consider bringing Planning and Building Control into a closer and less duplicatory relationship. Michael Hayes, NPF Secretary, invited to open discussion in the context of the imminent National Planning Forum paper on the topic.

3. Minutes of Meeting held on Monday 15th March 2010 at Government Office for London, Riverwalk House, 157 - 161 Millbank, London, SW1P 4RR and matters arising.

Agreed. 
4. Treasurer’s report.
None. 

 5. Next Meeting. 13th September 2010. GLA City Hall Committee Room 4. Discussion Items Mediation in Planning from Leonora Rozee (National Planning Forum) and Assessment of Replacement London Plan EIP half way through. See http://www.london.gov.uk/london-plan-eip/written-statements and http://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/eip/FinalListMPrevised170610_0.pdf
 6. Review of standing items.

None.

 7. AOB

None.   



*PPS3 extracts paragraphs 46 and 47 and Annex B. 

Paras. 46 and 47 now say:

46. Local Planning Authorities should develop housing density policies having regard to:

– The spatial vision and strategy for housing development in their area, including the level

of housing demand and need and the availability of suitable land in the area.

– The current and future level and capacity of infrastructure, services and facilities such as

public and private amenity space, in particular green and open space.

– The desirability of using land efficiently and reducing, and adapting to, the impacts of

climate change.

– The current and future levels of accessibility, particularly public transport accessibility.

– The characteristics of the area, including the current and proposed mix of uses.

– The desirability of achieving high quality, well-designed housing having regard to the

considerations in paragraph 16.

47. Reflecting the above, Local Planning Authorities may wish to set out a range of densities

across the plan area rather than one broad density range.

Para 47 has been changed from: 

47. Reflecting the above, Local Planning Authorities may wish to set out a range of densities

across the plan area rather than one broad density range although 30 dwellings per hectare

(dph) net should be used as a national indicative minimum to guide policy development

and decision-making, until local density policies are in place. Where Local Planning

Authorities wish to plan for, or agree to, densities below this minimum, this will need to be justified, having regard to paragraph 46.
Annex B June 2010

Previously-developed land (often referred to as brownfield land)

‘Previously-developed land is that which is or was occupied by a permanent structure,

including the curtilage of the developed land and any associated fixed surface

infrastructure.’

The definition includes defence buildings, but excludes:

– Land that is or has been occupied by agricultural or forestry buildings.

– Land that has been developed for minerals extraction or waste disposal by landfill

purposes where provision for restoration has been made through development control

procedures.

– Land in built-up areas such as parks, recreation grounds and allotments, which,

although it may feature paths, pavilions and other buildings, has not been previously

developed.

– Land that was previously-developed but where the remains of the permanent structure

or fixed surface structure have blended into the landscape in the process of time (to the

extent that it can reasonably be considered as part of the natural surroundings).

There is no presumption that land that is previously-developed is necessarily suitable for

housing development nor that the whole of the curtilage should be developed.
Annex B 30 November 2006

Previously-developed land (often referred to as brownfield land)

‘Previously-developed land is that which is or was occupied by a permanent structure,

including the curtilage of the developed land and any associated fixed surface

infrastructure.’

The definition includes defence buildings, but excludes:

– Land that is or has been occupied by agricultural or forestry buildings.

– Land that has been developed for minerals extraction or waste disposal by landfill

purposes where provision for restoration has been made through development control

procedures.

– Land in built-up areas such as private residential gardens, parks, recreation grounds and

allotments, which, although it may feature paths, pavilions and other buildings, has not

been previously developed.

– Land that was previously-developed but where the remains of the permanent structure

or fixed surface structure have blended into the landscape in the process of time (to the

extent that it can reasonably be considered as part of the natural surroundings).

There is no presumption that land that is previously-developed is necessarily suitable for

housing development nor that the whole of the curtilage should be developed.
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