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Decades ago t h e
main and mu ch
complained of
d e l ays and con-
fusion for deve l-
opment wa s

building contro l ; n ow it is planning
s y s t e m . So how was this tra n s fo r m a-
tion ach i eve d ?

The answe rs lie in the ex c e l l e n t
consultation paper 'The Future of
Building Control' just published by
D C L G * . This not only describes how
the system works but pro p o s e s
enhancements and an ove r- a rch i n g
vision too.

The tra n s formation stems mainly
f rom the introduction of competition.
Applicants have the choice of seeking
a p p rovals from the local authori t y
(LA) or an Ap p roved Inspector (AI). I t
also allows 'Competent Pe rsons' to
s e l f - c e rtify their own building wo r k
( t h e re are 14 CP scheme opera t o rs
p roviding 45 schemes such as electri-
c a l , w i n d ow and heating installa-
t i o n s ) .

The Government supports the
work of the LABC Pa rtner Au t h o ri t y
S cheme wh i ch enables a company or

adviser to have a working re l a t i o n s h i p
with a pre fe r red local authority fo r
advice and plan appra i s a l , while the
site inspections are carried out by the
local authority wh e re each project is
c a r ried out. Th e re are over 2,500 suc-
cessful part n e rship agre e m e n t s
t h roughout the country.

O ver recent ye a rs the areas cov-
e red by the Building Regulations have
been extended from pure health and
s a fety related issues to ensuri n g
g reater conservation of fuel and
p ower and improving accessibility
into and around buildings for all
those using them. G i ven the incre a s-
ing overlap between planning and BC,
one of the paper's proposals seems
o b v i o u s : " To create a seamless plan-
ning and building control service." It
goes on: "In discussing the issues of
overlapping regulatory re gimes with
s t a ke h o l d e rs , it is clear that the inter-
face between planning and building
c o n t rol caused the most problems ..."

The paper suggests integrating BC
applications with the new 'standard '
national planning application fo r m
1APP and re - b randing the Planning
Po rtal to deal with both re gi m e s .

But what is re a l ly called for is the
full integration of the controlling end
of both pro c e s s e s . An expansion of
competition by both allowing arch i-
tects and other approved persons to
c e rtify and self-certify for BC, p l a n-
ning and party wall compliance; a n d
to allow applicants and agents to
p a rtner with authorities to pro c e s s
applications re ga rdless of the location
of the deve l o p m e n t , as with the LABC
s ch e m e .

" The Gove r n m e n t ’s view re m a i n s
that competition between local
a u t h o rities and Ap p roved Inspectors
in the provision of building contro l
services provides a stimulus to
g reater effi c i e n cy and higher stan-
d a rds of service to the customer as
long as appro p riate perfo r m a n c e
s t a n d a rds are applied" says the paper.

The introduction of competition
in development control is the logi c a l
b e n e ficial outcome of the new plan-
ning fee re gime aiming at 'full cost
re c ove r y ' , wh i ch is about to bite hard-
er with the eva p o ration of Planning
D e l i very Gra n t . Far from creating a
' d e m o c ratic deficit' as some might
s u gge s t , it would ensure impart i a l

and pro fe s s i o n a l ly managed local
consultation and free LA members
and their offi c e rs to focus on ‘ t h e
v i s i o n ’ : getting and keeping their poli-
cies and plan-making up to date –
the proper role for democra cy in
p l a n n i n g. The efficient delivery of a
poor env i ronment isn’t mu ch go o d !

The paper's Question 10 asks: " D o
you think we should do more to
re q u i re planning and building contro l
services to operate as a single func-
tion to ensure better joining up fo r
the customer?" 

When it becomes natural fo r
planning applicants to think of them-
s e l ves as 'customers' of the deve l o p-
ment control service, then we will
k n ow we have arri ve d .

* The Fu t u re of Building Co n t rol March

2008 http://www. c o m mu n i t i e s . g ov. u k /

p u b l i c a t i o n s / p l a n n i n g a n d b u i l d i n g /

f u t u re b u i l d i n g c o n t ro l .

Re a d e rs interested in the future of planning

are encouraged to respond at least to the

questions with planning implications  by 10

June 2008.

Building control shows planning
how to provide a service
Faced simu l t a n e o u s ly with a Government rev i ew aiming to simplify planning pro c e d u res and the
imposition of complex new application and validation pro t o c o l s , building control suggests a better way.

A new red tape busting review to weed out
b u re a u c ratic hu rdles and create a more effi c i e n t
planning service for the public and business, i s
being launched today by Co m mu n i t i e s
S e c retary Hazel Blears , Business Secretary Jo h n
Hutton and Housing and Planning Minister
C a roline Flint. Major re form to the planning
system is alre a dy underway to gi ve commu n i-
ties a greater say in a faster decision making
p rocess for large infra s t ru c t u re pro j e c t s .

This rev i ew will look at the next ch a l l e n ge of
i m p roving the planning application pro c e s s
f rom start to finish to make it even more user

f ri e n d ly.
Local authorities have signifi c a n t ly improve d

their speed at handling applications, with 75
per cent meeting their performance targe t s , u p
f rom 25 per cent in 2001. H oweve r, t h e re are
still slow and cumbersome parts of the pro c e s s
that the Government wants to tack l e , f ro m
unnecessary paperwork to delays after permis-
sion has been gra n t e d .

The rev i ew 'Planning Ap p l i c a t i o n s : a fa s t e r
and more re s p o n s i ve system' will ex a m i n e
what can disrupt the prog ress of an application
f rom when it is submitted up to and beyo n d

when a decision is made, and will be carried out
by Joanna Killian, Chief Exe c u t i ve of Essex
County Council and David Pre t t y, former Gro u p
Chief Exe c u t i ve of Barratt Developments PLC. I t
will make recommendations for improving the
p ro c e s s , but import a n t ly it will not seek to shift
the balance of decision making, we a ken impor-
tant safe g u a rd s , or reduce public consultation.
www.communities.gov.uk, 25 March 2008

Oddly, no mention is made of the new
validation procedures and 1APP form: see
pages 17 and 18.

‘An end to the waiting game for planning decisions’
As we we re pre p a ring to go to press the Department issued a release under this headline. H e re is the gi s t :
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An old I ri s h
p roverb declare s :
“If I was trying
to get there , I
wouldn't have

s t a rted fro m
h e re ” . It may not be authentic, but it
c e rt a i n ly rings true for London's air-
p o rt s .

H e a t h row expansion has stirre d
mu ch public debate. While the stark
' p ro' or 'anti' camps will always shout
l o u d ly, i n t e resting ideas emerge , s u ch
as a new airp o rt to the east of
L o n d o n . And who knows? Had we
been starting with a blank sheet of
p a p e r, this may well have been the
ideal location, instead of Heathrow.
But we are wh e re we are . A new air-
p o rt to ri val Heathrow would take
m a ny decades. And should we need
c o nv i n c i n g, consider Heathrow ' s
Terminal 5 planning inquiry a cau-
tionary tale: at eight ye a rs from fi rs t
application to government approva l ,
it is Britain's longe s t - running inquiry
on re c o rd . H e a t h row is not just
London but the UK's most import a n t
a i rp o rt , one of the busiest in the
wo r l d .

And its users are suffe ring fo r
p re c i s e ly that re a s o n . My conve rs a-
tions with London's leading business
fi g u res have been dominated by
“ H e a t h row hassle”. Common com-
p l a i n t s : n o t o ri o u s ly unreliable depar-
t u re and arri val times, long securi t y
and immigration queues and a ge n-
e ra l ly unfri e n d ly attitude. Re c e n t
p re s s u re on Gove r n m e n t , a c t i o n
f rom the airp o rt's owner and the
imminent opening of Terminal Fi ve
point towa rds an improved passen-
ger ex p e ri e n c e .We will wait and see.

H oweve r, business and the public
n ow face the pressing issue of wh e re
we stand on ex p a n s i o n .

The anti-expansionists re c e n t ly

signed up the three principal Mayo ra l
c a n d i d a t e s , who dange ro u s ly declare
a dogmatic 'green means no grow t h ,
not now, not ever' for Heathrow. Th e
opposing clan is just as keen to
muster support for its 'expansion at
all costs' position, p ro l o n ging the
b l a ck and white debate it helped to
c re a t e .

We must be clear: our airp o rt s
need to service growing international
business travel to maintain the UK's
global competitiveness and support
London as a leading world city.
O t h e r w i s e , business will ship out to
D u b a i , Fra n k f u rt or Pa ri s . L o n d o n ' s
f u t u re is at risk if we do not re s t o re
H e a t h row's world-class status.

C o m p e t i t i v e n e s s
London is a centre for wo r l d

t ra d e . Senior exe c u t i ves in mu l t i -
national companies continue to ra t e
easy access to marke t s , c u s t o m e rs ,
clients and talent as a key infl u e n c e
on business location decisions. We
h ave to be able to re a ch our cus-
t o m e rs and clients easily, re l i a b ly and
c o m fo rt a b ly. Or we lose business. P u t
b l u n t ly, H e a t h row and the interna-
tional connectivity it re p resents is
vital to London and the UK's global
c o m p e t i t i ve n e s s . H oweve r, L o n d o n ' s
a i rp o rts are full to burs t i n g.A sixth of
the world's international fl i g h t s
i nvo l ve a UK airp o rt . Th e
G overnment predicts that passenge r
nu m b e rs at London airp o rts will
ro u g h ly double by 2030. B u s i n e s s
t ravel is fo recast to grow at an eve n
faster ra t e .

S o, a i rp o rt policy needs to allow
for growing international business
t ravel if we are to maintain the UK's
global competitiveness and support
London as a leading world city.

H e a t h row needs a passenge r- c e n-
t red service, high-quality tra n s p o rt

access and decongested airs p a c e . We
need a planning and re g u l a t o r y
re gime that encoura ges infra s t ru c-
t u re investment as well as the capac-
ity to respond to growing demand.
And one that re c ognises a high quali-
ty passenger ex p e ri e n c e . It also needs
regulation to account for the cost of
carbon and the social impact of air-
c raft noise.

It is beyond possibility that
London's airp o rts can expand at a
fast enough rate to meet unfe t t e re d
d e m a n d . S u p p ly is constrained by
c a p a c i t y. The conclusion is simple:
m a ke the best and most efficient use
of what Heathrow has now befo re
c o n s i d e ring its future grow t h .

Why consider growth at all?
B e c a u s e , a gainst a ra n ge of fa c t o rs ,
air accessibility remains key to
London's competitive n e s s .

E n v i r o n m e n t
But here's the ru b.Air travel – and

a i rp o rt expansion – comes with an
e nv i ronmental cost, both local and
g l o b a l . We urge n t ly need to prov i d e
for grow t h . E q u a l ly urge n t , h oweve r,
is the need to confront the env i ro n-
mental cost of fly i n g. A ny ex p a n s i o n
must be accompanied by env i ro n-
mental measure s .

The £2bn or so Air Pa s s e n ge r
Duty collected a year by the Tre a s u r y
should be ri n g - fenced and used to
i m p rove public tra n s p o rt access to
and env i ronmental measures in and
a round airp o rt s . Road pricing could
be introduced in the vicinity of the
a i rp o rt .A European emissions tra d i n g
s cheme with bite, wh i ch secures re a l
ove rall carbon re d u c t i o n s , should be
p u rs u e d . P rice regulation could allow
landing ch a rges to more stro n g ly
re flect the noise and pollution planes
p ro d u c e , wh e reas airspace should be
allocated to reduce emissions and

noise for those living under fl i g h t
p a t h s . And cru c i a l ly, the price of a
flight ticket should include the full
cost of its global env i ro n m e n t a l
i m p a c t .

The debate on Heathrow ex p a n-
sion has been hijacke d , reduced to
b l a ck or wh i t e , p ro or anti. But ove r
and above the clamour emerge
s n a t ches of a crucial debate – how to
marry safe g u a rding economic suc-
cess with safe g u a rding our local and
global env i ro n m e n t . Plans for a wo r l d
class Heathrow must come with
m e a s u res to capture the full impact
of more fly i n g. I believe bigger can
and must mean gre e n e r. As a leading
world city, London deserves the
debate to be more than just black
and wh i t e . The nuances are cri t i c a l . I t
should be in high definition colour.

Heathrow expansion – bringing
colour to the debate
London deserves the debate to be more than just black and wh i t e . B a roness Jo Va l e n t i n e , Chief Exe c u t i ve
of London Fi rs t , b e l i eves bigger can and must mean gre e n e r.
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A better not a bigger Heathrow

T h e D e p a rt m e n t
for Tra n s p o rt ’s
expansion pro-
posals fo r
H e a t h row – a
t h i rd ru n way, t e r-

minal 6 and/or ‘ m i xed mode’ o p e ra-
tion (ending ru n way alternation) –
t a ke no account of the existing tra n s-
fer of passenge rs to Eurostar and
London City A i rp o rt – 11 million
l a rge ly business trave l l e rs in 2007
and rising (even BA are opening
routes from LCA ) . The competition is
top slicing valuable business reve nu e
and this is perhaps BAA and BA’s re a l
m o t i vation for wanting further short
haul ro u t e s . M e re ly protecting BA A’s
c o m p e t i t i ve edge should not be a
G overnment ro l e . S u re ly the reve rs e
should apply i.e. by encoura gi n g
international and internal rail trave l
on short routes to reduce carbon
e m i s s i o n s , the Government would be
e n d o rsing its own policies. Whilst the
CBI and London Fi rst are support i ve ,
t h ey must re c ognise the new role of
E u rostar and LCA in the London and
UK wide economy. The ‘ hu b ’ a rg u-
ment might be important to BA , b u t

n o b o dy else.
No re a l ly cogent evidence has

been put fo r wa rd for any economic
need to expand Heathrow by some
80 per cent (totalling 122 million
p a s s e n ge rs ) . H owever the DfT
Consultation (p a ra g raph 2.2) also
states that passenge rs can be
i n c reased from 67 to 95 million per
a n num ‘without any additional
fl i g h t s ’ . An ex t ra 28 million (approx
7.4 million business trave l l e rs) up to
2030 should sure ly be enough for UK
p l c, including tra n s fe rs , w i t h o u t
i n c reasing the misery and loss of
s a fety for 2 million people (an aw f u l
lot of vo t e rs) under the ex p a n d e d
flight paths.

Ac c o rding to press re p o rts those
consulted (nothing like 2 million)
h ave been fed faulty information in a
document like ly to be judicially ch a l-
l e n ge d : even the Env i ro n m e n t
A ge n cy is not impressed! The DfT’s
Consultation has been described as
‘ d e s t roying our trust in Gove r n m e n t ’ .
I ’d just call it negligent and arg u a b ly
d ev i o u s . Noise [latest re s e a rch
(ANASE Re p o rt 2007) delibera t e ly
d i s re ga rd e d] , h e a l t h , emissions (not

meeting EU air pollution standard s )
all necessitate further re s e a rch
b e fo re any final decisions.

But perhaps more important is
the issue of public safe t y. E ve r yo n e
n ow agrees it is highly inadvisable fo r
the predominant flight path to be
over central and west London. Wi t h
222,000 ex t ra and parallel flights per
a n num it is surp rising that NATS has
not yet carried out an assessment of
the additional ri s k , p a rt i c u l a r ly fo l-
l owing the crash landing of BA 0038
on 17th Ja nu a r y. E x t rapolating fro m
these new flight nu m b e rs , is that
ex t ra risk factor 46.25 per cent or
some other fi g u re? Do we re a l ly
want two Airbus A 3 8 0 ’s – each capa-
ble of carrying 700-800 people – fly-
ing in parallel over Ce n t ral London on
m i xed mode flight paths on a late
N ovember Fri d ay evening (p e a k
time) in stormy wind conditions?
Multiple human / mechanical / com-
puter erro rs might be hard to corre c t .
Do ministers re a l ly want to take that
risk with a re l a t i ve ly untried airc ra f t ?
Ninety A 3 8 0 ’s will eve n t u a l ly be fly-
ing into Heathrow eve r y d ay. P u b l i c
s a fety must sure ly out weigh any
‘ p re s t i ge ’ a rgument for Heathrow ’s
ex p a n s i o n . In any event CAA seems
to be doubtful that sufficient air-
space capacity exists over London
and beyo n d .

So wh a t ’s to be done? In the
s h o rt term Heathrow needs to be
‘better not bigge r ’ . L a ck of inve s t-
ment in basic kit and too many staff
redundancies have made debt bur-
dened BAA a laughing stock .
[ A rg u a b ly BAA have n ’t the funds to
p roceed with major ex p a n s i o n s , a n d
for that reason would pro b a b ly
favour ‘ m i xed mode’ – ex t ra pro fit fo r
not mu ch outlay.] Existing terminals
should obviously be improve d , b u t
also demand better manage d .
G reater use could be made of other
a i rp o rt s , including Stansted (connect-

ed to Cro s s rail as suggested by
M i chael Schabas in PiL 62 and 64),
Manston for freight and eve n
N o rt h h o l t , if absolutely necessary.

In the longer term – on safe t y
g rounds alone – the answe r, as Sir
Peter Hall and To ny Hall proposed in
their 2006 T C PA paper (see PiL 60), i s
a Thames Estuary A i rp o rt , m aybe off
the Isle of Sheppey as ori gi n a l ly sug-
gested by Brian Wa t e rs . As well as
links to nearby High Speed Rail 1 and
p o t e n t i a l ly Cro s s ra i l ’s southern
b ra n ch , I would also sugge s t , i n c o rp o-
rating a tidal hy d ro - e l e c t ricity pro-
ducing Thames Barra ge (an
E nv i ronment A ge n cy option) needed
to protect London and the Medway
f rom global sea rises by say 2050 –
7 0 . If the DfT and BAA re a l ly want a
p re s t i ge national airp o rt with 3-5
ru n ways etc. , then it has to be the
E s t u a r y : it is the only logical and safe
s o l u t i o n . Jobs would be re l o c a t e d , n o t
lost and Thames Gateway might
fi n a l ly succeed. U n d o u b t e d ly one of
the civil engi n e e ring ch a l l e n ges of
the 21st Century – wo rt hy of Bru n e l
and Baze l gette – it would be a ‘ j o i n e d
u p ’ l e ga cy of wh i ch any gove r n m e n t
could be pro u d .

The good news is that with a ‘ b e t-
ter not bigge r ’ H e a t h row, with capac-
ity for another 28 million passenge rs ,
t h e re is time to develop this solution
to open sometime after 2030, b u t
c l e a r ly major engi n e e ri n g, e nv i ro n-
m e n t a l , fi s c a l , l ogi s t i c a l , and tra n s p o rt
studies should be put in hand now.
And Terminal 5? Well eve n t u a l ly it
would make a rather go o d , we l l - c o n-
n e c t e d , re gional shopping centre –
sounds sort of fa m i l i a r. I s n ’t that
what it’s going to be now with 112
retail units?

Tim Wacher is a former chairman of
the RICS Greater London Policy Group
and chartered surveyor, who has lived
under the Heathrow flight path for
most of his life.

Tim Wa cher calls for a better not a bigger Heathrow pending the building of a world-class airp o rt in the
Thames estuary.

pil 65 Opinions pp5-10  6/4/08  16:36  Page 7



8 Planning in London

O P I N I O N

There is n o t h i n g
n ew about the
ch a l l e n ge fro m
t e r ror in London.
A gent provo c a-
teur Verloc in T h e

Secret Agent, Co n ra d ’s dange ro u s
a n a rchist seeking to kill and maim
people based on the real Gre e n w i ch
Bomb Outra ge , left behind the
indelible P u n c h i m a ge of the shady
ch a racter with a smoking ball in his
hand with “ B o m b ” w ritten on it.

And that’s the point: we Bri t s
h ave always re c ognised the risk of
t e r ror and have shru gged it off with
our sangfro i d , our ga l l ows hu m o u r.
That is what perhaps diffe re n t i a t e s
the United Kingdom from the re s t ,
and provided in some immeasura b l e
way a greater innate level of securi t y.
The very nature of British colonialism
and militarism always carried a ri s k
of misplaced nationalist re t ri b u t i o n ;
Guy Faw kes was an inside job discov-
e red befo re it was too late, the mu r-
der of A i rey Neave in the same loca-
tion sadly was not.

All major buildings need a “ b a ck
d o o r ” to operate successfully. B e fo re
wholesale cost cutting, the manning
of corri d o rs by tea ladies and depart-
mental post room people whether it
was a Ministry or an airp o rt wo r ke d
very we l l . The cheery “Can I help
yo u ? ” not ex a c t ly cove rt , p rov i d e d
gi l t - e d ged security as these life t i m e

e m p l oyees we re encyclopaedic and
we re imbued with Service like a stick
of Brighton ro ck . C a m e ras and out-
s o u rced mu l t i - s c reen security contro l
rooms are remote and only as effe c-
t i ve as the level of staff vigi l a n c e .

So why have we lost our sense of
p ro p o rtion now? With possibly the
E U ’s highest population of CCTV
c a m e ra s , tank trap sized concre t e
b l o ck s , rising vehicle entry barri e rs
that will break the back of the
C h a i r m a n ’s Rolls and ra p i d ly located
c rowd control fencing defacing our
public buildings and open spaces
s u re ly we are demonstrating a
National soft under- b e l ly to a baske t
of potential and real enemies that
will serve only to re i n fo rce their
re s o l ve by providing visible targe t s
p rev i o u s ly unimagi n e d .

A number of us in the design pro-
fessions have a horror of modern-
d ay bunke rs .We have been educated
in the old Modern Movement philos-
o p hy of tra n s p a re n cy and openness
as a metaphor for the modern condi-
tion and liberal democra cy.We ques-
tion the assumption that the thre a t
of terro rism should dri ve us back to
the fo rt i fied mottes and baileys of
the Middle A ge s . Th e re is perhaps in
the misery of the laye rs of airp o rt
s e c u rity ch e cks and the trashing of a
p e r fe c t ly reasonable London square
an ove rt ly political purpose ra t h e r
than a tech n i c a l ly - d ri ven preve n t a-

t i ve solution.
No one is sug-

gesting that we
should not take
every measure to
p rotect our public
in going about
their daily live s .
I n d e e d , t h e re is a
p l e t h o ra of we l l -
i n t e n t i o n e d
c o u rses on defe n-
sible design,
c o u rses offe red to
equip planners
and designers
with the skills
t h ey need to incorp o rate counter-
t e r ro rist measure s . But the time is
n ow ripe to ch a l l e n ge some of the
assumptions that may permanently
d a m a ge our historic townscape and
c o m p romise the permeability and
f reedom of movement in our high
quality public spaces. These issues
can now be re s o l ved by the selective
and intelligent application a va ri e t y
of tech n o l ogi e s .

Towa rds this end, the A s s o c i a t i o n
of Consultant A rchitects with New
London A rch i t e c t u re is planning a
c o n fe rence in September. It will
ex p l o re the practical design issues in
p roviding enhanced security in major
buildings and public spaces. The con-
t ext is the political and social ch a l-
l e n ges in a mu l t i - c u l t u ral society and

maintaining a global peace-ke e p i n g
c o m m i t m e n t . The confe rence will
examine with case studies public
realm issues beyond the building
b o u n d a r y, and external and internal
m i t i gation through design and ri s k
avoidance for a ra n ge of building
t y p e s .

Jolyon Drury MA Dip Arch(Cantab) RIBA

ACArch FCILT MInstRE is a member of

the Association of Consultant

Architects, Chairman of the Public

Policies Committee of the Chartered

Institute of Logistics and Transport and

Director of Surge Logistics Consultants,

providing strategic advice to the public

and private realm for the access and

movement of materiel and personnel.

Designing for terror
A re we designing-in or designing-out terror? asks Jo lyon Dru ry

From Planning in London
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The state o f
L o n d o n ’s infra-
s t ru c t u re is now
a p p ro a ching cri-

sis point. I n
N ovember 2007,

the Planning Bill introduced prov i-
sions for the gove r n m e n t ’s latest
response – the new Co m mu n i t y
I n f ra s t ru c t u re Levy (CIL). The idea is
that deve l o p e rs contribute towa rd s
the increased pre s s u re on the city’s
i n f ra s t ru c t u re that will arise fro m
their deve l o p m e n t .

This levy is a step in the ri g h t
d i rection – leve ring greater pri va t e
sector contributions and prov i d i n g
local authorities with a small, b u t
i m p o rtant addition to their grow t h
funding toolkit. H oweve r, t h e re is still
a great deal of detail to be wo r ke d
out in terms of practical implemen-
tation and it is becoming incre a s i n g ly
clear that CIL will have little impact
on its ow n . G overnment still needs
to address the root of the pro b l e m ,
wh i ch is that policies and budgets to
d e l i ver sustainable growth are not
p ro p e r ly co-ordinated across depart-
m e n t s .

Th e re are many positives to the
gove r n m e n t ’s proposed CIL. As a
l o c a l ly collected and implemented
l evy, CIL re p resents a tentative step
t owa rds more financial devo l u t i o n
for cities – set against an otherwise
l a rge ly centralised and top dow n
government appro a ch .

The levy has the potential to go
some way towa rds front funding
i n f ra s t ru c t u re investment and pro-
vides greater certainty both for the
planning authority and the deve l o p-
e r, a rg u a b ly speeding up the planning
s y s t e m . Th e re is great ex p e c t a t i o n

that CIL will help increase inve s t-
ment in London’s deficient infra-
s t ru c t u re and is alre a dy set to con-
t ribute towa rds Cro s s ra i l .

H oweve r, these expectations will
need to be manage d . In terms of
p ractical implementation – although
CIL will not re q u i re onerous individ-
ual land va l u a t i o n s , as per the ori gi-
nal PGS re q u i re m e n t s , the levy will
still need to gi ve consideration to
both current and longer term land
va l u e s , including increases in plan-
ning gain – or risk being set too high.
Th i s , alongside broader assessments
of infra s t ru c t u re need, will still prove
h a rd to ga u ge – part i c u l a r ly on
L o n d o n ’s nu m e rous brow n field and
inner city sites. S u ch sites often
re q u i re substantial re m e d i a t i o n , i n
addition to the need to be deve l o p e d
as mixed communities – wh e re
d eve l o p e rs are part i c u l a r ly like ly to
resist paying for both CIL and affo rd-
able housing provision through S106
A g re e m e n t s .

In light of current macro e c o n o m-
ic uncert a i n t y, CIL will need to be
fl exible if it is to be re a c t i ve to
ch a n ging market conditions – or ri s k
l e n g t hy discussions at the stra t e gi c
planning stage , and possible litiga-
t i o n . S u ch issues pose the eve r- p re s-
ent question of whether local
a u t h o rities have the capacity and
re s o u rces to pull this off.

Fu rther complexities are like ly to
a rise with re ga rds to larger infra-
s t ru c t u re projects – wh e re there may
be difficulties in securing coopera t i o n
f rom seve ral local authori t i e s , e a ch
with their own pri o rities and political
a ge n d a s . The link between the deve l-
opment and the infra s t ru c t u re being
p rovided will be more difficult to

d e m o n s t rate wh e re the infra s t ru c-
t u re serves a wider area and the ben-
e fit wh i ch any one deve l o p m e n t
d e ri ves from it will be small.
M o re over local authori t i e s , who will
h ave incurred costs in setting up CIL
s ch e m e s , will then have a signifi c a n t
p ro p o rtion of their levy top-sliced by
gove r n m e n t .

The reality is that the levy will
o n ly have a significant role to play in
f ront-funding smaller infra s t ru c t u re
p ro j e c t s . Due to the meagre sums
i nvo l ve d , c o re public funding will
c o n t i nue to re p resent the lion’s share
of large infra s t ru c t u re commitments.
I n t roducing more small and complex
funding stre a m s , wh i ch re p resent a
d rop in the ocean towa rds large
i n f ra s t ru c t u re costs, will only go so
fa r. M o re ove r, t h e re is still no guara n-
tee when the infra s t ru c t u re will be
p rovided – agencies such as the NHS
and the Hi g h ways A ge n cy are subject
to their own timescales and ru l e s .

In sum, CIL re p resents a positive
m ove for London – a new addition to
the capital’s growth funding toolkit.
G reater thought will need to be
gi ven to practical implementation, a t
both the borough and GLA leve l , b u t
this levy will have little impact on its
ow n . What is needed is a fundamen-
tal re form of fragmented and back-
wa rd looking departmental funding
s t reams that result in new sch o o l s
and roads being provided only once a
c ritical mass of people alre a dy live in
the are a . Unless the gove r n m e n t
s e ri o u s ly turns its attention to this
i s s u e , we will continue to face limits
to grow t h .

Catherine Glossop is a Researcher at the

Centre for Cities.

What does the new
Infrastructure Levy
mean for London?
CIL re p resents a positive move for London – a new addition to the capital’s
g rowth funding toolkit, s ays Catherine Glossop A free Yearbook ‘08 for the fi rs t

reader to identify the underg ro u n d
s t ru c t u re pictured above : e m a i l
p l a n n i n gi n l o n d o n @ m a c.com with the
subject ‘ u n d e rg round competition’.

U n d e rg round London
If NLA’s recent exhibition of London’s
fascinating underg round stru c t u re s
we re not enough, Kit Malthouse ( a
businessman standing for election to
the GLA) writing in The Times t h i n k s
we should make more of their
p o t e n t i a l . “Building ever upwa rds will
ch a n ge london’s ch a ra c t e r
i r reve rs i b ly. D i gging down wo u l d
beautify it immeasura b ly, and cre a t e
some of the space the city needs.”

A rch i t e c t u re Fo u n d a t i o n
Zaha Hadid’s cancelled HQ in
S o u t h wark has re m i n d e d , if that we re
n e c e s s a r y, h ow difficult it is to ge t
d a ring buildings built in London.
Will Alsop comments in B u i l d i n g:
“At t ra c t i ve buildings bring people joy,
and happiness saves the country a
hu ge amount of money. . So if
c o n t ra c t o rs are fighting shy of
building great buildings, then they ’re
doing the country a hu ge disservice.”

M a rtin Paw l ey
Ian Martin’s obituary in a recent A J
reminds us of why Paw l ey was so
well re ga rd e d . Former arch i t e c t u ra l
c o r respondent of the G u a r d i a n a n d
The Observer, M a rtin say s : “ His many
publications from Theory and Design
in the Second Machine Age t o
Terminal Architecture, reveal the
passion of a futuri s t . A proper one,
with neither the soppy utopianism,
nor the luddite miserabilism we now
associate with the bad-we a t h e r
b ri ga d e .”
Quoting the remark that he wa s
a l ways full of misch i e f, he wri t e s :
“ E x a c t ly, M i s ch i e f. He was by some
distance the most unscru p u l o u s
journalist I ever wo r ked with. H e
w rote headlines fi rs t , then re t ro fi t t e d
the story.”
Perhaps we can all learn from that!

CLIPBOARDCLIPBOARD

pil 65 Opinions pp5-10  6/4/08  16:36  Page 9
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O P I N I O N

Property cycles thwart urban
planning

The downturn
that looms in the
London econo-
my will upset
the plans to
expand inve s t-
ment in housing

and infra s t ru c t u re in the capital. Th i s
could have been avo i d e d .

S u fficient historical evidence has
been accumulated to alert gove r n-
ment to the cycles in business activi-
t y. Co r re c t i ve action could have been
t a ke n , 10 ye a rs ago, to head off the
financial crisis that is about to alter
the nature and scale of investment in
the public services that are needed
to pre s e r ve London as a wo r l d - c l a s s
c i t y.

G overnment-led projects – in the
realm of housing, for example –
depend on the buoya n cy of tax rev-
e nu e . A recession would re d u c e
m o n ey into the Treasury coffe rs ,
fo rcing a scaling back of spending.
Except for the two high-pro file pro j-
ects – Cro s s rail and the Olympics –
we can now expect significant rev i-
sions to funding for all those services
that are vital for tolerable living in a
d e n s e ly populated city.

L o n d o n e rs are not the only ones
v u l n e rable to what is now going to
h a p p e n . Because of the size of the
c a p i t a l ’s economy, mu ch of the re s t
of the UK relies on  pro s p e rity at the
c e n t re for economic activity in the
re gi o n s . I fo re c a s t , in the fi rst edition
of Boom Bust, that the UK would be
in a serious recession by the end of
the decade. All the indicators , n ow,
point in the direction of that dow n-
t u r n . Th e re is no excuse for policy -
m a ke rs who are now shocked at the
turn of events in the marke t s .

In the second edition of

Boom Bust,* I explain that back in
2005 inve s t o rs – public and pri vate –
could anticipate the sub-prime cre d i t
c ri s i s . A counter- cyclical policy could
h ave been adopted wh i ch wo u l d
h ave at least moderated the scale of
the housing crisis that is now under
way.

All of this creates terrible pro b-
lems for those ch a rged with the
planning of public services. This is
most dra m a t i c a l ly illustrated by the
p o l i cy shift in the housing sector.
G overnment is now committing
itself to raising the output of
d wellings by 2016, at a time wh e n
the pri vate sector is reducing its out-
p u t . So far from hitting the target fo r
n ew homes set by Prime Minister
G o rdon Brow n , we can anticipate a
s e ri o u s ly reduced level of pro d u c t i o n
over the next fi ve ye a rs . This cre a t e s
d i fficulties in devising plans for the
p rovision of infra s t ru c t u re .

Another victim of the unfo l d i n g
débàcle will be the planning system.
The construction industry’s re c o rd
over these last 30 ye a rs has been
l a m e n t a b l e , but it chooses to distra c t
the public by blaming the planning
p ro c e s s . G overnment has conspire d
in the consolidation of this my t h o l o-
gy for obvious reasons – economic
p o l i cy, u l t i m a t e ly, is behind the sys-
temic fa i l u res (such as the short fa l l
in affo rdable dwe l l i n g s ) . And gove r n-
ment is responsible for fo r mu l a t i n g
economic policy.

As increasing nu m b e rs of people
who needed homes we re ex c l u d e d
d u ring the speculative phase of the
p ro p e rty cy c l e , a raft of re p o rts we re
commissioned from economists like
Kate Barke r. These claimed that an
inadequate supply of land with plan-
ning permission was behind the

housing cri s i s . Not tru e . B ritain has
s u ffe red from a short fall in affo rd a b l e
housing for the last 200 ye a rs , 150 of
wh i ch preceded the Town and
Country Planning Act of 1947! 

Fu rt h e r m o re , the boom bust cy c l e
has run riot throughout those 200
ye a rs , t h wa rting the best effo rts in
both the pri vate and public sectors
to plan for pro s p e ri t y. A systemic
fl aw undermines policy and planning,
but the politicians are clearly unwill-
ing to learn the lessons of history.

Fred Harrison is author of *Boom Bust:

House Prices, Banking and the

Depression of 2010, 2nd edn., published

by Shepheard-Walwyn, £17.95 which is

reviewed by Dan Lewis in Books.

Fred Harrison argues that a systemic fl aw undermines policy and planning, but that politicians are
unwilling to learn the lessons of history.

pil 65 Opinions pp5-10  6/4/08  16:36  Page 10


