LONDON PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT FORUM

Minutes of the meeting at the Town and Country Planning Association 17 Carlton House Terrace London SW1:  Monday 6th June at 2.30pm 

Introductions and Apologies
Present:





Apologies:

Brian Waters (Chair)



Mike Althorpe

Andrew Rogers (Acting secretary)

Michael Bach 

Adam Cook





Tom Ball 

Emma Dean





Michael Chang 

Jamie Dean





Michael Coupe 

Bob Dolata





Alastair Gaskin

Michael Edwards 




Liz Peace

Peter Eversden 




Judith Ryser

Dr Nicholas Falk




Jo Shockley




Ron Heath 





Brian Whiteley

Nadi Jahangiri

Jonathan Manns






Riette Oosterhuizen

Brian Salmon

Martin Simmons 

Ghislane Trahearne


Tom Wacher

1. Discussion Topics: 
i.
BIDS and Neighbourhood Planning introduced by Ghislaine Trehearne British Property Federation

A short presentation by GT related the latest thinking on Neighbourhood Plans as included in the Localism Bill to their impact on businesses, which is a particular concern of Liz Peace and the BPF.  Meetings have been held with Greg Clark at CLG and he has noted these concerns.  At present residents have no direct input to BIDs, nor do businesses to Local Plans.  Some BIDs (eg Better Bankside) have attempted to address this by including local Residents’ Associations.  Proposals are being discussed with CLG to introduce a fully collaborative system for area planning, to include businesses, landlords, etc.  Funding is a problem, but a mutually acceptable growth plan is the aim.

A wide-ranging discussion was then opened to the meeting.

PS understood that some Government funding was available for “front runners” and suggested that this should be opened to other eligible people/groups.

GT confirmed that there are eight examples where DCLG will allow a small grant (possibly £20K): they are very keen to involve front runners in the new system.

PE noted that improvements in communication are required – he had taken this up with the head of WCC, who had no knowledge of these initiatives [later in the discussion GT confirmed that this had since been rectified] – most authorities feel that the local plan should be changed rather than there being involvement in BIDs. The Bankside BID is a layered proposal, which is unusual and needs to be monitored.  A business-led Local Plan may have a very different agenda to one that is community led – this needs clarification from Government.

BW added it’s likely that a local neighbourhood group will include some local businesses due to residency, etc: integration is essential.

AC said that Planning Aid for London has noted a lack of strategic/comprehensive planning, which concerns local businesses.

BW pointed out that there may be a practical difficulty for local referendums – is a shopkeeper (business) who lives above the shop (resident) allowed two votes?

GT said that in theory a “dual-key” system, with votes weighted by rateable value, would work but this is very cumbersome to organise: the Government prefers a simpler collaborative combined system.

BW suggested that businesses are likely to be more involved anyway due to having better resources / more funding.

NF said that the danger is that an imposed system would ignore local benefits (eg in small town centres with under-utilised land).  The current BID system is good because it is an enabler and instigator.  Local authorities should focus on Local Plans that will encourage BIDs.

PE noted that research has shown the majority of development land in towns is within 500m of local high streets.  Core Strategies should identify areas to be focused on and drive Neighbourhood Plans / BIDs.

BW agreed that there is an opportunity for bold authorities here, but many others will be negative or laggard.  The local authority could feel challenged by Neighbourhood Plans and BIDs – will they conform to planning policies?

PE was sure that resources are there and that local authorities will come round.

BW pointed out that there is no statutory obligation for LAs to make a Neighbourhood Plan, therefore there will be openings for others to do so. 

PS added that LDOs can initiate Neighbourhood Plans – eg the North Herts LDO facilitating solar panels.

GT said that CLG see LDOs as the key to relaxing planning, but as very few authorities use them there needs to be more encouragement from CLG to do so.  

BW said that there are so few LDOs because they reduce the authority’s control and doubted that incentives can be found to make turkeys vote for Christmas.

PE queried whether there was any relationship between Neighbourhood Plans and LEPs – either in London (through the Mayor) or nationally.

RH said that the conflicts of local interest groups, especially between business and LPA aspirations, tend to block change: a balanced forum is necessary.

BW disagreed – Neighbourhood Plans are designed to be positive and plan ahead (we want this and we want it then).

PE pointed out that the 2004 Act was supposed to be positive and put new plans, etc, into place within three years and now, three and a half years after that deadline there are still only seven adopted Core Strategies in London.

MS said this was slightly unfair - TCPA research showed that there are many plans at an advanced stage or under formal evaluation.  He added that the Localism Bill has had a great number of amendments and there are likely to be more as it goes through the House of Lords, so the outcome is still dubious.

BW pointed out that the fundamental problem is the unhealthy (historic and unintentional) situation that local businesses have no real voice in planning, unlike the position in the United States.

RO wanted to know what comes after the Neighbourhood Plan – is there scope for long-term organisations?

BW said that ownership of a plan is inevitably long-term.

RO clarified her concern that parishes (long-term) are different from the structure of groups in towns and cities.

ME gave the example of the successful Kings Cross Development Forum, which Camden wanted to dissolve after all the permissions had been obtained but which was saved by local people.  The problem will be how to carry through, implement and monitor Neighbourhood Plans.

BW suggested that local councillors will want to take over Neighbourhood Plans – a good street party will be needed!

TW cited the Covent Garden Area Trust as an example of a successful long-term organisation, including landlords, commercial interests and residents together.    

ii.
London Wide Green Infrastructure introduced by Dr. Nicholas Falk, URBED on strategic choices such as rethinking the Green Belt; Jamie Dean, Design for London on shaping places – London’s great outdoors;  and Emma Dean, Land Use Consultants on research and projects in the Victoria area of London.

Three presentations, using slides were made.  [I do not have these to hand but have attached to the minutes examples of two.]  A discussion followed. 

BW asked whether the examples from Victoria were all accessible to the public – how will proposals be implemented?   JD confirmed that all the areas included in the study are already or can become available.

PE queried whether any account has been taken in considering green roofs of solar panels.   JD agreed that they are not mutually exclusive.

PE asked whether waterways as infrastructure are to be taken into account.  JD confirmed that this is the London Plan: feasible/realistic projects are preferred.

PE wondered about the impact of the demise of some decision-makers and Quangos (eg Thames Development Corporation).  JD said this is not a problem. 

MS asked about cross-border liaison given that many of the projects straddle the GLA boundary.   JD said that the pattern for the future is still unsure, but there are hopeful signs (Kent/Essex, Thames Gateway, SE Infrastructure Partnership).

NF added that the situation is nevertheless chronic due to cutbacks.  As rivers are often boundaries, involvement of both sides can be difficult.

PS was concerned that some coordinating bodies (eg Green Arcs) are positively resisted.  It is necessary to acknowledge that CIS procedures must be considered at an early stage – and the Duty to Cooperate in the Localism Bill is encouraging.

RH gave an example of lengthy (8-year) negotiations to improve a small brook in Epping Forest that had, despite the support of all parties, so far failed.

NF agreed that this is a microcosm of what happens.  The Government is naïve in its belief that Localism Bill will solve these difficulties: the key problems are land ownership and resources.

ME referred back to the example given in one of the presentations of the Ruhr Valley Emscher Park [?] where heads were bashed together to achieve success.   A more pressing problem will be ongoing maintenance after the starting initiatives.

NF agreed that there are no organisational mechanisms or political commitment to them in this country.

AC pointed out that the requirement for a Green Plan is in PPS12 and gave the (rare) example of Milton Keynes where a proportion of all business rates is retained for public realm and green space maintenance.

ME said that this is probably the only example in the UK.

NF added Marston Vale as a model.

BW pointed out that London’s private squares are also a template historically.

NF reflected that Parish Councils may be obliged to maintain green spaces as part of their responsibilities for footpaths, etc.  Nevertheless there is a strategic gap to be filled. 

iii
The new GLA organisation following the death of Sir Simon Milton and the future of the Development Agency. 

Giles Dolphin did not attend and this update was postponed to a later meeting. 

2. Minutes of Meeting held on held at RICS 

These were taken as read and there were no matters arising.

3. Treasurer’s report.

The Treasurer did not attend and there was no report.

4. Next Meeting.

It was suggested that this could be during the week commencing 5 September at Palestra (Design for London as hosts), subject to confirmation.

Topics might include 

· The National Planning Policy Framework and its interaction with the London Plan

· The London Plan’s Implementation Plan in terms of delivery

· London Plan Supplementary Planning Guidance on Housing

· Relaxation of permitted development rules for changes of use, in particular with regard to commercial uses (can the slight loosening of a restriction legitimately be called a new freedom?).

5. Review of standing items / AOB.

None. 
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