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Planning applications
In the fi rst quarter of 2006 dis-

t rict planning authorities in England
re c e i ved 167 thousand applications
for planning permission and other
related consents.This is two per cent
l ower than in the corre s p o n d i n g
p e riod in 2005 and re flects a ch a n ge
f rom the long term trend of grow t h
in the nu m b e rs of planning applica-
t i o n s .

Outside London and the South
E a s t ,the number of planning appli-
cat ions decreased compared with
the same quarter a year ago.Th e
l a rgest decreases we re in the Nort h
West and the West Midlands (both 8
per cent).Planning applicat ions in

London and the South East we re
re s p e c t i ve ly two and one per cent
higher than the same period in 2005.

Planning decisions
D i s t rict  planning authori t i e s

made 134 thousand planning deci-
sions in the fi rst quarter of 2006; fi ve
per cent lower than a year earlier.

All re gions saw a decrease in the
number of decisions.H o u s e h o l d e r
decisions decreased by seven per
cent from 69,500 to 64,800 and
account for 48 per cent of all deci-
s i o n s .Decisions on new dwe l l i n g
a p p l i c a t i o n s ,both major and minor
s i t e s ,reduced from 19,800 to 18,900
and account for 14 per cent of the

t o t a l .

Applications granted
82 per cent of decisions we re

g ranted in the fi rst quarter of 2006.
This fi g u re remains unch a n ged fro m
the same period in 2005 although it
has declined by around fi ve perc e n t-
a ge points over the last fi ve ye a rs .
Ap p roval rates across the re gi o n s
ra n ged from 76 per cent in London
to 89 per cent in the North East.

Speed of decision
In the fi rst quarter of 2006, 8 1

per cent of all planning decisions
we re made within eight  we e k s ,
t h ree perc e n t a ge points higher than
at the same period a year ago.

In Ja nuary to March 2006, d e c i-
sions we re made quickest in the
N o rth We s t ,East  Midlands, a n d
London (each 83 per cent within
eight we e k s ) .Au t h o rities made 91

per cent of all decisions within 13
weeks in Ja nuary to March 2006,
t wo perc e n t a ge points higher than
in Ja nuary to March 2005.

Table 7 b e l ow shows the tot al
number of planning decisions, t h e
p e rc e n t a ge granted and the perc e n t-
a ge of decisions made in London
b o roughs within eight weeks in the
year and quarter ending March
2 0 0 6 .Table 8 s h ows the number of
planning decisions on major, m i n o r
and ot her applicat ions and the
speed of decision in the year and
q u a rter ending March 2006. I n
England as a whole there has been
an eight perc e n t a ge point improve-
ment in determining major applica-
t i o n s ,a six perc e n t a ge point  in
determining minor applications, a n d
a two perc e n t a ge point improve-
ment in determining other applica-
t i o n s ,c o m p a red with the corre s p o n-
ding quarter in the previous  ye a r.

Decisions fewer but fa s t e r

Planning decisions granted & decided in 8 weeks and perc e n t a ge of
decisions delegated (DCLGTable 7)

Source: DCLG (www.communities.gov.uk) * incomplete data

City of London                802 100 83 182 100 84 91
Barking and Dagenham   797 78 91 166   83 90 85
Barnet                        3,907 78 84 839   79 82 89
Bexley 2,100 77 90 459   74 87 90
Brent                         2,970 70 85 687   72 83 92
Bromley 3,817 75 87 874   74 89 89
Camden                        3,095 84 89 663   89 90 97
Croydon                       3,391 68 81 772   68 76 91
Ealing                        3,028 72 78 716   76 79 94
Enfield                       3,037 71 88 904   70 93 95
Greenwich 2,050 70 87 438   67 87 94
Hackney 1,753 65 72 396   69 76 91
Hammersmith and F        2,033 84 85 485   89 86 96
Haringey 1,930 63 87 415   63 87 94
Harrow 2,697 74 86 607   76 81 88
Havering                      2,527 72 95 551   76 97 95
Hillingdon                    2,801 65 82 595   65 82 88
Hounslow 2,594 68 82 578   67 83 90
Islington                     1,866 71 66 498   67 73 88
Kensington and Chelsea  2,467 88 90   585   89 90 94
Kingston upon Thames    2,337 72 89 498   72 93 92
Lambeth                       2,700 68 82 592   71 78 91
Lewisham                      2,030 83 75 519   79 79 93
Merton                        2,058 88 89 468   83 91 96
Newham                        1,415 71 79 358   70 77 92
Redbridge 3,706 65 87 716   63 89 90
Richmond upon Thames 3,417 79 83 870   77 82 90
Southwark                     1,809 67 68 445   66 68 89
Sutton                        1,613 77 89 353   76 88 94
Tower Hamlets               1,050 89 80 210   91 73 95
Waltham Forest              1,635 75 78 346   74 76 94
Wandsworth                    3,256 85 85 782   86 81 82
City of Westminster        6,990 86 80 1,539 86 77 91

Year ending 31 March  2006

London Boroughs

January - March  2006

We m b l ey will be emphasised.
Fi ve ,as opposed to the ex i s t i n g

fo u r, n ew radial sub re gions fo r
London are proposed wh i ch the GLA
feels is a more logical arra n ge m e n t ,
and fi ve new SPGs including re t a i l
need and town centre s ,re n ewa b l e
e n e rgy, b e n chmarks for ch i l d re n Õs
p l ay and a new green grid for east
London are pro p o s e d .

M a rtin Simmons re p resenting the
Association of London Gove r n m e n t
c rit icised the Ôthe fa i l u re of the
M ayor so far to deliver on his inten-
tion in the ÔStatement of IntentÕt o
i m p rove the economy, vitality and
sustainability of outer LondonÕ.

Ô We need a mu ch more pro a c t i ve
focus to raise the competitiveness of
outer LondonÕs key centre s ,Õs a i d
S i m m o n s .

U C LÕs Michael Ed wa rds ques-
t ioned whet her the pursuit  of
g rowth was a sustainable appro a ch
to planning London and urged con-
s i d e ration of what might happen if 

i m m i g rat ion or economic grow t h
we re curt a i l e d ,or national policies
reve rted to encoura ging re gi o n a l
g row t h .

Sir Peter Hall asked the question
Ô h ow far can we push growth based
on drastic household and population
g row t h ? ÕHe suggested the Mayo r
should reconsider the more ra d i a l
Ô g rowth corri d o rs Õlast suggested in
1967 and combine these with the
n o rthern and north eastern ones
s u ggested in 2003 to create a more
balanced appro a ch . He also pointed
out the ori ginal A b e rc rombie Gre e n
Belt suggestion cove red a mu ch nar-
rower band.And he thought grow t h
in London would fo rce Ô ove rs p i l l Õa n d
that London should consider ex t e n d-
ing its boundaries to help deal with
t h i s .

The formal public consultation is
due to start in September and run to
D e c e m b e r.

A fe a t u re cove ring the pre s e n t a-
tions and discussion in the next P i L.
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Decisions by type and speed of decision year ending 31 March 2006 / Jan - March 2006 ( D C L GTable 8)

Source: Source: DCLG (www.communities.gov.uk) * incomplete data

City of London                87 71 305 87 410 84 22 68 58 95 102 82
Barking and Dagenham         31 77 213 89 553 97 8 50 55 85 103 98
Barnet                        102 89 716 79 3,089 87 30 87 161 75 648 86
Bexley 26 85 406 84 1,668 93 5 100 122 80 332 91
Brent                           65 68 516 78 2,389 89 21 62 109 72 557 88
Bromley 89 57 945 79 2,783 92 22 73 222 82 630 93
Camden                        57 88 958 87 2,080 93 9 100 198 85 456 94
Croydon                         129 62 921 75 2,341 87 39 64 211 70 522 82
Ealing                         78 60 464 73 2,486 81 19 79 99 53 598 85
Enfield                         77 62 757 83 2,203 91 26 85 244 93 634 96
Greenwich 77 57 670 85 1,303 92 27 74 126 87 285 93
Hackney 104 61 768 73 881 80 28 68 203 77 165 84
Hammersmith and Fulham    35 77 492 75 1,506 90 9 78 115 82 361 89
Haringey 43 86 579 82 1,308 92 6 67 135 82 274 91
Harrow 43 51 556 72 2,098 91 14 43 125 60 468 89
Havering                        58 83 529 95 1,940 97 6 67 112 96 433 99
Hillingdon                      96 69 522 74 2,183 87 18 61 107 75 470 87
Hounslow 72 67 498 75 2,024 85 19 84 109 79 450 87
Islington                       95 63 685 66 1,086 70 33 70 166 70 299 79
Kensington and Chelsea     38 66 540 87 1,889 92 5 40 125 88 455 92
Kingston upon Thames   30 53 457 82 1,850 92 5 40 127 88 366 96
Lambeth                         76 54 745 74 1,879 88 19 58 159 68 414 85
Lewisham                        53 58 783 70 1,194 80 15 53 204 68 300 89
Merton                          49 55 502 82 1,507 93 11 64 124 81 333 96
Newham                          162 73 483 76 770 85 32 66 116 73 210 82
Redbridge 148 80 1,018 84 2,540 90 27 74 202 86 487 93
Richmond upon Thames        20 75 792 75 2,605 86 5 60 189 73 676 85
Southwark                     114 63 762 69 933 76 34 50 192 66 219 79
Sutton                         70 71 473 90 1,070 94 22 64 108 93 223 94
Tower Hamlets                  40 35 457 79 553 86 7 14 103 74 100 77
Waltham Forest                  41 59 646 72 948 85 6 50 139 68 201 84
Wandsworth                      75 77 782 77 2,399 89 15 67 184 69 583 86
City of Westminster             76 75 2,269 73 4,645 84 21 76 523 69 995 83
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PiLLO 
Heritage scandal
Primary legislation to demolish a
building, especially when drafted in
secret, is a good example of New
Labour hypocrisy, allied to
ignorance,prejudice and myopia.
Bravo to Simon Thurley! Ð
unattributable comment on the
Commonwealth Institute scandal.

Go for it!
ÒWe set out the case for big-city
mayors earlier this year. Ruth Kelly
now says that cities with mayors
should get more powers and bigger
budgets.Our big cities should go
for it.ÓÐDermot Finch, Director of
the Centre for Cities.

Packs of lies?
The Urban design Group sees the
new design and access statements
coming in from 10th August (see
Esther Kurland's article in this
issue) presenting a 'major
opportunity for raising design
standards'.But,says director Rob
Cowan, some applicants already
misuse the process 'producing
statements that are no better than
a pack of lies',so threatening to
throw the process into disrepute.

Failure of planning
Sir Digby Jones, retiring director of
the CBI,blames Labour for "failing
to keep up with the needs of
business and commerce,poor
educational skills,tax increases,a
failure to address planning
regulations and a general
complacency" Ð The Times 26 June.

Oldest new homes in Euope
The Policy Exchange has called for
deregulation to allow development
on greenfield land,saying that
otherwise Britons will have to live
in "the smallest,oldest and most
expensive new homes in western
Europe".

2007 Sustainable Summit
cancelled
"It was a flagship event for the
ODPM.We are not the ODPM
anymore",said a DCLG
spokeswoman.But,she went on,
Òwe are still committed to John
Prescott's Sustainable Communities
Plan".

Timescales more appealing
B e t w e e nJu ly and November last
year PINS carried out  a pilot  to
s t reamline Informal Hearing pro c e-
d u re s ,w rites A n dy Roge rs .As a re s u l t
t he prog ramme and conduct  of
H e a rings has been overhauled and
decision t imes do seem to be
i m p rov i n g.H e a ring dates for appeals
l o d ged in 2005 are now being allo-
cated for ten or eleven months after
the start and there is evidence that
H e a ring appeals lodged this year will
be heard within nine or ten months.
Expect  dat es for Ô b a ck - t o - b a ck Õ
H e a rings (ie two or three in one
week) if you submit appeals to the
same planning authori t y.

PINS stre s s ,in a new Pro t o c o l
issued with some Hearing documen-

t a t i o n ,that dates must be accepted
p ro m p t ly by all parties and appeal
p a p e rs should be complete to allow
s h o rt and focused Hearings It is now
acceptable to deliver final documen-
tation to PINS not later than two
weeks befo re the hearing date if re l e-
vant policies have been updated
since the ori ginal appeal submission
or if other material evidence has
e m e rged Ð this should include any
claim for costs.Late submissions and
documents tabled at a hearing wh i ch
the Inspector feels are not helpful in
re a ching a decision may be re j e c t e d .

It  is pro b a b ly safe to advise
clients that Hearing decisions are
n ow very like ly to be issued we l l
within twe l ve months from submis-

sion of an appeal (although there is
evidence that re gi s t ration is still tak-
ing a week or more ) : the ave ra ge
decision t ime for a writ ten appeal
has also fallen and is now appro a ch-
ing the target of sixteen we e k s * .

Fi n a l ly, if you re a l ly want a fa s t e r
h e a ring or inquiry appeal, m a ke sure
your scheme includes at least 12
d we l l i n g s :these are still being fa s t -
t ra cked through the appeal system.

* The PINS website gives 19 weeks as
the average time for a written appeal
decision in May 2006 and 42 weeks as
the average for Hearings. The target
dates for decisions are five weeks from
the site visit for written appeals, and
seven weeks from a Hearing, although
they often come through faster.
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