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Planning in London advises its re a d e rs of the sad passing, after a long
i l l n e s s , of the UDP on 27th September. Although in some areas the
UDP has been replaced by its LDF off s p ri n g,we understand that many
London authorities are now mourning the demise of planning policies
that will be sadly missed. Wh i ch parts of any individual UDPs are
retained for embalming and wh i ch have been fi n a l ly laid to rest is not
yet clear. B e l oved spouse to the SPG and father of nu m e rous dispara t e
ch i l d re n , the UDP had a long and ve n e rable life if sadly lacking a sense
of hu m o u r.
All enquiries to Government Office for London. No fl owe rs , p l e a s e .

R.I.P. UDP

Note by way of explanation

Our understanding is that local authorities had to apply to the Secretary of State under para g raph 1(3) of Schedule 8 to the Planning and
Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 for an assessment of whether "current" (ie re a s o n a b ly up to date and re l evant UDP policies) can be save d , b a s e d
upon cri t e ria set out in PPG12 and by DCLG, if their LDF documents are not yet in place or have been rejected by the Inspectora t e . I n
H o u n s l ow's case, for ex a m p l e , all policies except eight have been saved or extended and this was confirmed by copy of a letter dated 21.9.07
f rom the Government Office for London. Whether other authorities have fo l l owed the correct pro c e d u res and re c e i ved confirmation that some
UDP polices can continue to be relied upon is not at the time of writing know n , but those who have n ’t , or who have unex p e c t e d ly had their
replacement documents disallowe d , a p p a re n t ly will have no valid polices in place from 27th September.

New from Planning in London
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There is a l re a dy
a certain re a l i t y
about the future
s kyline of
L o n d o n . We see
c o m p u t e r- ge n e r-

ated images of the City complete
with its towe ring cluster almost as
f re q u e n t ly as we see the real thing.
N ew London A rch i t e c t u re ’s model of
London in NLA is dotted with build-
ings and sites whose white fi n i s h
stands out from its grey back g ro u n d .
The white blocks are the buildings
and developments that have plan-
ning permission but have yet to be
b u i l t , the grey is the re s t .

The model city is a very diffe re n t
one to the city we live in today. I n
the model city Kings Cross is com-
p l e t e d , Canary Wharf is merged with
Wood Wharf into a high rise dow n-
t own area that dwarfs the Square
M i l e , Elephant and Castle is rebuilt to
twice the density of 60s housing, t h e

S h a rd , Ju m e i rah building and
Vauxhall Tower stake out the ro u t e
of the River Th a m e s , the Pinnacle
l o rds it over the City cluster.

But will the capital of 2026 be as
we imagine it; will the areas of inten-
sity be intense? Will we grasp the
a reas of opportunity? 

Camden Council and the Kings
C ross Railway Lands Group gave us a
bit of shock when the A rgent master-
p l a n , after an arduous consultation
p ro c e s s , almost fell at the last hu rd l e ,
the white model for Battersea Powe r
Station has to be ex ch a n ged for the
question mark of Tre a s u r y ’s new
m a s t e rp l a n .

The wobble on the financial mar-
kets put the bra kes on the inve s t-
ment market and raises concerns
over seve ral pro j e c t s . Co m m e n t a t o rs
question the UK economy ’s re l i a n c e
on the financial sector and they talk
about the slowing down of the hous-
ing market as though it is bad new s

rather than ove rdue corre c t i o n .
As anyone over 35 knows only

too we l l , economic cycles can have a
d i s a s t rous effect on the best laid
p l a n s . I still have on my shelve s
re p o rts pre p a red for the London
Re ge n e ration Co n s o rt i u m , the prev i-
ous deve l o p e rs of Kings Cross led by
S t u a rt Lipton and Godfrey Bra d m a n .
The re p o rts state quite confi d e n t ly
that the fi rst buildings would be
re a dy for occupation in Q4 1993.
Fo u rteen ye a rs later, we are still wa i t-
ing for the fi rst bri ck to be laid.

But an awful lot is happening –
B ritish Land are just finishing off the
fi rst of the current ge n e ration of
t owe rs at Bro a d ga t e , the demolition
c o n t ra c t o rs are at work on the site of
the Leadenhall Building, the Pinnacle,
the Walkie Talkie and Heron towe r.
One New Change is a heap of ru b b l e
and provides a wonderful clear view
of St Pa u l ’s that will not be seen fo r
another ge n e ration or two. E l e p h a n t

and Castle is on the move . S t ra t fo rd
and the Olympic site can’t stop eve n
if they wanted to.

But as major projects like
S t ra t fo rd , Kings Cro s s , G re e n w i ch
Peninsula and White City take shape
t h ey are ch a n ging more than just the
face of London. These sites wh i ch
h ave for many ye a rs been va c u u m s
within the life of the city, re d u c i n g
permeability and blighting surro u n d-
ing are a s , a re now becoming foci of
activity and vibra n cy Perhaps London
is ch a n ging from a city of villages to
a city of satellites wh e re these dense,
l a rge scale mixed use estates, we l l
s e r ved by public tra n s p o rt , c reate a
n ew hiera rchy of centres within the
c a p i t a l .

Peter Murray is exhibition director at
NLA. For details see page 2.

London’s changing face

Peter Murray sets the context for NLA’s confe rence on 1st Nove m b e r.

Carbon confusion
Have you t u r n e d
the TV off or left
it on standby ?
We are all
i n c r e a s i n g l y
b a d ge red about

being eco-re s p o n s i b l e , but how re a l
is this type of advice in the scale of
s aving the planet. It reminds me of
the advice gi ven by the UK gove r n-
ment in the days of the cold wa r
wh e n , in the event of a nu c l e a r

a t t a ck we we re told to get under the
n e a rest table. Will our individual
e ffo rts make any diffe rence or are
m o re radical measures needed?

While architects around the
world stri ve to make their designs
ever more effi c i e n t , so our politicians
chase the headlines to claim their
own eco Brownie points. H oweve r
dig a little deeper and the real fa c t s
paint a very diffe rent story.

Whilst an efficient building design

can make a real contribution to
reducing carbon emissions mu ch
noise is made about reducing a
c o u n t r y ’s carbon emissions by off-
s e t t i n g, h owever often this is not
“ re a l ” reduction but a token ge s t u re
that does not result in a measura b l e
ch a n ge .

This week saw headlines blazing:
“ N o r way aims for ze ro-carbon status
by 2050”. Good for Norway the
re a d e rs will be thinking but look a bit

deeper and a sorry tale emerge s .
H ow mu ch of this green rhetoric is
a ch i eved through more effi c i e n t
buildings and measurable sav i n g s …
well none actually. N o r way, l i ke
m a ny other ri ch countries is simply
buying its clean conscience by off-
setting its emissions through the
international marke t s . This is a ve r y
ex p e n s i ve process and is being fund-
ed by, wait for it, the sale of oil and
ga s . As the fifth largest ex p o rt e r,

World A rch i t e c t u re News tries to find reality in a world of carbon hy p e .
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Sustainability and the green belt: a
c o n t radiction in terms? 

The       
G ove r n m e n t ' s
recent re a ffi r m a-
tion of its com-
mitment to the
p rinciples of

g reen belt in its response to the
B a r ker Re p o rt belies a stark re a l i t y :
the green belt will almost inev i t a b ly
see further – possibly major –
e n c ro a chment from deve l o p m e n t , i f
local authorities are to meet the
housing nu m b e rs that the
G overnment is also re q u i ring them to
p rov i d e .

In tru t h , the commitment to sus-
taining the green belt should be re a d
alongside another part of the
response to Barke r, wh i ch entre a t i e s
local authorities to look hard at their
g reen belt designations “to ensure
that they remain re l evant and appro-

p ri a t e , gi ven the need to ensure that
a ny planned development takes place
in the most sustainable location.”

This is an interesting point for the
G overnment to make . It suggests that
sustainable locations do not ex c l u d e
g reen belt sites, wh i ch might surp ri s e
a large pro p o rtion of the residents of
c o m munities who assume that their
local or surrounding green belt land is
p rotected by the principles of ‘ s u s-
t a i n a b l e ’ d eve l o p m e n t .

B u t , as all planners but too few
p ro p e rty pro fe s s i o n a l s , let alone the
ge n e ral public, a re awa re , g re e n b e l t
land is not synonymous with gre e n
fi e l d s . In re a l i t y, of cours e , g re e n b e l t
land can be any area of land that a
local authority has decided should
not be developed on. G reenbelt can
be anything from brow n field land,
waste land or derelict land to prev i-

o u s ly developed land and indeed
g re e n , open fi e l d s .

When the Government talks
about ‘ s u s t a i n a b i l i t y,’ it means the
p rinciples that dictate that new deve l-
opment is best located adjacent to
existing urban areas so as to benefi t
f rom the pre - existing infra s t ru c t u re of
s ch o o l s , hospitals and ro a d s . When it
talks about gre e n b e l t , it means pro-
tecting against spraw l , a gainst neigh-
b o u ring conurbations meeting in the
m i d d l e . In neither case is it talking
about protecting green field land, a n d
this is often misunders t o o d .

A look at some bare facts at this
point throws light on to the issue.
G reen belt amounts to about 13 per
cent of the land area of England, a n d
a c c o rding to the most re c e n t ly ava i l-
able statistics, the perc e n t a ge of re s i-
dential developments permitted

within greenbelt land has re m a i n e d
fa i r ly constant at around six per cent
over the past decade. In 2005, t h e
same pro p o rtion of all land ch a n gi n g
to residential use in England wa s
within ‘ flood ri s k ’ a re a s , and about
nine per cent of new dwellings we re
built within ‘ flood ri s k ’ a re a s .

What does this show? It show s
t h a t , whilst authorities would cert a i n-
ly rather not build on either green belt
or flood risk areas – for diffe rent re a-
sons and under diffe rent pre s s u res –
t h ey are nonetheless fo rced to a sig-
n i ficant amount of the time.

At pre s e n t , in England, t h e re is a
“sustainable housing hiera rchy ” d eve l-
o p i n g, along the lines of the we l l -
k n own waste hiera rchy of re d u c e ,
re u s e , re cy c l e . But top of the wa s t e
h i e ra rchy is the impera t i ve to
“ re d u c e ” , wh e re a s , of cours e , n o - o n e

Th e re is an inevitable conflict between greenbelt and wider sustainability pri n c i p l e s . I n ev i t a b ly greenbelt must lose

N o r way has amassed some $300bil-
lion in sav i n g s , so money is not a
p ro b l e m . It gets wo rs e , N o r we gi a n
emissions per capita are about 11
t o n n e s , almost three times the wo r l d
ave ra ge … . .

The carbon swap scheme had its
h e a rt in the right place, f u n d i n g
c o u n t ries with lower effi c i e n cy
should have been able to produce a
higher reduction in emissions per
dollar inve s t e d . H owever the “ f re e ”
m a r ket will always find a way to
exploit schemes with good inten-
tions such as this. Ta ke for ex a m p l e
the Indian company SRF, one of the
l u cky few to have been approved by
the United Nations as part the car-
bon ex ch a n ge prog ra m m e . Due to

quirks in the sch e m e , S R F, wh i ch pro-
duces re f ri ge ration gases at a spraw l-
ing chemical plant in Rajasthan, I n d i a
re c e i ved so mu ch investment fro m
companies such as Shell and Barc l ay s
that it is expanding its production of
another greenhouse ga s , 1000 times
m o re damaging than CO2.

But it gets wo rs e . We still don’t
even re a l ly know how to measure
the damage . The big dra gon China is
a terrible polluter - fa c t . Chinese peo-
ple should do better – well it’s not
that simple. The emissions per capita
for the ave ra ge Chinaman is 3.2
(tonnes) wh e reas deep in the heart
of the EU, L u xe m b o u rg, it is 23.6!
A l re a dy you are screaming that this
is not fa i r, that China has vast are a s

of ru ral communities wh i ch nega t e
the pollution of the cities. Well this
leads nicely onto the next layer of
c o n f u s i o n .

P i c t u re an idyllic English country
v i l l a ge , quiet leafy lanes, rose cove re d
c o t t a ges and then compare this to
the gri n d i n g, n o i s y, s m e l ly city of
L o n d o n . The ave ra ge person in the
s t reet would pro b a b ly expect the vil-
l a ge to be “ g re e n e r ” but a re p o rt by
Tim Harfo rd for the London Fi n a n c i a l
Times shows that the village rs are
l i ke ly to produce 25 per cent more
carbon than the national ave ra ge
wh e reas the Londoners (and other
city dwe l l e rs) produce some 40 per
cent less. This is a hu ge and real dif-
fe re n c e . Not a 10 per cent re d u c t i o n

over ten ye a rs but 65 per cent now.
Tim further suggests that rather than
turn the TV off the village rs should
b u l l d o ze their community and move
to the city. Whilst initially that idea
m ay seem a bit radical it may just
point to a more effe c t i ve stra t e gy
wh i ch will make real inroads into car-
bon re d u c t i o n s , that of focusing new
d evelopment in the cities and re d u c-
ing development in ru ral areas and
s u b u r b s .

Your comments to
feedback@worldarchitecturenews.com

Michael Hammond is editor of
WorldArchitectureNews.com
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is talking about reducing demand fo r
n ew housing.

On a pre d i c t - a n d - p rovide basis,
the sustainable housing hiera rchy is,
fi rs t ly, to reuse existing housing stock .
S e c o n d ly, a u t h o rities and deve l o p e rs
a re urged to re d evelop or re ge n e ra t e
p rev i o u s ly developed land – and this
m ay include green belt land. This is
p a rt i c u l a r ly so wh e re development is
trying to steer clear of flood plain
p roblems – wh i ch in historic settle-
m e n t s , c o n s t ructed alongside ri ve rs ,
tends to be in the centre of tow n .

If these are not viable options

then authorities will opt to deve l o p
on green field sites close enough fo r
the use of existing infra s t ru c t u re to
be viable. This is like ly to include
g reen belt land. L a s t ly, t h e re will be
the option to develop on green fi e l d
land away from existing infra s t ru c-
t u re , located beyond the green belt.
This element only works if the pro-
posal has sufficient critical mass to
wa r rant its own infra s t ru c t u re being
d eveloped - in other wo rd s ; a whole a
n ew tow n .

In theory local authorities don’t
want gre e n fields to be slow ly nibbled

away, h oweve r, under pre s s u re fro m
d eve l o p e rs , the need to meet housing
demands and build sustainable deve l-
opments in safe areas away fro m
flood plains, local authorities are
i n c re a s i n g ly being left with no option
but to use green fields on the edge of
t ow n .

The radical solution to this pro b-
lem wo u l d , of cours e , to manage
housing demand. Easier said than
d o n e . G reater density is happening,
and will help. It will soon be a matter
not of choice but of necessity
b e c a u s e , at pre s e n t , a set of compet-

ing pre s s u res means there is an
i n evitable conflict between gre e n b e l t
and wider sustainability pri n c i p l e s .
I n ev i t a b ly greenbelt must lose out, o r
m ove out.

Anne Harrison is an associate at
B e a ch c roft LLP

Validation of planning
applications
B rian Wa t e rs thinks we are heading for disaster in the processing of planning applications.

As promised i n
the planning
white paper, t h e
d og - d ays of
August saw the
publication of

guidance on validating planning
applications* wh i ch will have a dra-
matic effect on our work in pre p a ri n g
them and on their cost to clients.

The 'draft' guidance for Local
Planning Au t h o rities shows how the

i n formation re q u i red to process an
application has ballooned ove r
recent ye a rs and the concomitant
need for a host of specialist inputs.

It introduces another delay in the
i n t roduction of the national applica-
tion form wh i ch will be obliga t o r y
for online and written applications
f rom 6 Ap ril 2008 (delayed this time
f rom 1st October 2007). The new
form is to be used for any of the fo l-
l ow i n g:

• Householder consents
• Outline and full planning permis-
sion and approval of re s e r ved mat-
t e rs
• Listed Building consent
• Co n s e r vation A rea consent
• Ad ve rtisement consent
• Consent under Tree Pre s e r va t i o n
O rd e rs
• Lawful Development Ce rt i fi c a t e s
• Applications for Prior Notifi c a t i o n
under the General Pe r m i t t e d

D evelopment Order 1995
• Re m oval or va riation of conditions.

The new guidance fo l l ows re p o rt s
of inconsistencies in the way in
wh i ch authorities have been va l i d a t-
ing applications and part i c u l a r ly their
demands for additional info r m a t i o n
intended to delay validation and to
m a ke meeting targets for their pro-
cessing easier. The governing re g u l a-
tions [T&CP (Ap p l i c a t i o n s )
Regulations 1988] will remain in

• Affordable housing statement

• Air quality

• Biodiversity survey and report

• Conservation Area appraisal

• Daylight/sunlight assessment

• Environmental Impact Assessment

• Evidence to accompany applications for town centre

uses

• Existing and proposed car parking and access arrange-

ments

• Flood risk assessment

• Foul sewerage assessment

• Heritage Statement (including historical, archaeological

features and

• Scheduled Ancient Monuments)

• Impact assessment

• Land contamination assessment

• Landfill statement

• Lighting assessment

• Noise impact assessment

• Open space assessment

• Other plans (3 copies to be supplied unless the applica-

tion is submitted

• electronically.All plans and drawings should include:

paper size, key

• dimensions and scale bar indicating a minimum of 0-10

metres)

• Photographs/photomontages

• Planning obligations/draft Head(s) of Terms

• Planning Statement

• Regeneration statement

• Statement of Community Involvement

• Structural Survey

• Transport assessment

• (Draft) travel plan

• Tree survey/Arboricultural implications

• Utilities statement

• Ventilation/extraction statement

• Site waste management plan (including relevant refuse

disposal details).

A footnote adds: Other local requirements may be includ-

ed by local planning authorities if there are clear refer-

ences and linkages made to relevant national/local policy

requirements. Local lists should be subject to consultation

and adoption and applicants should check the relevant

LPA website for specific requirements and/or discuss with

their planning authority.

Local authorities may call for any or all of these before validating a planning application from April 6th next year!
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T h e South East
P  l  a  n
I n d e p e n d e n t
Panel has pro-
posed this fi g u re .

Six Stra t e gi c
D evelopment A reas are proposed to
accommodate up to 5,000 new
homes each . Th e re are two in
H a m p s h i re at Fa reham and Hedge
E n d ; t wo in Milton Keynes to the
south west and south east; and the
final two are in south Oxfo rd and

south Re a d i n g. CPRE has major con-
cerns about the Pa n e l ’s call for selec-
t i ve Green Belt rev i ews aro u n d
G u i l d fo rd , O x fo rd and possibly
Wo k i n g. These could undermine the
i n t e g rity of the Green Belt.

CPRE South East welcomes the
i m p o rtance attached by the Panel to
the sustainable development of the
South East and to the quality of life
of its inhabitants. But the pre s s u re
for new housing in the South East is
m o re intense than in any other

re gion of the country. This poses a
s e rious ch a l l e n ge to the ch a ra c t e r,
beauty and tranquillity of the
re gi o n ’s countryside. CPRE South
East believes that it is there fo re
essential that a ch a l l e n ging target of
75 per cent or more new housing on
b row n field sites is set.“ We are disap-
pointed that the Panel has re c o m-
mended only a 60 per cent targe t .
We urge the Government not to
accept the proposed increase in
nu m b e rs .”

fo rc e . Regulation 3 sets out the bare
m i n i mum re q u i red to make an appli-
cation valid and regulation 4 pro-
vides that LPAs can request furt h e r
i n formation fo l l owing validation so
as to enable it to determine an appli-
c a t i o n .

P re s e n t ly authorities simply
demand more information befo re
t h ey will va l i d a t e , and threaten a
q u i ck refusal otherwise, s aying they
won't have the time to wait and
meet their targe t . Under the new
re gime they will be able to demand
up to 41 items to make an applica-
tion va l i d , p rovided these items have
been included on an adopted list
wh i ch is published by the authori t y.

The temptation will be fo r
a u t h o rities to throw everything into
their local lists on the pre c a u t i o n a r y
p ri n c i p l e , so putting applicants at the
m e rcy of their discretion when arg u-
ing about what is appro p riate or pro-
p o rtionate in the particular case.

E very authority is now invited to
consult on their proposed list befo re
adopting it (it will then be subject to
3 - ye a r ly rev i ew ) . It is there fo re
i m p e ra t i ve that architects and their
clients should scrutinise these pro-
posed lists and demand that each

item should  be clearly delimited in
the circumstances wh e re it can be
d e m a n d e d , and that the wo rding be
s p e c i fic rather than 'catch - a l l ' .
Au t h o rities will need reminding that
t h ey continue to have Regulation 4
to fall back on.

The Guidance is clear: "the com-
bined use of the national and local
list will affo rd the authority more
c e rtainty when submitting applica-
tions and ensure that the info r m a-
tion requested is pro p o rtionate to
the type and scale of application
being made." Simply for an authori t y
to trot out most or all of the list
gi ven in the Guidance will not
a ch i eve this. It specifi c a l ly say s : "it is
recommended that local planning
a u t h o rities adopt specific local lists
that are linked to the standard appli-
cation form and tailored to their ow n
c o n t ext and re q u i rements and
include indicative thresholds and cri-
t e ria for the submission of part i c u l a r
types of info r m a t i o n . "

The Guidance provides a diffe re n t
selection of items for each type of
application cove red by the national
fo r m . For a planning application this
is listed in the box on the prev i o u s
p a ge .

The need for vigilance should
n ow be clear!

The Association of Co n s u l t a n t
A rchitects (ACA) has written to all
member practices suggesting they
monitor the authorities wh e re they
a re active and respond as sugge s t e d
h e re . A rchitects might similarly
i nvo l ve and encoura ge their clients.

To add a note of iro ny, or is it just
c o n f u s i o n , M ay's Planning Wh i t e
Paper say s : "Later in 2007 we will
s t a rt a further rev i ew with the objec-
t i ve of reducing information re q u i re-
ments [for validating planning appli-
c a t i o n s ] " . The ACA is campaigning fo r
the rev i ew to precede the new
a r ra n gements – the further delay in
i n t roducing the 'standard' national
application form allows just such an
o p p o rt u n i t y.

*The Validation of Planning
Applications - Draft guidance for local
planning authorities from:
www.communities.gov.uk

Brian Waters is director of planning at
HTA and president of the ACA.

Pressure for housing
unsustainable
CPRE South East has ex p ressed great concern over a recommended incre a s e
f rom 28,900 to 32,000 houses to be built in the SE eve ry year for the next 20.

E xo d u s
A recent re p o rt has shown quite how
m a ny Londoners are leaving the city.
The Office for National Statistics
s ays that between June 2005 and
June 2006, about 243,700 Londoners
went to live in other parts of Bri t a i n .
Some 28 of London’s 33 boro u g h s
s u ffe red a net loss of residents to the
s h i re s .
The cost of housing is cited as the
main re a s o n , either because yo u n ge r
L o n d o n e rs cannot affo rd to buy in
the capital, or because pro p e rt y -
ow n e rs have decided that this is a
good time to sell. H oweve r,
i m m i g ration from abroad combined
with births to ensure the city's
population grew, to slightly ove r
7 . 5 m . – The Economist City Re p o rt .

C ru n ch
The summer's financial cru n ch will
hit London house pri c e s , re cko n s
Anatoly Kaletsky w riting in T h e
T i m e s. " L o n d o n , wh i ch in the past
few ye a rs has become the wo r l d ' s
ri chest city large ly through its
dominance in international fi n a n c e , i s
about to suffer a big knock . " . . I now
b e l i eve that house prices are like ly to
fa l l , e s p e c i a l ly in the highest pri c e d
a reas in the centre of London."

Poor jet-set
The stories of our we a l t h , s h e
c l a i m e d , we re ex a gge ra t e d : " Jim and I
didn't live that we l l " , she said, .
People said we had a mansion, but it
was no mansion. It was just a little
house on a lake . We did have dri ve rs
and decent cars and va rious people
to help us, but we couldn't have
s u r v i ved without that kind of thing.
We we re so busy every day. And we
didn't ever use the jet that mu ch." –
A m e rican televa n ge l i s t Faye Bakker
M e s s n e r . T i m e s o b i t u a r y.

CLIPBOARD

Crayford Road by Cousins

Wojciechowski architects
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