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www.planninginlondon.com
MINUTES OF THE MEETING HELD ON MONDAY 11TH DECEMBER AT RIBA MEETING ROOM, 77 PORTLAND PLACE W1B 1JJ BETWEEN 2.30 AND 5.30.

Attendance: 
Brian Waters – Chairman
Adam Cook: Landscape Architecture SE(LASE)



Andrew Rogers: Association of Consultant Architects



Dan Lewis: Economic Research Council




Gemma Grimes: Tower Hamlets




George Stowell: RIBA



Judith Ryser: Isocarp/UGb/Cityscope Europe 




Martin Simmons: for London Councils (formerly ALG)




Miranda Housden: RIBA London




Peter Eversden: London Forum




Richard Harrel: London RIBA LUPG





Robin Brown: Hayes Community Development Forum




Roger Chapman: GOL





Simon Foxell: RIBA





Suzy Nelson: University of Westminster




Tim Wacher: RICS





Tom Ball: London Forum




Tom Jestico: Jestico and Whiles (Part)
AGENDA 

1. Introductions and Apologies; New Membership

The Chairman thanked Miranda Housden and RIBA for arranging and hosting the event. Apologies were received from Sebastian Catovsky, who nevertheless sent his presentation and speaking notes, Alastair Gaskin, Bob Dolata, Gideon Amos, Michael Bach, Michael Edwards, and Stephen Robinson RICS. Tim Wacher explained that this was his last formal meeting as RICS representative and that Michael Edwards would attend in this capacity in future. The Chairman and meeting thanked Tim as a long standing contributor to the Forum and hoped that he would continue to attend anyway, which Tim accepted. The Chairman also said that Michael Edwards was an academic representative of RICS who also attended representing UCL so that he hoped RICS could also offer attendance from a practitioner, which Tim agreed to pursue. Martin Simmons said that Deborah Ganley: London Councils had asked to attend future meetings.

Adam Cook, Chair of Landscape Architecture SE(LASE) described the growing relationship of interrelationships between landscape and the built environment and said his membership was increasingly aware of the need to develop links with planning. At the end of the meeting having heard the discussion he and the Forum were glad to welcome LASE as a new member. The two discussion topics were taken in reverse order.

2. Discussion Topic The Economics of Climate Change.
The Chairman explained that Dr. Sebastian Catovsky, a member of the Stern Review Group, had had to withdraw at the last minute but had sent his presentation which was displayed to the meeting for the quietest session in the Forum’s history while the arguments were read by those attending.

What is the purpose of our Review? It is about the economics of climate change, taking the science as the starting point. 

Climate change is an externality with a difference:

· Global

·  Long-term

·  Uncertain

·  Potentially large and irreversible
The economics is driven by the science. Science tells us that effects of green house gas emissions generate damage (an externality) which is global, long-term, uncertain and potentially very large. This is market failure on greatest scale the world has seen. 

Part 1 of the Review sets out the foundations of the economics and the science. 
Stabilisation and Commitment to Warming

[image: image2.emf]
· A summary of recent evidence of the commitment to warming for different stabilisation levels. This new evidence allows us to apply probabilities to projections of future climate change

· Ends of range – lowest probability; near centre of range – highest probability

· The red bars indicate range (90% confidence) based on two studies – IPCC Third Assessment Report (2001) and Hadley Centre (2004). IPCC because internationally agreed. Hadley because more recent, more sophisticated on probabilities and central of recent studies.

The arrows indicate the approximate temperature at which we might start to see these impacts – were the darkening shade shows the increasing risk and intensity of impacts as temperatures rise.
Economics of Stabilisation:
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Stabilising below 450ppm CO2e would require emissions to peak by 2010 with 6-10% p.a. decline thereafter. If emissions peak in 2020, we can stabilise below 550ppm CO2e if we achieve annual declines of 1 – 2.5% afterwards.
A 10 year delay almost doubles the annual rate of decline required.

We have described the world, the unpleasant world, of Business as Usual (BAU) What are the options for action? Graphs illustrate scale of action required. Concentrations now over 425ppm CO2e, rising at 2-2.5ppm per year; under BAU, concentrations would reach 450ppm CO2e in 10 years, and 550ppm CO2e by around 2035. Given riskiness associated with stabilisation at 550ppm CO2e and above, there seems little justification for considering levels above this – and a lot of sense in looking at lower levels. Tighter targets mean earlier peaks and faster falls.

At stabilisation, annual emissions must be 80-90% below current levels – equivalent of decarbonising everything except agriculture.

Areas where these savings could be found include energy efficiency, power, transport, avoiding deforestation. Given that considerably more than half of energy supply is still likely to be from hydrocarbons by mid century, CCS will be a crucial part of the portfolio.
The stabilisation trajectories shown here all assume global emissions peak at between 2010 and 2020. The BAU is based on IEA forecast energy emissions, plus EPA non-energy projections. 
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There are four ways to cut emissions: 

reducing demand; improving efficiency; using lower-carbon technologies; tackling non-energy emissions. Emissions arise from a very wide range of economic activities. 

All four routes to reduce emissions play a role. How they are combined will vary with sector and over time. In the power sector, there are very many technologies that can reduce emissions. CCS is important. [Don’t know what this stands for. Drummond]. In non-energy emissions, reducing deforestation would make an immediate impact. All countries around the world must be involved in action.
Costs of mitigation 

Expected cost of cutting emissions consistent with a 550ppm CO2e stabilisation trajectory is 1% of GDP in 2050.  This is the result of two approaches to costing:

· Resource cost: 1% of GDP in 2050, in range –1% to +3.5%.

· Macroeconomic models: 1% of GDP in 2050, in range +/- 3%.

Stabilisation at lower levels gets increasingly expensive. 

Delaying action raises the cost (i.e. having a higher or later emissions peak).  The cost to delay is similar to the cost of hitting a lower target. We’re already very close to losing the option of stabilising at 450ppm CO2e – delaying action will rule out lower stabilisation levels.

Cost estimate differs according to when we start cutting emissions, how we cut emissions, and how much technology costs fall over time.

Growth, change and opportunity 

Strong mitigation is fully consistent with the aspirations for growth and development in poor and rich countries. Business as usual is not.

Costs will not be evenly distributed:

· Competitiveness impacts can be reduced by acting together. 

· New markets will be created. Investment in low-carbon electricity sources could be over $500bn a year by 2050. 

Policy for mitigation: Establishing a carbon price
Price signals can be established in different ways: greenhouse gas taxes; capping emissions and setting up a market in permits; or implicitly through regulation.

Emissions trading is one powerful route to support international co-operation.

Credibility, flexibility and predictability are key if policy is to influence investment decisions by companies. 

Now, turning to policy. 

Policy for mitigation has three strands; carbon prices; technology; and, beyond prices and technology, correcting other relevant market failures and influencing behaviour through information and discussion. 

The overarching goal of mitigation policy should be to reduce GHG emissions to the point where the benefits of further reductions are just balanced by the costs.  The most efficient way to achieve this is by establishing a common incentive – or price signal – across countries and sectors at a given point in time, thereby encouraging reductions in GHG emissions.  

Each of tax, trading and regulation has a strong role to play. The choice of mechanism will depend on the sector and country. 
Companies want policies which are credible, flexible and predictable, so they can understand the impact on their investment decisions. And right now, many companies are actually moving faster than policy is – on the basis that they want to adjust early to the transition to a global low carbon economy.

Policy for mitigation: Technology 
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Carbon price alone not enough to bring forward the technologies we need.
One way of doing this is through global public funding for technologies:

· R&D funding should double, to around $20 bn

· Deployment incentives should increase 2 to 5 times, from current level of $34 bn

Carbon price alone won’t deliver because of policy uncertainty over carbon price, and barriers to new technologies in energy markets

Range of technologies needed to achieve stabilisation. Many are available, cannot be sure which ones will be good. Private sector will be key in determining how technologies are developed and deployed. 

Costs come down with scale, and individual investors and capital markets cannot determine this or predict with confidence. So market support policies needed as well as R&D (and many countries here have such policies in place already – US State renewable portfolio standards, Germany’s feed in tariffs, China’s policies to support renewables).
Technologies at an earlier stage are subject to most uncertainty, thus need more support. A technology neutral instrument on its own will just deliver lots of the cheapest technology – it will not bring forward a portfolio
Policy for mitigation: Beyond pricing and technology
· Regulation has several important economic roles: supporting implicit prices for carbon, accelerating technology, overcoming other barriers.

· Information important to help people make sound decisions.

· Promote a shared understanding of responsible behaviour across all societies – beyond sticks and carrots

Regulation can play important role (example: one-watt initiative, future car emissions standards, housing insulation standards). Economists often dismiss them too quickly although modern theory is beginning to clarify their role.

Information allows people to make sound decisions (example: IEA work to spread best practice on efficiency of different coal power stations)

Creating shared understanding shifts behaviour, promotes collaboration, and underpins political momentum for action
Adaptation
Adaptation is inevitable: climate change is with us and more is on the way. Adaptation mainly driven by actions in private sector but public policy has crucial role. 

Adaptation cannot be a substitute for mitigation.  It can only reduce the costs of climate change; for severe impacts there are limits to what adaptation can achieve.

Extra costs of weather-related impacts, associated with climate change, are rising rapidly. Investment is required to reduce damage.

Adaptation in developing countries
· Impacts will be felt earliest and strongest by the most vulnerable, including in developing countries.

· Development itself enhances capacity and flexibility – crucial for adaptation.

· Adaptation will put strong pressure on developing country budgets and ODA.

· Increase in investment costs across the economy by tens of billions p.a. (World Bank).

· Better information and appraisal tools can drive effective risk management and planning.

· International action has a key role in supporting

· Disaster response

· Crop varieties and technology

· Forecasting climate and weather

Where does this analysis lead? International action: principles
Effective action requires:

· Long-term quantity goals to limit risk; short-term flexibility to limit costs

· A broadly comparable global price for carbon 

· Equitable distribution of effort

· Cooperation to bring forward technology

· Moving beyond sticks and carrots

The key foundations include:

· A common understanding of the scale of the problem;

· Transparency and mutual understanding of actions and policies;

· Structures that sustain cooperation, including institutional arrangements for monitoring emissions, emissions trading and technology collaboration

Financing mitigation
International finance flows should be scaled up for effective and equitable mitigation:

· Arrangements such as the Clean Development Mechanism must be transformed to support much larger flows.

· The IFIs can play a very strong role in shaping investment frameworks and piloting new approaches

· Increased resources are required for technology cooperation and transfer 

Trading is in its early stages, but has tremendous potential. 

Under the CDM, estimates suggest that there are currently approximately 1.1 billion euros CERs expected from projects up to 2012, valued at a range of 5.5 to 15.5 billion euros (using prices of 5 euros to 15 euros). 

Whilst this is a substantial flow of funds, it still falls significantly short of the scale of funds required to reduce future emissions in developing countries.

The World Bank has recently estimated that the additional costs of decarbonising the energy sector in developing countries between now and 2050 is between 20-30 billion dollars per year.

Given how the science has moved; given where the economics, building on this science, clearly points, the arguments for strong action are now overwhelming. 

This is a potential crisis at least equivalent in intensity to the World Wars and Great Depression and of longer duration. With well–structured economic policies we can  prevent it. We now require – urgently - international action and collaboration with the vision and scale, and above all the internationalism, that the world showed after the Second World War. 

Financing adaptation
The climate is already changing and will change further:

· All countries will face significant costs of adaptation, but developing countries will be hit earliest and hardest

· Development itself must be central to the response

· Crucial to deliver on commitments from Monterrey 2002 and Gleneagles 2005 

Deep and liquid global markets for carbon will require mechanisms that can work at scale.   Emissions trading is in its early stages, but has tremendous potential. 

Under the CDM, estimates suggest that there are currently approximately 1.1 billion euros CERs expected from projects up to 2012, valued at a range of 5.5 to 15.5 billion euros (using prices of 5 euros to 15 euros). 

Whilst this is a substantial flow of funds, it still falls significantly short of the scale of funds required to reduce future emissions in developing countries.

The World Bank has recently estimated that the additional costs of decarbonising the energy sector in developing countries between now and 2050 is between 20-30 billion dollars per year.

Given how the science has moved; given where the economics, building on this science, clearly points, the arguments for strong action are now overwhelming. 

This is a potential crisis at least equivalent in intensity to the World Wars and Great Depression and of longer duration. With well –structured economic policies we can prevent it. We now require – urgently - international action and collaboration with the vision and scale, and above all the internationalism, that the world showed after the Second World War. 

Mitigation policy can also be designed to support other objectives: 

· energy - air quality, energy security and energy access

· forestry - watershed protection, biodiversity, rural livelihoods

The costs will not be felt uniformly across countries and sectors. A relatively small number of carbon-intensive sectors will suffer significant impacts. This is an inevitable consequence of properly pricing the true cost of greenhouse gas emissions. The impacts on investors in these sectors, and on the livelihoods of those who work in them, should be tackled through careful design of policy and support for the transition.

IEA projection of growth in low-carbon power generation markets, if governments act on climate change - over $500bn by 2050.

Broadly, mitigation is strongly consistent with other energy objectives. The exception is that energy security will point some countries towards coal. Hence the importance of CCS. But must not allow any artificial horse-race between energy security and tackling climate change. 

Effective action requires:

· Long-term quantity goals to limit risk; short-term flexibility to limit costs

· A broadly comparable global price for carbon 

· Equitable distribution of effort

· Cooperation to bring forward technology

· Moving beyond sticks and carrots

The key foundations include building trust along the way: understanding, transparency, cooperation.

Clarity on long-term global stabilisation goals is essential to create coherent, consistent response.   Short term flexibility in using market mechanisms, including both tax and trading, will limit costs

Comparable price will support efficient mitigation. A global carbon price can be created in many ways, building on and supporting national policy including tax and trading.

Distribution of effort on emissions reductions for developed and developing countries should be equitable.

Cooperation is needed on technology, and can take many forms – informal coordination of research priorities through to risk-sharing on large demonstration projects, developing tradable instruments for deployment support, and agreements to address regulatory issues. 

International action on climate change will be sustained by public opinion in each country.  Governments should use debate to inform, persuade and educate. 

Conclusion
Unless emissions are curbed, climate change will bring high costs for human development, economies and the environment

· Concentrations of 550ppm CO2e and above are associated with very high risks of serious economic impacts 

· Concentrations of 450ppm CO2e and below will be extremely difficult to achieve given where we are now and given current and foreseeable technology

Limiting concentrations within this range is possible. The costs are modest relative to the costs of inaction.

Action is urgent: delay means greater risks and higher costs

Response by Dan Lewis

This “silent” presentation was followed by an assessment from Dan Lewis, Research Director for the Economic Research Council www.ercouncil.org which challenged some of the Stern thinking. His argument forms the basis of an article in the forthcoming PiL and so is not rehearsed fully in these minutes. The argument responds to the economics of climate change, not the science (or indeed the politics).

The general thrust of his argument was

· The projections made by Stern take an extreme interpretation of the seriousness of the situation and Lewis disputed rather the likely scale rather than the certainty that Climate Change is happening.

· He did however strongly dispute what can and should be done about it in economic terms, taking the view that developing countries are unlikely to behave as we would wish them to in order to save the planet.

The key points he made were 

1. There is time to avoid the worst impacts of climate change. The low price of carbon makes it uneconomic to trade at present and so the economic benefits of engaging with it provide little inducement to support the imperative.

2. Limiting CO2 emissions will have serious economic consequences for the world’s great developing countries of India and China, with their extensive fossil fuel reserves.

3. The costs of stabilizing the climate are manageable. Since the pattern of climate has been warmer for longer the probability is that it will cool again. (Solar radiation declined during the industrial revolution). It is therefore likely that man’s interventions are being overstated compared with other more cosmic forces.

4. Energy is an indispensable economic input and it is hard not to see prices going up with a sustained shift to low carbon technologies.
5. Energy efficiency will not cut emissions, it can only increase them. There are only two ways to reduce emissions; contract the money supply and engender a recession or more sensibly, use much more low-carbon technology.

6. The record on international emissions trading is at least mixed. This is because carbon a) does not price out far enough into the future b) the price of carbon is not high enough c) European governments find it too tempting to over-allocate permits as a concession to their industries.
The price of carbon is not sufficient to make carbon trading worth while at present and so the astute will buy as a hedge against future price increases. Bedzed typically needs half a tonne of carbon per home rather than the normal energy average of one tonne. Rather than incur the current high costs of doing this it would be cheaper offset carbon costs by buying forward a hundred years.

In short we are dealing with a problem not a catastrophe.
Discussion
Richard Harral replied that Bedzed is now 15 years old and since then new technology energy costs have reduced significantly. DL replied that the CHP is still expensive to clean and that Bedzed homes were excessively gloomy inside because of low level lighting to save energy.

Peter Eversden voiced his concern that waste policy is at odds with the climate change agenda. A recent burning and gasification plant has recently been agreed which will produce consume 500,000 tonnes of plastic a year as an energy source. He added that every London local authority treats waste differently and could benefit by more unification with the objective of reducing energy consumption.

Simon Foxell said that we are putting out more carbon dioxide than we are capturing which makes global warming a real issue, and we have an obligation to set an example as an ethically led country. He commended the 10 principles of One Planet Living.

Judith Ryser was concerned about the profligate use of materials – never mind where they come from, with the implication that the energy costs of distribution are inadequately recognised.

Brian Waters took up Dan Lewis’s theme by considering the impact of climate change on economics, asking what we would do if we set a magnificent example to the world which no-one else is willing to follow. (Our up to 2% energy saving won’t amount to much). Also what is being done in Woking, which is a leader in energy saving, to sell its energy back to the National Grid, given there is no economic incentive to do so?   

Tim Wacher was also concerned that even though UK efforts may be barely noticed on the global stage this becomes a justification for a new programme of nuclear fuel making, which would bring with it the need for engineers to protect against leakage for tens of thousands of years, which is a high expectation for any civilization.

Adam Cook raised the question of the impact of renewables, notably wind farms, on the landscape, citing the example of Northumberland. (Since the meeting the government has announced its decision to allow a huge wind farm in the Thames Estuary).

Tom Ball drew attention to the growing use of solar panels, now being used by hotels to provide recyclable hot water, and the Housing Corporation being charged with a responsibility to provide solar panels everywhere.

Final comments were given by Dan Lewis including 

1. Carbon Trading. He referred to Dr. Ric. Sandor’s website for the case against personal carbon trading simply on the grounds it would be too complex to price it all.

2. The International Energy Agency considers the growth of consumption which results in energy being needed to catch up, with consequential rises in its costs.

3. Biofuel comparisons. The price to produce a barrel of bioethanol and make it economically viable is in Chile $30, in US $50 and in Europe $70.  
Discussion Topic. Review of Government Planning.
The Chairman welcomed Roger Chapman to review the wide range of current government initiatives and issues, which RC sought to answer in response to the question What’s next in Planning? complete with a splendid if difficult to reproduce diagram. Its substance is set out below.

Barker. The government has welcomed Barker 2 which was issued to the Treasury  by Kate Barker on 5th December and is being consulted on by Communities and Local Government (Now known as CLG). In the report planning is recognised as a necessary and valued activity, but its context is increasingly challenging and so wide-ranging reform is recommended. The aim is to provide a White Paper in the Spring of 2007 with proposals to respond to her recommendations for improving the speed and responsiveness and efficiency of land use planning and taking forward the Kate Barker and Rod Eddington’s proposals for reform of major infrastructure planning. There is a dedicated email address on CLG website for comments on Barker as well as the Barker website itself: www.barkerreviewofplanning.org.uk
Barker proposals, are set out as 32 recommendations at appendix A to her report including reducing the national planning guidance to about a quarter of its present extent, improving local plan making time, faster appeals, a new mediation service associated with 50% fewer call ins, changes to major infrastructure planning, transport waste and energy, enhancing flexibility and sustainability objectives, minor changes to encourage wind turbines and solar energy, better account being taken of market signals, return of the presumption in favour of development, accommodating a population of 55m by 2026, greater mixed use and a review of the Green Belt.

Planning Gain Supplement. The government believes that a workable and effective PGS should operate alongside a scaled back obligations system as a fairer means of releasing land value to help finance infrastructure. Three pre budget papers have been issued: 1. Valuing Planning Gain – a PGS consultation by HM Customs and Excise. 2. Paying PGS, a technical consultation and the CLG’s “Changes to Planning Obligations”. This is unlikely to become law until 2009. The Mayor of London is opposed to this measure since the majority of London application schemes are brown field with large valuation issues, whereas PGS will tend to favour uplift in green field values. Peter Eversden took the view that the public is not involved in s. 106 negotiations but they should be.

Local Government White Paper. This includes proposals for the repeal of the requirement for an independent examination of the Statement of Community Involvement, together with closer linkages between LAAs, LDFs and Sustainable Community Strategies. (Page 48 offers a briefing if required).

PPS3 Housing was issued on 29th November with a further drive for more homes and identifying more land over a 15 year term.

PPS25. Flooding was issued on 7th December.
Householder Development Consents will result from the 2006 report, with the principle that applications should be judged on impact rather than volume and size.

A standard planning application form is planned for October 2007.

The GLA Bill, which received second reading on 12th December will direct changes to boroughs Local Development Schemes and determine the scope of the mayor’s powers to determine applications of strategic importance.

Discussion. The Chairman, thanking RC for an excellent summary said that the Barker report was truly significant partly because it is written to the Treasury, rather than CLG, in view of the importance attached to planning as part of the economy, rather than environment. It was also made clear that the White Paper will be written by the Cabinet Office rather than CLG.

Martin Simmons said there was an urgent need for a new PPS4. The need for new government guidance for new technological industries is now overwhelming. Both CLG and DTI are involved.

Simon Foxell was concerned about the persistence of “2 dimensional land allocations”. 

Suzy Nelson queried the principle of sustainable economic growth linked to the clear understanding that these are matters which only the market will decide. 

Drummond Robson was dismayed at the ill judged and emotive single issue response of RTPI to the Barker report’s call for a general presumption in favour of development which the Institute had described as “calamitous” claiming it will lead to poor quality development and “a charter for tin sheds”. This is more the knee jerk reaction of a campaign organization than a properly measured response by a professional body to Barker’s integrated piece of researched scholarship.

Tom Ball spoke about householder development consents resulting in the growth of satellite dishes and poor quality extensions, loft conversions etc.

The Chairman, Brian Waters referred to the ACA Green Paper which picks up on the Audit Commission report Matching Expectations and Capacity suggesting that development control, like building control could be outsourced as a system of certification, a theme which can be followed through householder applications, speeding up the system, Barker review etc. to make planning less politicized and subjective. The Planning Officers Society has however objected with concerns about what in house staff would do and the loss of applications revenues.

George Stowell spoke of the Barker pay off approach, asking “What’s wrong with this”. 

DR suggested that Barker recommendation 9 resonates clearly with the view expressed at the Summer Forum that the Green Belt be reviewed.

Minutes of the Meeting held on Tuesday 19th September at CABE. These were accepted with one correction: 

Page 9 middle of the page should be corrected to read “Simon Foxell thought Statements allow a freedom to roam, [not down] if you get it right… 

Treasurer’s report. Alastair Gaskin wrote his Hon. Treasurer’s note saying

“Since I took over the post of Treasurer the LPDF has received £990 in subscriptions and paid out £1,643. The current balance of the account is £1,542. The full proportion of the subscription due to the magazine has been paid. The sums received seem to be about average compared with previous years. The significantly larger withdrawal figure is accounted for by the additional payment for the full colour edition of Planning in London.” A reminder letter is being issued to organizations who have not paid their subscriptions.

Next Meeting

Gideon Amos has offered to host the next meting of the Forum on 15th March at Carlton House Terrace. 

Topics for discussion to include Householder Consents: Les Sparks to be invited; the Future of Consultation inclusive of Framework Documents, and Alison Moore of the Barker Team, (now working on PPS4 – Economy) invited to discuss responses to Barker2, PPS4 and the Use Classes Order.
Standing Items

Pil was once again IBP magazine of the year finalist with the Architectural Review and Icon. (Icon won). A new low budget venture into skills and recruitment has been entered between the publishing editors and planning recruitment consultants and the website www.PiLjobs.com “The UK portal for jobs in town planning” is shortly to be launched. This will advertise job slots at a fee from £59/week. There will be seminar in January/February exploring the capacity of the profession to cope with skills and resources, possibly at the Building Centre. The new Year Book will be distributed soon. National Forum on Thursday 14th December.

AOB

Tim Wacher said he had recently visited Toronto where we may learn from the City’s rapid transit and system of density bonuses designed to connect transport and land use better than we do.
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