M
INUTE of the meeting of Bristol City’s Planning Services and Bristol Neighbourhood Planning Network

Wednesday the 2nd July 2008 (5.00 – 7.00 p.m.) at Brunel House.

Present

	Bristol City Council (BCC)

Zoe Wilcox (ZW)

Sarah O’Driscoll (SO)

Bryan Cadman

Gary Collins (GC)

Colin Knight (CK)
	Head of Planning Services

Strategic & Citywide Policy Team Manager

NW Area Planning Manager

Major Scheme Coordinator and Enforcement

Head of Transport Manager


	Bristol Neighbourhood Planning Network (BNPN

	Roger Mortimer (RM)

Maggie Shapland

Mike Primarolo

Dorothy Field

Nigel Tibbs

Richard Curtis

Dennis Gornall

Jerry Woods

Heather Leeson

John Frenkel (minutes)

Wendy Pollard

Alison Bromilow (AB)

Helen Pillinger

Sue Webber

Ken Jones

Mildred Miller
	Redland & Cotham Amenities Society [RCAS] 

Clifton and Hotwells Improvements Society [CHIS]

Greater Bedminster Community Partnership [GBCP]

St John's Residents Association 

Bishopston Society

Community at Heart

Hotwells and Cliftonwood Community Assoc [HCCA]

Redcliffe Parade Environmental Association

Bristol Civic Society

Richmond Terrace Residents Association

BNPN convenor

FOE/Horfield ROSE

Planning Aid

Knowle Planning Group

Henleaze Society


Election of Chair
Alison Bromilow

Apologies

Apologies: Philippa Roe, Easton and Lawrence Hill Planning Group and Jack Penrose, Friends of the Downs.

Minutes of last meeting – 

Approved

1/08
Local Development Framework 

SO
To involve the general public, community groups and network members in the production of an effective Core Strategy there will be three key opportunities; see below.  The meetings will be between 5.30 and 8.00 at a location to be confirmed.  There will be separate meetings to consult the delivery agencies such as gas, water, telecoms, transport, education and developers; because they have different needs.  It is necessary to establish how far those agencies have the capacity to deliver development.  

The Minister will publish her proposed changes to the SW Regional Spatial Strategy on the Web on 17th July.  The aim is to submit the publication version of the Core Strategy to the Cabinet in October.  The submission version will be published in spring 2009.

23rd July – agenda - what things are open for change - what cannot change because of Government or Regional policy.

20th August – agenda – the preferred option, how it was decided and how to deliver it.

10th September – agenda – the impact of the Core Strategy at neighbourhood level and how it will affect later Development Plan Documents.

The City will distribute information before each meeting and will invite BNPN representatives.  Community Groups should attempt to achieve continuity of representation if this is possible.  

2/08 Residents’ Parking Zones (RPZ)

CK
presented the City’s Residents’ Parking Scheme Consultation in response to a summary of relevant questions prepared by RM.  His purpose was to look at planning aspects of the RPZ and how they will affect the appearance of the affected areas and the interaction between the Planning and Transport Departments.  He did not discuss operational matters.  

· The City delivered the consultation leaflet 50000 households.  It set out the principles of the scheme, not the operation details.

· Progress will depends on the level of support given by the various areas of the City that will be affected.  Until the City analyses the feedback from the consultation it does not know where the scheme could be piloted.

· After the consultation the general principles will be established.  It is expected that a number of operational principles will change in response to the consultation.

· An RPZ will affect the look of the streets.  There is a danger of clutter from further additional signage.  This must be kept to the minimum.

· In September the City will publish the result of analysis of the responses to the consultation.  The aim is to deliver the report to the Cabinet in October.  It will then decide whether to adopt the scheme and where to implement pilots.

· If the Council decides to proceed with RPZs, the next step will be a detailed exercise with each affected community about the details of the scheme to be implemented; no one size fits all.  The final step is to obtain Traffic Regulation Orders.  A formal 21 day objection period follows their publication.

ZW
emphasised that Transport and Planning are part of the same department which are merging into a City development department.  Transport cannot go off on a frolic of its own.  It is an integral operation.  The characteristics of each possible RPZ are quite different.  They will each require a different response.  

Size of the RPZ 

If the RPZ is too small, then, if a resident cannot find a parking space the permit will not authorise parking in a neighbouring RPZ.  Larger zones gave flexibility of parking opportunity.  Kensington and Chelsea permit residents to park anywhere, from Westminster to the Harrow Road.  

Response

The size of zones is an interesting issue, which remains to be decided.

Yellow lines

Why must the regime of painting yellow lines be rigidly applied?  Yellow lines painted to defend a dropped kerb will prevent the householder parking across their own drive.  

Response

There is a legal requirement in an RPZ to indicate parking status on all lengths of kerb.  White lines must be used to define bays for, parking, disabled people, loading and pay and display.  The other areas must be defined by no parking, yellow lines.  This issue is being investigated to see if there can be greater flexibility.  It is important to try to preserve as many parking spaces as possible.  

The bigger the zone the more flexible the scheme can be.  To enable parking on both sides of narrow streets, some authorities include part of the footpath in their parking bays.  The option depends on the size of the street and the size of the footpath.  There must be enough room between two lines of parked cars to allow access by a fire tender.  The footpath must be wide enough to permit disabled people and buggies to pass.  The need to get wheelie bins etc. out onto the road through the parked cars was also raised.

How the parking is arranged will affect the number of spaces and the appearance of the street.  It is vital to protect junctions but some parking on wide junctions restricts the sight line and calms traffic speed.  

There will be an overall loss of parking space despite restricting the spaces available for to the residents of houses in multiple-occupation.

Front garden parking

In anticipation of the introduction of an RPZ more house owners are removing their front garden walls and are converting front gardens to hard standing to park their car(s).  This result is the loss of a parking space where there is a dropped kerb.  Pavements are obstructed by projecting cars where a front garden is too short to accommodate a (large) car.  The loss of front boundaries and front gardens disfigures many streets.

Response

ZW
explained that the General Development Order (GDO) defines small scale development that is permitted without the need to obtain planning permission.  If a planning authority passes an Article 4 directive it takes away the house owners’ GDO rights and makes them subject to planning permission.  

If there is no Art 4 directive, the house owner has the right to convert a front garden to car park under the GDO.  The house owner must obtain permission from the Highways Department to drop the kerb.  The conversion of front gardens has been going on for years.   The RPZ project team is considering whether to seek an Art 4 directive to remove GDO rights to convert gardens to car parking as an integral part of the scheme to prevent the loss of parking spaces.  It would be a suitable policy in some areas/streets.  To obtain an Art 4 directive is an involved process.  It requires consultation, which could encourage more people to create front garden parking in advance of the Art 4 directive.  An Art 4 consultation could send out wrong message that there will be a RPZ.  The City will not impose an Art 4 directive if local people will not support it.

Permission to drop a kerb is not a formality.  The front garden must be 4.8 m deep from back of the footway to nearest point of the house.  The garden width must be at lease 2.4 m.  Alternatively, the front garden must be at least 6m wide (ie measured along the back of the footway) and 3m deep.

20 mph zones
The introduction of a RPZ gives the opportunity to redesign of the highway.  This could include the introduction of 20 mph zone if local residents support it.  The cost of the RPZs will be funded through Prudential Borrowing.  This limits the resources available for street redesign.  The scheme has to be self-financing and the funding must be repaid over a number of years.  There will be opportunities to rationalise and increase parking is some areas.

New developments

How could the City prevent the future residents of city centre developments applying for parking permits and increasing the pressure of limited residents’ parking?

Response

Under Government policy planning permission cannot be refused because a development has low or no car parking provision.  There is no power to prevent future residents of an existing development acquiring cars.  After the introduction of an RPZ, the City can refuse to issue parking permits to a resident of a “low car / car free development”. This is the policy in London.

Downs

AB
reported that the Friends of the Downs representative had asked that the impact on parking around the Downs should be taken into consideration and that the group should be involved in the RPZ consultation.

Conclusion
AB
It was useful for the City to speak to all areas together.  It gave each local area representative a view of the overall programme and issues that may not have been considered in their area.  Another similar meeting should be arranged when the responses to the consultation are analysed.

3/08 Planning enforcement – 

GC
confirmed the publication on the City’s website of the Guide to Planning Enforcement.  Also published is the schedule of the comments received in response to the consultation issued in July 2007 and the changes made to draft document in response to those comments.  The Guide sets out:

· The City’s legal powers - what it can and cannot do.  

· The process of planning enforcement

· The Enforcement Section’s service standards.  

· Enforcement priorities including listed buildings and trees.

· The process for keeping complainants informed.

The Department acknowledged that it failed to keep the respondents to its planning enforcement standards consultation properly informed.  It recognised that consultation cannot be effective unless it shows what action it took in reply to the responses that it received. The responses to the individual comments made during the consultation period are set out in the comments schedule referred to.

The City has financed two new enforcement posts.  It is now able to monitor compliance with planning permissions and conditions.  Historically, there has been poor compliance with landscape conditions.  The Department’s ability to monitor permissions has risen from 15% to 40%.  The Enforcement Officers’ experiences have caused changes in policy for example; the conditions for refuse storage have been revised.

There is a perception that the City does not take legal action following a breach of planning law.  The City’s response must be proportionate.  Action is brought when the offender fails to put things right and shows complete disregard for the planning process.  The City has a good record of procuring convictions against offenders.

By law, the City must publish on its website a record of all enforcement notices that it has served.  It would be useful if the newly enlarged Enforcement Section would raise its profile.  Local planning groups would find it useful to be told about successful prosecutions and the service of enforcement notices, which could be included in their publications.

4/08 Statement of Community Involvement

AB
reported that on the 22nd July a Planning Inspector will hold an Examination in Public on the revised SCI.  The EiP will be held in a public meeting.  Only the Civic Society will have the right to speak because it has filed a written objection.  There is only one disputed passage.  The SCI proposes that the City will periodically consider revisions that it feels to be necessary to make SCI work properly.  The objection seeks to give the community the right to ask for revisions.

5/05 Pre-application protocol

AB
said that Redland had an excellent recent experience of the application of protocol.  An architect approached R&CA with proposals at a development’s concept stage, before drawing plans.

ZW
The protocol remains voluntary.  The Department does not have the resources to hold pre-application discussions with developers of small schemes.  It gives only telephone advice.  It pointed developers to the advice about local consultation on the website and encouraged them to speak to local community groups.

Date of next meeting

5.30 pm Wednesday 24 September at Brunel House.

Date in December/January to be agreed.
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