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This lecture was due to have been given by Professor Sir Peter Hall FBA, Bartlett Professor of Planning
and Regeneration. Sir Peter died on July 30 this year and left behind him a void that no one else can fill.
His breadth of knowledge, his ability to enthuse and to engage and his skills in communicating marked
him as unique amongst those who have contributed to planning thought and planning practice. He combined
superlative academic endeavour with the ability to operate, and influence, thinking and policy at the highest
levels of Government. Above all, he combined passion with humour and with a love for people. I take on
this task with trepidation.
The task that Peter took on for this paper, and which I seek to tackle, is, in the RTPI’s centenary year,

to provide an overview of the development of town and country planning in England and set out a view
of how it needs to evolve to become the agent for achieving the development the nation needs. In doing
so, I need to bear in mind Peter’s warning in his first book—London 2000—that I need to try to be positive.
"One cannot write on planning, one cannot scan through its enormous literature, without being conscious
of a great pitfall. It is so easy to be virtuous and vague."1

The Town Planning Institute (the “Royal” came later) started at a time when there was a maelstrom of
thinking both about the ways we should live and about the type of places in which we should live.
Tomorrow: A Peaceful Path to Real Reform had been published 16 years earlier, itself encapsulating trails
of thought coming from such thinkers as William Morris, Henry George, Thomas Spence and James Silk
Buckingham.2 Ideas on town and neighbourhood planning were coming in from overseas, particularly
Germany and the United States, and there was an eagerness and openness to learn from international
examples that is sadly lacking a century later.3

Other bodies such as the National Housing and Town Planning Council and Town and Country Planning
Association were already promulgating ideas and good practice and books such as Raymond Unwin’s
Town Planning in Practice (1909) and Bentley and Pointon Taylor’s 1911 Practical Guide In The
Preparation Of Town Planning Schemes4 had been published and Patrick Geddes was completing Cities
in Evolution published in 1915. In America, Daniel Burnham had proposed his Chicago Plan and the plan
for Australia’s new capital, Canberra, had been set out. The first planning course had started in Liverpool
and the first journals devoted to planning had been published—Der Stadtebau in Germany in 1904 and
Town Planning Review in 1909. Letchworth had been developed, itself following on from the work of
Robert Owen, Sir Titus Salt, George Cadbury, William Lever and Joseph Rowntree. Interestingly, in
addition, the Planning Inspectorate had already been operating for five years before the professional body
was formed.
The first planning legislation in modern UK planning, the 1909 Housing, Town Planning, Etc. Act,

bringing in the forerunners of development planning and management, had been passed five years earlier
in the same year as David Lloyd George’s “People’s Budget”. In short, those thinking about planning and
urging the need for it were on a mission.
Thus, these debates about planning were already swirling when a group of men, and one woman, the

Countess of Aberdeen, came together to form an Institute. In one way, they came together to proselytise
and amongst the first members and honorarymembers were public propagandists including Patrick Geddes,

1 Peter Hall, London 2000 (Faber and Faber Ltd, 1963).
2National Evils and Practical Remedies. With the Plan of a Model Town (Jackson Fisher & Son, 1849).
3Volume 1 of the Town Planning Review in 1910 contained articles on, inter alia, Vienna, the Champs des Mars, notes on German Villages, and

Town Planning Schemes in America.
4E. G. Bentley, LL.B. and S. Pointon Taylor, A.R.I.B.A, A Practical Guide In The Preparation Of Town Planning Schemes (George Philip & Son,

Ltd, 1911) at https://ia600406.us.archive.org/17/items/cu31924024435764/cu31924024435764.pdf. [Accessed October 8, 2014.]
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Neville Chamberlain, George Cadbury and Seebohm Rowntree. They also came together to bring those
from other professions, notably municipal engineers, surveyors and architects, to advance this study.
Their object was not, as it is today, “to advance the science and art of town planning for the benefit of

the public”5 but, subtly different, to join in with, and to contribute to, this heady mix of thinking and
practice; to:

“advance the study of town-planning, civic design and kindred subjects, and of the arts and sciences
as applied to those subjects; and to promote the artistic and scientific development of towns and
cities.”6

Thus, the founding fathers of the planning profession did not set out to establish a protectionist
professional guild but embarked on a search for knowledge and understanding fuelled by questing and
debate. Yet just 50 years after this, John (“Jimmy”) James OBE, Chief Planner at the Ministry of Housing
and Local Government and then Professor of Planning at Sheffield University, told the Planning Summer
School that:

“… one has the feeling that in recent years we have all been caught up in the grinding, practical
details of a massive machine and that there has been little advance in fundamental ideas.”7

How this feeling rings down the years.
This paper is not designed to be simply a history lesson, although there is history enough in it, but is

an encouragement to learn from the lessons of the past when we struggle to think about the future (Aldous
Huxley said: “that men do not learn very much from the lessons of history is the most important of all the
lessons of history, Andre Gide said that: Everything has been said before, but since nobody listens we
have to keep going back and beginning all over again”). Indeed, the lack of such learning and of such
thinking may well be one of the factors that has led to some stultification in planning practice, an erosion
of the standing of planners themselves and a frustration with planning that is shared,—albeit for very
different reasons,—across professionals, public and private sectors, communities, political spectra and
commentators.
This is a huge issue to address in a short paper and presentation. In trying to approach this I want to

focus on just four aspects of it, in themselves broad and somewhat woolly headings, before taking a brief
look at the system itself. These aspects are:

• What is (should be) the focus of planning?
• Where do ethics come in?
• What are (should be) the values of planning?
• The need for visionary planning

I will deal with each of these in turn.

What is (should be) the focus of planning?
The official purpose of modern planning has long been a matter for interpretation. Put in simple terms,
according to an American PhD student,8 at America’s first urban planning conference held in New York
in 1898 a British planner asked whether he and his colleagues were striving for beautiful people or beautiful

5 See http://www.rtpi.org.uk/membership/professional-standards/. [Accessed October 8, 2014.]
6 See http://www.rtpi.org.uk/about-the-rtpi/. [Accessed October 8, 2014.]
7 J. T. James OBE, The Next Fifty Years, Proceedings of the TCPSS (1964) at http://www.rtpi.org.uk/media/793447/The%20Next%20Fifty%20Years

.pdf. [Accessed October 8, 2014.]
8 See http://www.citylab.com/work/2012/08/brief-history-birth-urban-planning/2365/. [Accessed October 8, 2014.]
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cities. Is urban planning about physical design, he wondered, or about making things easier for the people
who live in our urban spaces?
If we start at the beginning, the 1909 planning legislation was a child of its time. Guided through

Parliament by Rt. Hon. John Burns MP, the President of the Local Government Board (the equivalent of
the modern Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government), a man who had been imprisoned
for six weeks in 1887 for arguing for the right of free speech. On May 12, 1908 he introduced the Bill
into Parliament stating:

“The object of the Bill is to provide a domestic condition for the people in which their physical health,
their morals, their character and their whole social condition can be improved by what we hope to
secure in this Bill. The Bill aims in broad outline at, and hopes to secure, the home healthy, the house
beautiful, the town pleasant, the city dignified and the suburb salubrious.”9

Equally, if not more, telling is his rawer language a year later when describing planning:10

“The next portion of the Bill is that portion which deals with town planning. This is a new departure
in the legislation of this country. I regret that it has come so late. No one can go through the East
End of London, or to places like Liverpool, Leeds, Manchester and Glasgow, and see the effect, both
on the physique, morale, happiness, and comfort of men, women, and children, through lack of some
such condition as this 100, or at least 50, years ago, but will come to one definite conclusion, that,
late though it is, it is better late than never, and that the House of Commons should not lose this
opportunity of giving to communities, especially growing and industrial communities, the opportunity
of consciously shaping their own development in a better way than has occurred in the past.”11

Here we have summed up the inter-related dichotomies that have dogged planning from the start: are
we talking about a system designed to create great places,12 are we talking about a system that exists in
part to give people a greater say in shaping their own places, are we talking about an intervention, justifiable
or otherwise, by the state in the workings of a market, or are we talking about a system that seeks social
justice, equity and even re-distribution under the guise of planning and controlling the use of land?
One of the problems facing us, and leading to frustration and ineffectiveness, may be not only that this

dichotomy remains unresolved but that planning is continuing to expanding in its focus and in the
expectations placed upon it. To illustrate this, instead of looking at the ebbing and flowing of academic
and political debates on the nature of planning (and there has been plenty of this!13), it is worth looking at
what the 2012 National Planning Policy Framework14 (“NPPF”) thinks we are meant to be doing and
achieving.
The NPPF sets out 12 core principles of planning. Breaking these down and using key words, these are

that planning should:

• “… empower local people to shape their surroundings …”;
• “… drive and support sustainable economic development …”;
• “… identify and meet the housing, business and other development needs of an area, …”;

9 1909 Housing, Town Planning etc. Bill: Second Reading: HC Deb May 12, 1908 vol.188 cc.947–1063 at http://hansard.millbanksystems.com
/commons/1908/may/12/housing-town-planning-etc-bill. [Accessed October 8, 2014.]

10 Interestingly, it was this quote that Arthur Greenwood MP, Minister of Health, chose to use to introduce the Second Reading of the Town and
Country Planning Bill in 1931. See http://hansard.millbanksystems.com/commons/1931/apr/15/town-and-country-planning-bill. [Accessed October
8, 2014.]

11 See http://hansard.millbanksystems.com/commons/1909/apr/05/housing-town-planning-etc-bill#column_736. [Accessed October 8, 2014.]
12 In the speech that John Burns gave to the inaugural dinner of the Town Planning Institute on 30th January 1914 he talked of: “… a movement

that has for its object the emancipation of all communities from the mark of the beast of ugliness.”
13See, e.g. Lewis Keeble, Town Planning at the Crossroads (1961); David Eversley, The Planner in Society (1973); RTPI, Planning and the Future

(1976); T. A. Broadbent, Options for Planning (CES, 1979); Yvonne Rydin, The Purpose of Planning (Policy Press, 2011).
14Department for Communities and Local Government, National Planning Policy Framework, (DCLG, 2012). See https://www.gov.uk/government

/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/6077/2116950.pdf. [Accessed October 8, 2014.]
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• “… be a creative exercise [but] take account of market signals …”;
• “… secure high quality design …”;
• “… promote the vitality of our main urban areas, …”;
• “… protect the Green Belts around them …”;
• “… support the transition to a low carbon future …”;
• “… conserve and enhance the natural environment …”;
• “… reuse land that has been previously developed …”;
• “… encourage multiple benefits from the use of land …”;
• “… conserve heritage assets …”;
• “… manage patterns of growth …”;
• “… make the fullest possible use of public transport, walking and cycling …”; and
• “… improve health, social and cultural wellbeing …”

There must be a serious question as to whether any professional activity can work to so many objectives
with the overlaying problem that a number of them may well conflict with each other in practice. Part of
me is pleased that the NPPF has recognised the extent of the potential influence of planning but another
part wonders whether we are being set up for failure. This question has dogged planning for at least 40
years.
In 1973, American political scientist Aaron Wildavsky wrote that:

“The planner has become the victim of planning; his own creation has overwhelmed him. Planning
has become so large that the planner cannot encompass its dimensions. Planning has become so
complex planners cannot keep up with it. Planning protrudes in so many directions, the planner can
no longer discern its shape. He may be economist, political scientist, sociologist, architect or scientist,
yet the essence of his calling—planning—escapes him. He finds it everywhere in general and nowhere
in particular.”15

Perhaps the real message from the article quoted lies in its title: “If planning is everything, maybe it’s
nothing.”
To avoid this accusation, we need to turn again to the roots of modern planning in the United Kingdom.

The 1944 GovernmentWhite Paper that heralded the 1947 Town and Country Planning Act, the essence
of which forms the framework for the system we operate today, was entitled simply and directly The
Control of the Use of Land.16 It set out all the objectives of the incoming Government in terms of the
economy, health, education, welfare, housing et al and then stated in ringing terms:

“… all these related parts of a single reconstruction programme involve the use of land, and it is
essential that their various claims on land should be so harmonised as to ensure for the people of this
country the greatest possible measure of well-being and national prosperity.”

In these terms, a much stronger focus on land use places planning at the heart of a Venn diagram
impacting on all aspects of national policy. In 1961, Lewis Keeble wrote that:

“I believe that a strong and true land use planning policy is among the most potent weapons for
producing a higher level of civilisation.”17

This desirable focus on land use was summed up most recently by Barry Needham who has written:

15A. Wildavsky, “If Planning is Everything, Maybe It’s Nothing” [1973] Policy Sciences 4, 127–153.
16 For interest, see The Spectator’s contemporaneous comment on this—“The Land and The People” June 29, 1944, p.3 at http://archive.spectator

.co.uk/article/30th-june-1944/3/the-land-and-the-people. [Accessed October 8, 2014.]
17Lewis Keeble, “Town Planning at the Crossroads” [1961] The Estates Gazette Ltd.
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“The defining characteristic of spatial planning is that it is concerned with how land is used, not land
in general, but plots of land with specific locations. How land is used in one location can affect others
in other locations, and also others in the future. Having access to (appropriate) land is necessary for
human and non-human life. For these reasons, how one person decides to use land can have
consequences for others, and those consequences can be very important.”18

I set my argument in the context of the fact that, for example, Scotland already has a Land Use Strategy19
whose Foreword echoes the emotion of the 1944White Paper but sets its thinking firmly within the context
of climate change.

“There will always be difficult choices to be made about how best to use land. Increasing demands
and expectations often exert considerable and competing pressures. In the relatively recent past we
have witnessed: changing consumption patterns; a growing acceptance that we need to adapt our
lives and the way we use resources in order to reduce greenhouse gas emissions; pressures on
productive land from built development; changes to weather patterns which impact on productivity
and which increase flood risk.”

Five years ago the Government attempted to focus more on land use by establishing a “Foresight”
project on Land Use Futures. The valuable report20 on this project (which has not, like so many other
reports, been airbrushed from history in the reorganisation of the Government website) concludes that:

“Government has already made progress …, but a key conclusion of this Report is that there is a
strong case to do more. Achieving a more coherent and consistent approach to guiding land use and
management so that more sustainable and valued outcomes are delivered is a recurrent theme
throughout this report.”

In the United States, one of the key bodies driving forward thinking on planning is the Lincoln Institute
of Land Policy which:

“… strives to create a dialogue about issues surrounding the use, taxation, and regulation of land.”21

In placing this emphasis on the core “currency” of planning—the use of land—I am not arguing a return
to the days when a focus on that legislative phrase “the development or other use of land” led to ridiculous
consequences. I was a planner in the Department of the Environment in the late 1970s and sat in on
meetings in which policies in structure plans, such as those relating to public transport usage, were being
struck out because they were not “land use” policies.
Nor am I arguing, although some would, that all that thinking on spatial planning took us into a

cul-de-sac. As a profession we really do need to understand the interconnected consequences and possible
outcomes on a range of players that arise from a decision at a particular time to promote or allow the
allocation of a particular site to a particular use or uses at a particular density in a particular form, or of
refusing to allocate that site.
Even in this brief description we can see that planning creates winners and losers and, therefore, cannot

be value free. Hence, in order to learn from the past in looking to the future of planning, we need to re-visit
the concept of the ethics of planning and the values inherent in it.

18G. Hoekveld and B. Needham, “Planning Practice between Ethics and the Power Game: Making and Applying an Ethical Code for Planning
Agencies” [2013] International Journal of Urban and Regional Research 37.

19See http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Resource/Doc/345946/0115155.pdf. [Accessed October 8, 2014.] It is also worth recording that the second (2006)
Barker Reviewwas of the Land Use Planning Systemwhich stated that (2.11) “when the Government sets out one of the goals of sustainable development
as being to ensure ‘efficient use of land’ it therefore needs to be clear that this does not imply minimal use of land but rather the best use of limited
land resources, taking all factors into account.”

20 Land Use Futures: Making the most of land in the 21st century (2010) at https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment
_data/file/288843/10-631-land-use-futures.pdf. [Accessed October 8, 2014.]

21 See http://www.lincolninst.edu/education/. [Accessed October 8, 2014.]
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Where do ethics come in?
In some ways, it is hard to pin down what exactly we are marking in celebrating the RTPI’s centenary.
Certainly the birthday of an institute and, now, of an institution. However, as set out at the beginning of
this paper we are not marking the centenary of planning thought or of planning practice. I believe, however,
that one of the things that we should be celebrating is the codification of a set of professional ethics.
In terms of planning, our ethical basis has been set out succinctly by academic Stephen McKay22:

“The ethical basis for the planning profession is that planners obtain specialised knowledge and skill
sets to serve society and protect the public interest with honesty and integrity.”23

This definition focuses on a number of different elements: knowledge and skills, honesty and integrity,
and the public interest.
At the heart of any professional approach to planning must be our base of knowledge and skills and

our ability to put forward relevant evidence in an unbiased way. Relevantly, there is some literature on
the selective or biased use or falsification of statistics by planners to support a case that a client or a
political master is wedded to already. A recent article by Oxford academic Bent Flyvbjerg24 takes the
American Planning Association ("APA") to task for, in his estimation, “actively suppressing publicity of
malpractice concerns and bad planning in order to sustain a boosterish image of planning”. His research
had dealt with the realm of what he called “uncomfortable knowledge”.
In his article Stephen McKay compares:

“… the balance sheet model of the accountant to the role of the lawyer, where in the former there is
a duty to provide objective and equitable disclosure, yet in the latter the role is one of a partisan
advocate; consequently, neither impartial nor even-handed. Until such time as planners are mandated
to adopt the balance sheet model, practitioners, particularly those in the private sector, cannot be
called to book for partisan activity unless they have failed in their overarching duty to act in the
public interest.”25

I believe that one of the bases for considering the role of planning in the future is that, in fact, they can
be called to book for partisan activities that do not represent their own professional view.
Honesty and integrity are at the heart of any professional activity. I believe that the key part of the RTPI

Code of Conduct is the clause that states that:

“Members shall not make or subscribe to any statements or reports which are contrary to their own
bona fide professional opinions and shall not knowingly enter into any contract or agreement which
requires them to do so.”

Nearer to home, and, perhaps, more prosaically than the APA example, at least one submission of
evidence to the Communities and Local Government Select Committee inquiry on which I am working
is from a local planning authority which has accused developers of deliberately overestimating costs and
underestimating development value in order to avoid planning obligations, perhaps all just part of the
increasing, almost routine, tussles between developers and local planning authorities on the viability of
those schemes.

22See also Peter Marcuse, “Professional Ethics and Beyond: Values in Planning” [1976] Journal of the American Institute of Planners Vol.42, Issue
3 at http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/01944367608977729#.VBL9gPlSYlA. [Accessed October 8, 2014.]
Also Martin Wachs, Ethics in Planning (Transaction, 1985).
23 Stephen McKay, “Efficacy and ethics: An investigation into the role of ethics, legitimacy and Power in planning” [2010] Town Planning Review

81(4) at http://dx.doi:10.3828/tpr.2010.10. [Accessed October 8, 2014.]
24Bent Flyvbjerg, “How planners deal with uncomfortable knowledge: The dubious ethics of the American Planning Association” [June 2013]

Cities Vol.32, 157–163 at http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S026427511200193X. [Accessed October 8, 2014.]
25 Stephen McKay, “Efficacy and ethics: An investigation into the role of ethics, legitimacy and Power in planning” [2010] Town Planning Review

81(4).
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It is important to be clear that planning professionals cannot excuse partial views, or their selective use
of information, on the grounds that they think they are acting in the public interest, by trying to ensure a
particular development either goes ahead or is refused—evidence rules OK!
The focus on society and the public interest are very important. Remember that the object of the RTPI

is “to advance the science and art of planning for the benefit of the public”26 (my emphasis). This focus
was clearly reinforced in the RTPI’s 2000 New Vision for Planning27 which stated that:

“The New Vision sees planning as an activity undertaken by society as a whole: an activity that
requires the active participation of all the people, communities and interests involved—an activity
facilitated, but not owned, by professional planners.”

To some this might undermine the very notion of a professional cadre or elite,28 or to put it in less
academic language, this places the professional planner firmly on tap and not on top, and it is a bold move
to define a profession by its relationship with the public rather than with its clients and paymasters, or to
its own members.
In part, this relationship to the public (dare I say to society) has been defined by our attitudes to

community involvement/public participation.
Concern about the balance of technocratic planning and a type of planning that allows the public at

least to have their say goes back way before the 1969 Skeffington Report.29 In 1947, the then Minister for
Town and Country Planning, Lewis Silkin told the House of Commons during the 3rd Reading of Town
and Country Planning Bill that:

“It is not merely landowners in the area who are affected or even business interests. Too often in the
past the objections of a noisy minority have been allowed to drown the voices of other people vitally
affected. These too must have their say, and when they have had it, the provisional plan may need a
good deal of alteration, but it will be all the better for that since it will reflect actual needs
democratically expressed. In the past, plans have been too much the plans of officials and not the
plans of individuals, but I hope we are going to stop that.”30

However, we do have to recognise that, even since 1947, senior planners have held, and do hold, a
variety of views about communities, including views that reflect stances that many in planning would not
own. For example, Sir Wilfred (“Wilf”) Burns was the City Planning Officer in Newcastle. He wrote in
1963, five years before he became the Government’s Chief Planner31 that:

“In a huge city, it is a fairly common observation that the dwellers in a slum area are almost a separate
race of people with different values, aspirations and ways of living … One result of slum clearance
is that a considerable movement of people takes place over long distances, with devastating effect
on the social groupings built up over the years. But, one might argue, that is a good thing when we
are dealing with people who have no initiative or civic pride. The task, surely, is to break up such
groupings even though the people seem to be satisfied with their miserable environment and seem
to enjoy an extrovert social life in their own locality.”32

26 See http://www.rtpi.org.uk/membership/professional-standards/. [Accessed October 8, 2014.]
27Royal Town Planning Institute (2000) A New Vision for Planning at http://www.rtpi.org.uk/media/7142/new-vision-full.pdf. [Accessed October

8, 2014.]
28W. Arthur Lewis went further and declared in 1949 that “We are all planners now,”—quoted in “We Are All Planners Now” [2008] Planung und

Dekolonisation in Afrika, Geschichte und Gesellschaft.
29 Skeffington Report, Report of the Committee on Public Participation in Planning: People and Planning (HMSO, 1969).
30Town and Country Planning Bill, HC Deb January 29, 1947, vol.432, cc.947–1075 at http://hansard.millbanksystems.com/commons/1947/jan/29

/town-and-country-planning-bill. [Accessed October 8, 2014.]
31 In 1968, he became Chief Planner at the Ministry of Housing and Local Government and in 1971 he became Deputy Secretary at the Department

of the Environment.
32W. Burns, New Towns for Old (Leonard Hill, 1963).
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I was at an event recently in which some 60 representatives of parish councils, local amenity societies
and local campaigning groups were encouraged to have their say about planning. Perhaps what was not
surprising was their antipathy to those developers whom, in their words, placed them “under siege”. What
was more surprising were wide ranging tales of the lack of involvement by, or even response from, local
authorities and a widespread opinion that the new localism was just a sham.
If planning really is to be for the benefit of the public, then we do all need to return to an approach to

practice which puts an understanding of public concerns and a willingness to address them at its heart. I
know that this is much easier said than done at a time when the planning service has suffered more than
many parts of local government in the cuts. But maybe a willingness by local government to prioritise
planning is tempered by a lack of appreciation of its worth by sections of the electorate.

What are (should be) the values of planning?
I have already briefly discussed ethics and the professional values of planning in terms of such attributes
as integrity. It is useful now to talk about values in another sense, almost in terms of the beliefs inherent
in planning. Here we can really teeter on the edge of Peter Hall’s pitfall of virtue combined with vagueness.
In 1974, then radical magazine, Time Out, expressed some surprise, and maybe irritation, that planners

even had values:

“Over the years, the planners have carefully cultivated the image of detached professionals doing a
technical job involving no value judgements for the good of society at large. But conflicts inside and
outside the profession have shattered the notion of apolitical planning. … Even the RTPI journal
now carries long articles on the ideology of planning.”33

First, we need to step back and think about the fact that the whole basis of planning is radical. In January
1947, the American current affairs magazine Time stated that:

“Britain’s Labor Government this week proposed a revolutionary act — in its implications the most
sweeping act since the Soviet Government’s decree of forced collectivization of the peasants (1929).
It was the ‘Town & Country Planning Bill, 1947’ drawn up by Lewis Silkin, Minister of Town &
Country Planning.”34

I should not have to argue as to whether or not planning is discriminatory in the purest sense of that
word. The 1997 third report of the Committee on Standards in Public Life, the Nolan Review,35 stated
that:

“Planning is clearly a subject that excites strong passions and for good reason. The planning system
frequently creates winners and losers; it involves the rights of others over one’s property; the financial
consequences of a decision may be enormous.”

The mere fact that any planning decision creates winners and losers means that it is potentially
discriminatory.
We can take this radicalism further. Barry Needham’s description of the nature of spatial planning ends

with a reflection:

33 “Planners on the Rampage” Time Out, No.240, October 4–10, 1974.
34 Time, January 20, 1947.
35 Third report of the Committee on Standards in Public Life: Local Government (HMSO, 1997) at https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system

/uploads/attachment_data/file/336864/3rdInquiryReport.pdf. [Accessed October 8, 2014.]
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“It follows that the effects of spatial planning are almost always discriminatory: the consequences
benefit some more than others.”36

In one sense RTPI’s Code of Professional Conduct37 covers this explicitly by stating that:

“In all their professional activities members shall not discriminate on the grounds of race, sex, sexual
orientation, creed, religion, disability or age and shall seek to eliminate such discrimination by others
and to promote equality of opportunity.”

This phrasing could, of course, more easily be read more in the context of equal opportunities and
human rights legislation than in the context of the planning acts. However, in our thinking about the type
of planning that we may need in the future, we need to make this focus on discrimination a little harder
edged.
For example, in the United States there has long been discussion and protest about the potential and

actual discriminatory nature of zoning on the basis that, for example, zoning for a fairly low residential
density for single dwellings at a low plot ratio could mean that those sections of society who could not
afford such housing would be excluded from certain areas. Relevantly, this historic concern about
discriminatory zoning extends to today.
The US Department of Justice has found it necessary to make it clear that the US Fair Housing Act

makes it unlawful:

“… to utilize land use policies or actions that treat groups of persons with disabilities less favorably
than groups of non-disabled persons. An example would be an ordinance prohibiting housing for
persons with disabilities or a specific type of disability, such as mental illness, from locating in a
particular area, while allowing other groups of unrelated individuals to live together in that area.”38

Just three years ago the Public Interest Law Center of Philadelphia issued a statement decrying the fact
that proposed zoning changes in Philadelphia which banned group homes serving persons with disabilities
and methadone clinics in residential areas would be discriminatory and against Federal law.39

Even more recently, on April 24, 2014, a Federal Judge has ruled that Garden City in Nassau County,
NY must remedy practices that led to intentional discriminatory zoning:

“According to the judgment, the Village of Garden City and its Board of Trustees must now implement
changes to their residential housing practices to remedy the effects of their prior intentionally
discriminatory conduct. The judgment comes on the heels of Judge Spatt’s historic 6 December 2013
ruling that Garden City violated the Fair Housing Act, the United States Constitution, and other civil
rights statutes by enacting a discriminatory zoning ordinance in 2004. The Court found that the
Village’s action illegally discriminated based on race and national origin against minorities and
perpetuated segregation, which has allowed Garden City to remain a white enclave surrounded by
predominantly minority neighboring towns.”40

36G. Hoekveld and B. Needham, “Planning Practice between Ethics and the Power Game: Making and Applying an Ethical Code for Planning
Agencies” [2013] International Journal of Urban and Regional Research 37.

37Royal Town Planning Institute, Code Of Professional Conduct (2011) effective from January 1, 2012 at http://www.rtpi.org.uk/media/831098
/code_of_professional_conduct_2012.pdf. [Accessed October 8, 2014.]

38 Joint Statement of The Department of Justice and The Department of Housing and Urban Development on Group Homes, Local Land Use, and
The Fair Housing Act at http://www.justice.gov/crt/about/hce/final8_1.php. [Accessed October 8, 2014.]

39 Statement of the Public Interest Law Center of Philadelphia to the Philadelphia City Council Concerning Proposed Zoning Changes (2011) at
http://www.pilcop.org/wp-content/uploads/2012/04/Housing_Advocacy_Zoning-Statement.pdf. [Accessed October 8, 2014.] See also http://www.fhcsp
.com/Publications/Zoning_Fact_Sheet.pdf [Accessed October 8, 2014] and Allison Shertzer, Tate Twinam, Randall P. Walsh, Race, Ethnicity, and
Discriminatory Zoning, NBER Working Paper No.20108, May 2014.

40 See http://www.hoganlovells.com/newsmedia/detail.aspx?news=3087. [Accessed October 8, 2014.]
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One clear basis for the emergence of planning in the United Kingdom in the 19th century was a concern
for the health of the working classes. In that sense, planning does have a heritage of not simply “not
discriminating against” but discriminating in favour of particular groups in society.
In America, this duty is spelled out in the current American Institute of Certified Planners’ Code of

Ethics and Professional Conduct41 which states that:

“We shall seek social justice by working to expand choice and opportunity for all persons, recognizing
a special responsibility to plan for the needs of the disadvantaged and to promote racial and economic
integration. We shall urge the alteration of policies, institutions, and decisions that oppose such
needs.”

This reference to “a special responsibility for” does need to be set in the context of the fact that the
United States has a more explicit history of thinking about, and practicing, a closer relationship between
professional planners with, for example, a state funded system of planners embedded in, and acting as
advocates for, particular communities.42 This was known as advocacy planning. Advocacy planning was
described by its main proponent, Paul Davidoff, in 1965:

“… Planners should be able to engage in the political process as advocates of the interests both of
government and of such other groups, organizations, or individuals who are concerned with proposing
policies for the future development of the community.”

The RTPI has no such special responsibility to plan for the needs of the disadvantaged built into its
code of professional conduct. Interestingly, however, on the international stage it is one of the founding
signatories of a declaration that commits it to just such an approach.
The Global Planners Network (“GPN”) was formed in advance of the 2006 UN World Urban Forum

in Vancouver. The GPN’s Vancouver Declaration, signed by the RTPI, states boldly that:

“We have a responsibility, along with others, to future generations for custodianship of this planet
and its habitats, and to those within our own generation who are disadvantaged, especially the poor
and those who lack adequate shelter.”

Also that:

“We stand for Planning as an inclusive process. Planning is both strategic and local, integrative,
participatory, creative, embracing cultural diversity and rooted in concerns for equity.”43

Such sentiments may be seen to be apposite on the world stage. Planning is emerging from a period
when it was seen as being part of the problem rather than as the solution in relation to poverty and global
urbanisation. UN-HABITAT put this clearly in stating that:

“Contemporary urban planning systems in most parts of the world have been shaped by 19th century
Western European planning … Frequently, these imported ideas were used for reasons of political,
ethnic or racial domination and exclusion, rather than in the interests of good planning.”44

41Code of the American Institute of Certified Planners/American Planning Association June 1, 2005—revised 2009 At http://www.planning.org
/ethics/ethicscode.htm. [Accessed October 8, 2014.]

42 P. Davidoff, “Advocacy and Pluralism in Planning”[1965] Journal of the American Institute of Planners Vol.31 No.4. See also B. Checkway,
(ed), “Paul Davidoff and advocacy planning in retrospect” [Spring 1994] Journal of the American Planning Association, Vol.60 No.2, 139–158 and
the critique in Phillip Allmendinger, “Planners and Advocates” in Phillip Allmendinger, Planning Theory (Palgrave Macmillan, 2009), pp.148–171.

43World Planners Congress Vancouver Declaration 2006 at http://www.globalplannersnetwork.org/pdf/06declarationenglish.pdf. [Accessed October
8, 2014.] The subsequent GPN 2012 Naples Declaration slightly reduces the strength of the statement by talking about reducing discrimination at http:
//www.globalplannersnetwork.org/pdf/naplesdeclaration.pdf. [Accessed October 8, 2014.]

44UN_HABITAT, Planning Sustainable Cities: Global Report on Human Settlements 2009 (Earthscan, 2009) at http://mirror.unhabitat.org/pmss
/listItemDetails.aspx?publicationID=2838. [Accessed October 8, 2014.]
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This can be raised in the context of, for example, enforced displacement using Planning legislation in
Zimbabwe45 and to planning in politically sensitive areas including occupied territories.46

Attitudes to the necessity for proper planning to tackle issues such as global warming, urbanisation and
resource distribution are changing but there are indications that the type of planning adopted may no
longer derive from the 1947Act, as many planning systems and approaches around the world did. A recent
article on development in Mumbai records that:

“… the current discourse calls for a break away from the ‘EuroAmerican’ models of urban planning
and advocates alternative urban theories with the perspective of ‘seeing from the south’.”47

The fact that a different approach to planning may be emerging globally does, I suggest, add urgency
to UK planners’ responsibility to think more about their responsibility, from a fairly privileged position,
for the abilities of planning to act globally. Take just one set of statistics. The UN took a simple correlation48

between the number of RTPI members and the total population of the United Kingdom to show that there
were 37.63 planners per 100,000 population in 2011.49 This is one of the, if not the, highest ratio in the
world. Australia had 23.47 and the United States had 12.77. Ghana had 0.6, Nigeria had 1.44, Uganda
had 0.24, India had 0.23.
Ultimately, I am arguing for the (re)introduction of a form of moral imperative in planning in the United

Kingdom. The use of the concept of morality in terms of such a professional activity may seem strange.
However, like so many points in this paper, it has a long history. I have already quoted John Burn’s
introduction to the 1909 Housing, Town Planning, Etc. Act in which he talks of improving the morals of
the people. We might think that these are simply a reflection of the context of the time. But, at a much
more specific level, are we not now involved in some form of implicit moral judgment when we, or, in
this case, the DCLG, single out betting shops and pay-day loan companies for special treatment under the
Use Classes Order. The recent “technical” consultation on planning,50 for example, states that the proposals
are a key part of Gambling Protections and Controls published on April 30, 2014 but do not evidence the
effects on land use that these changes may bring.
I am also arguing that planning in England should make its values towards and responsibilities for those

who are disadvantaged more explicit. Internationally, it will make sense to write that:

“In many countries, a disproportionate amount of public investment, especially investment in
infrastructure, goes to the larger cities, particularly national capitals. Attempts to ‘decentralize’
economic activities to secondary cities are unlikely to be successful unless the decentralization is
supported by pro-poor investment in infrastructure and public services, and by the financial and
institutional strengthening of local authorities.”51

45Mrs Anna Kajumulo Tibaijuka, Report of the Fact-Finding Mission to Zimbabwe to assess the Scope and Impact of Operation Murambatsvina
by the UN Special Envoy on Human Settlements Issues in Zimbabwe, UN-HABITAT (2005) at http://ww2.unhabitat.org/documents/ZimbabweReport
.pdf. [Accessed October 8, 2014.]

46 See, e.g. Peter Marcuse, “Ethical issues confronting planners in the West Bank” [2010] Town Planning Review Vol.81, No.6, 605–607. See also
Vanessa Watson, “The planned city sweeps the poor away …: Urban planning and 21st century urbanisation” [October 2009] Progress in Planning,
Vol.72, Issue 3, 151–193 at http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S030590060900052X. [Accessed October 8, 2014.]

47Abhay Pethea, Ramakrishna Nallathigab, Sahil Gandhia, Vaidehi Tandelc, “Re-thinking urban planning in India: Learning from the wedge between
the de jure and de facto development in Mumbai” [2014] Cities 39 120–132 at http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0264275114000286.
[Accessed October 8, 2014.]

48Waheed Kadiri, The State of Planning in Africa: An Overview, UN-HABITAT (2013) at http://unhabitat.org/the-state-of-planning-in-africa/.
[Accessed October 8, 2014.]

49 I recognise that this statistic is not strictly accurate as a number of RTPI members work in other countries, notably in Hong Kong. I do not consider,
however, that this discrepancy invalidates the overall point.

50Department for Communities and Local Government (2014) Technical consultation on planning, DCLG.
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/339528/Technical_consultation_on_planning.pdf [accessed October
23, 2014].

51Sustainable urbanization: Thematic Think Piece (UNHabitat,May 2012) at http://www.un.org/millenniumgoals/pdf/Think%20Pieces/18_urbanization
.pdf. [Accessed October 8, 2014.]
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In the United Kingdom however, such concepts as pro-poor investment may seem alien to us but let
me give you other examples from day-to-day planning practice: the use of the planning system to deliver
affordable housing, and, in part, the preference for public transport provision over the private car.
So we come to one of the difficulties in arguing that in planning in the future we should return in some

measure to our ethical and moral roots. In becoming engaged even more in the political process, don’t we
ourselves move from professional to politician?
I can stand accused of wanting to change planning from an apolitical ethical activity to a (P)political

one. I do not feel that planners can claim to be aloof from Political policy any more than they can claim
to be aloof from their client’s objectives. At a national level the history of planning has shown clearly that
the planning we get results from the political philosophy of the government we get, perhaps because we
have not been adept at articulating the core value and values of planning in the way that the RTPI is starting
to do now.
The Hong Kong Institute of Planners makes this latter responsibility explicit in itsCode of Professional

Conduct concept of a relationship with the public further. In a section of the Code of entitled Responsibility
to Society, it states that:

“Members of the Institute in discharging their responsibilities to their employers and the profession
shall at all times be cognisant of the interests of the general public in matters of town and country
planning…Members are encouraged to extend public understanding of the planning profession, and
to offer professional advice and comments to the government and related authorities on planning
policies and implementation provided that any adverse criticism is neither malicious nor with improper
motives.”52

At the local level, as Norman Krumholz, former Planning Director of Cleveland in the US so pithily
stated53 some 13 years ago:

• “Planning is essentially a political activity, rife with value judgements.
• The simple notion that planners advise and politicians decide is a myth that has never reflected

practical experience.
• A planner who undermines or embarrasses a powerful politician is skating on thin ice with

the day rapidly warming.
• Those who own the most property generally also have the most influence in the law and in

planning decisions.”

This is a fine line for local planning officers, who need to advise applicants on the acceptability of their
proposals, but clearly taking account of the known views of their planning committee members, such as
whether they will favour or resist the provision of car parking, and seek a car-free scheme.
I suggest that knowledge of the political views and priorities of your elected members is part of that

evidence base which, I have tried to argue, lies at the heart of proper planning. We are in what Donald
Schon54 called the “swampy lowland where situations are confusing ‘messes’ incapable of technical
solution”, whether we like it or not.

52Hong Kong Institute of Planners (1995)Code of Conduct July 1 at http://www.hkip.org.hk/En/SubContent.asp?Bid=5&Sid=12. [Accessed October
8, 2014.]

53N. Krumholz, “Planners and politicians: a commentary based on experience from the United States” [April 2001] Planning Theory & Practice,
Vol.2 No.1, 96–100.

54D. Schon, The Reflective Practitioner (Arena, 1983), p.374.
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The need for visionary planning
Visionary planners do not have to be impractical opium eaters. Thomas Sharp had written in the most
desperate days of the second war that:

“Any future planning must be positive planning: not merely planning that restricts and controls, but
planning that performs.”55

As is now becoming a theme of this paper, a focus on visionary planning is nothing new. The founding
fathers of modern planning talked of vision. US planning academic Michael P. Brooks harks back to this
when he wrote in 1988 that “we must confront and deal with the soul of the profession” and went on to
state that:

“…we sorely need to return to the utopian tradition in planning. The urban planning profession needs
a new generation of visionaries, people who dream of a better world, and who are capable of designing
the means to attain it. That, after all, is the essence of planning: to visualize the ideal future community,
and to work toward its realization.”56

One of the key parts of this statement is the twin and equal emphases on utopian dreaming and on
designing the means to attain those dreams. The great Lewis Mumford57 wrote in his introduction to the
1946 edition of Garden Cities of Tomorrow that:

“Howard’s prime contribution was to outline the nature of a balanced community and show what
steps were necessary, in an ill-organised and disorientated society, to bring it into existence.”58

Planning performs simply by sticking to the ethics that I have discussed above, the use of its skills59

and knowledge with integrity and honesty in the interests of the public. Even starting from this point, we
can and must bring a degree of creativity to everything we do. For example, the American Planning
Association’s Ethical Principles in Planning60 include the requirement to:

“Examine the applicability of planning theories, methods and standards to the facts and analysis of
each particular situation and do not accept the applicability of a customary solution without first
establishing its appropriateness to the situation.”

Not going for the usual approach is a start but being visionary is something else.
I have mentioned Daniel Burnham’s 1909 plan for Chicago. It was Burnham that captured one of the

essences of visionary planning:

“Make no little plans. They have no magic to stir men’s blood and probably themselves will not be
realized. Make big plans; aim high in hope and work, remembering that a noble, logical diagram
once recorded will never die, but long after we are gone will be a living thing, asserting itself with

55Thomas Sharp, Town Planning (Pelican Books, 1940).
56Michael P. Brooks, “Four Critical Junctures in the History of the Urban Planning Profession: An Exercise in Hindsight” [1988] Journal of the

American Planning Association, 54:2, 241–248 at http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/01944368808976481. [Accessed October 8, 2014.]
57 It was Lewis Mumford who wrote one of the greatest pieces of planning guidance: “Forget the damned motor car and build the cities for lovers

and friends”.
58Lewis Mumford, “The Garden City Idea andModern Planning”, introduction to Ebeneezer Howard,Garden Cities of Tomorrow (Faber and Faber,

1946).
59Although it is worth bearing in mind that sometimes the skills of the most visionary planners fall short. Sir Patrick Abercrombie’s 1944 Greater

London Plan embodied five assumptions:
• “that no new industry shall be admitted to London and the Home Counties except in special cases
• the [population] numbers in the centre will decrease, those in the outer area will grow
• the total population of the area will not increase but … will be slightly reduced
• If the Port of London ceases to thrive, London will decay
• It is assumed that new powers for planning will be available, including powers for the control of land values.”
All but the last assumption were wrong.
60 See https://www.planning.org/ethics/ethicalprinciples.htm. [Accessed October 8, 2014.]
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ever-growing insistency. Remember that our sons and grandsons are going to do things that would
stagger us. Let your watchword be order and your beacon beauty. Think big.”61

In another few years, will we remember and revere those planners who met the DCLG targets for speed
of decision making no matter what the outcomes of those speedy decisions?Will we remember and revere
those planners who failed to even set out a vision in a local plan for the area that they were meant to be
caring for and about?
Will we remember and revere those planners who buried their professional opinions and values in the

name of serving the client or a Political directive. It was that great patrician Sir Patrick Abercrombie who
wrote in 1943 that:

“The plan should not be in the hands of the drill sergeant nor should the city be under the domination
of the muddler who will talk about the Law of Supply and Demand and the Liberty of the Individual.”62

I suggest that we will remember those planners who had the vision, skill, tenacity and solid professional
knowledge to drive throughwhat the American Planning Association calls “transformationational” projects.
Amongst these I list Jan Gehl, Danish urban designer; Larry Beasley, former co-director of Planning for
the City of Vancouver; Alison Nimmo, Chief Executive of the Crown Estate; Jaime Lerner, planner and
architect and Mayor of Curitiba in Brazil63; Mitch Silver,64 formerly Director of Planning for Raleigh in
North Carolina and now parks commissioner for NewYork City; Sir Terry Farrell, and, even, the planning
department of Croydon BC.65 You will, I hope, have your own list.
You may well also have your own list of transformational projects and ideas. Here, I will just mention

two from my list. First, a project and then an idea that is yet to find its time.
The project is the recovery of the Cheonggyecheon River in Seoul described here by the Global

Restoration Network:

“An engineering survey conducted in 2000 revealed structural weaknesses in the roads and indicated
a need for a costly renovation project. In lieu of investing in this congested traffic infrastructure, the
Seoul City Government opted to demolish the roads and restore flow to the river … A two-year
project costing nearly $1 billion was thus begun in 2003, and the river was re-exposed and made the
focal point of a larger urban renewal effort. Traffic was re-routed, bridges were built across the river,
public parks and recreational space were created, and sites of historic and cultural importance in the
general vicinity were renovated. In the two years since the project’s completion, more than 50million
visitors have flocked to the site, and investment in the downtown area has increased dramatically.
Moreover, the reduction in traffic has resulted in a significant improvement in air quality and a
decrease in local temperatures during the summer months.”66

Next the idea. Peter Hall wrote about the Greater London Regional Planning Committee’s interim report
of 1929 which, he stated:

“… proposed a complete reversal of the then planning system: instead of planning authorities trying
to reserve pieces of land for open space, they should allocate certain areas for building, on the
assumption that all the remainder be left open: towns against a background of open space.”

UK architect Sir Terry Farrell brought this up-to-date when he proposed:

61 See http://articles.chicagotribune.com/1992-01-01/news/9201010041_1_sentences-chicago-architects. [Accessed October 8, 2014.]
62 Sir Patrick Abercrombie, Town and Country Planning (The Home University Library of Modern Knowledge, OUP, 1943).
63 See http://www.citiesforpeople.net/cities/curitiba.html. [Accessed October 8, 2014.]
64 See http://www.theguardian.com/society/2013/jul/02/mitchell-silver-redesigning-way-live. [Accessed October 8, 2014.]
65 See a profile of Croydon’s planners by Rowan Moore in the Observer on February 28, 2010.
66 See http://www.globalrestorationnetwork.org/database/case-study/?id=123. [Accessed October 8, 2014.]
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“A deliberately, proactively and committedly designed ‘Thames National Park’ reaching right through
the heart of the city to the limit of the tide at Teddington would truly celebrate London’s urban/rural
relationship. A high quality of stewardship and maintenance planned for and built in from the outset
would provide greater certainty for investment and return.”67

Think about the implications of flipping our perceptions about how we undertake major developments
against a background of green rather than threading green infrastructure through a development, sometimes
almost as an afterthought. Think about how carefully we would need to plan and deliver the Thames
Gateway developments, including Ebbsfleet, if the area had been designated a national park.
Finally, I must mention a visionary initiative that has never happened in England: a national spatial

plan. Instead the visionary work is being done by the RTPI with their work on aMap for England.68 Once
again, such work has a long history, in 1942, a group of campaigners funded by business interests, got
together to draw up maps69 that illustrated the points made in the Scott, Uthwatt and Barlow Reports as a
precursor and an encouragement to what they hoped would be a Government post-war National Plan; an
ambition that was never fulfilled.
I am convinced that we really do need a national spatial plan.

The system
Finally, we come back to the system. I have left it to the end not because it is an afterthought but because
any thinking about the system must follow, and not precede, thinking about objectives and values for and
in planning.
We know the problems with the system and have known them for some time:

“Three main defects have now appeared in the present system. First, it has become overloaded and
subject to delays and cumbersome procedures.
Second, there has been inadequate participation by the individual citizen in the planning process
… Third, the system has been better as a negative control on undesirable development than as a

positive stimulus to the creation of a good environment.”

We would certainly agree with the first and last points and maybe, even, with the second so it is salient
to record that this analysis of the ills of the system was set out nearly half a century ago in the 1967 White
Paper on Town and Country Planning and followed the evaluation of the system undertaken by the Planning
Advisory Group set up 50 years ago this year.70

Fifty years on, after our many attempts to improve and reform the system, it remains cumbersome.
Rather that participation being inadequate, we are in a position where we are asking for more consultation
at more poorly understood strangely described stages of plan making, and this is not resulting in better
participation. Rather than plan for a great urban areas, we proceed by turning down the bad stuff where
we can, in the hope that the eventual outcome will somehow be good planning.
In fact, attempts to reform the system had started even earlier than the 1965 Planning Advisory Group

report. Just two years after the first appointed day of the 1947 Act, Hugh Dalton, the last Minister for
Minister of Town and Country Planning in Attlee’s post-war Labour Government described the 1950
GDO which replaced the more stringent 1948 GDO as “an exercise in freedom”.71

67 See http://www.terryfarrell.co.uk/data/profile/news/Thames%20Gateway_Core%20Vision.pdf. [Accessed October 8, 2014.]
68 See http://www.rtpi.org.uk/knowledge/policy/map-for-england/. [Accessed October 8, 2014.]
69Maps for the National Plan (RTPI, 1942).
70Ministry of Housing and Local Government, Scottish Development Department, Welsh Office (1967) Town and Country Planning, HMSO,

Cmnd.3333.
71Quoted in Lewis Keeble,”Town Planning at the Crossroads” Estates Gazette Ltd, 1961.
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Given this history of flawed responses to a flawed system, I, perhaps amongst others, thought that the
commitment in the 2010 Coalition Agreement that “in the longer term, wewill radically reform the planning
system”72 meant what it said.73 I did my homework on all the possible ideas that the then new Government
might alight on: legally binding plans as in France; zoning; design coding; selling air rights; auctioning
planning permissions; the supposed lack of any development planning in cities such as Houston; and even
Sir Peter Hall’s no-plan plan.74 But none of these radical ideas appeared.
So what was this radical reform? Regional Spatial Strategies were removed. The introduction of

neighbourhood planning was radical but to me this smacks of treating the planning system as a game of
Jenga where you take out more and more elements of an interrelated structure at the constant risk that the
whole edifice will crumble. This appears to be making ill-thought through changes to the planning system,
just to be able to show that you have taken action.
Dr Charles Mynors has stated in a paper given to the Modern Studies in Property Law conference in

April this year that:

“There are currently in force around 43 Acts that deal with land use and planning (including access
and rights of way), and significant parts of a further 15 or so. Of those 58 Acts, about a third are
relatively insignificant remnants of provisions that are now wholly or largely redundant. However,
many of the remaining 40 or so are still substantial pieces of legislation, and are crying out to be
rationalised and sorted out.”

and that:

“the 1946, 1947 and 1949 Acts together contained 161 sections and 18 Schedules. By contrast, the
modern equivalent of the 1947 Act—the four 1990 Planning Acts—originally contained 479 sections
and 26 schedules. But they have now been significantly lengthened, to around 550 sections, as a
result of numerous amendments over the last 24 years; and they have been supplemented by separate
provisions in other Acts (notably the PCPA 2004 and the Planning Act 2008) introducing a further
300 or so sections and numerous Schedules.”

His paper carries on through a process of rigorous logic to propose that just nine Acts could cover the
requirements of planning in straightforward, uncluttered and efficacious way. It is well worth a read. In
terms of a new type of interventionist planning that acknowledges its responsibilities for specific sections
in society, his suggestion for a Promotion of Development Act has its attractions as well as its potential
pitfalls.
The need to simplify the planning system, carrying on from the work undertaken by this Government

leading to the NPPF and National Planning Policy Guidance, seems undeniable. But this is not the same
as changing the system.
I hope that this paper supports a view that it is how the system is used that is as important as the system

itself.
Before embarking on any further full bloodied or salami sliced reform of planning, we do need to try

to agree what it is that we are trying to achieve through it and whose interests are we trying to serve. Not

72HM Government, The Coalition: our programme for government (2010) at http://www.cabinetoffice.gov.uk/sites/default/files/resources/coalition
_programme_for_government.pdf. [Accessed October 8, 2014.]

73Maybe I should not have bothered. Nearly all the changes the Coalition implemented had been promulgated by the Policy Exchange, then led by
Nick Boles, and, in particular, a 2006 report Better Homes, Greener Cities. This recommended, inter alia, that:

“The planning system should be localised, with local authorities being placed in charge of densities, brown vs. green field ratios, design codes
and Green Belt designation… The planning system should be made more flexible, with greater freedom to change between planning designations
and an extension of permitted development rights.”

See also, e.g. A. W. Evans and O. M. Hartwich, The best laid plans: How planning prevents economic growth (The Policy Exchange, 2007) at http:
//www.policyexchange.org.uk/images/publications/pdfs/pub_52_-_full_publication.pdf. [Accessed October 8, 2014.]

74 Published in New Society, March 20, 1969.
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the easiest of tasks but perhaps the RTPI could start by using its centenary to look again at its own values
as expressed in its Code of Professional Conduct.
Earlier this year, I guest edited a section of the Centenary edition of Planning Theory & Practice.75 One

of the contributors was South African academic Vanessa Watson.76 She stated that:

“It is urgent that the RTPI begin a debate with other national professional planning bodies around
the world, and within Africa, as to what are acceptable principles to guide planning processes and
outcomes, accepting that contexts are highly diverse and there is no one urban model or process that
will fit all circumstances. If the global planning profession is to build and retain public confidence
then a strong ethical stance is imperative, and there is no reason why the RTPI should not lead the
way.”

Conclusion
How do we end?
In thinking about this, I can turn to the progenitor of this paper, Professor Sir Peter Hall. Not in one of

his later works but in a piece that he wrote for the Observer Magazine in 1989.77 This was a special edition
that looked ahead 20 years to London as we might see it in 2010. Peter looked ahead to reflect that:

“What might happen [in 2010] is more of the same. The developers would develop in response to
‘market signals’, and London would pick up the consequences: massive overbuilding in a few places,
more congestion on the roads, more chaos on the tubes and on Network SouthEast. The irony is that
everyone, including finally the developers, will lose.”

But Peter was one of our visionary planning heroes and, in that article he argued strongly for such
transformational planning projects as the building of the Heathrow Paddington Railink, Cross Rail and
HS1with an interchange at Stratford, most of which have come about. So there is some cause for optimism.
Change we must, but when all logical, dispassionate, evidenced based arguments fail then we need to

rely on, and maintain, our own individual professional and moral compass and continue to act in the
interest of the public in a way that our professional knowledge and ethics tell us is right.
One of the other visionary planners that we do remember and revere, faults and all, is Edmund Bacon,

Executive Director of the Philadelphia City Planning Commission from 1949 to 1970 and author ofDesign
of Cities.
His New York Times obituary in 200578 recorded that:

“Mr. Bacon continued to assert his ideas for Philadelphia until his death, … In 2002 he protested the
ban on skateboarding in the city’s LOVE Park by illegally skateboarding through the park.”

He was 92 at the time.
Socrates said that by far the greatest and most admirable form of wisdom is that needed to plan and

beautify cities and human communities. Use that wisdom responsibly people, it’s a moral jungle out there.
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