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Notes of London - New York Planning and Sustainability Dialogue, 16th September, London
Host:  Lee Polisano, KPF; Chair:  Dame Judith Mayhew Jonas 

Attending:

Rohit Aggarwala, NYC Economic   Development Corporation

Ron Bakker, KPF

Stephen Barter, ULI UK Chair 
Glen Irwin, Foreman Roberts 

Giles Dolphin, GLA
Tony Medawar, LDA

Munir Morad, London South Bank University
Angus Norman, EDF

Peter Rees, City of London
Michael Spies, Tishman Speyer

Mark Watts, Arup
Amy Holtz, KPF

Marjorie Rodney-Goodin, KPF
Bill Kistler, ULI EMEA
Meg Kaufman, ULI Europe
Alex Notay, ULI Europe

Kathryn Firth, KPF

Yasamin Arbabi, KPF

This dialogue brought together a number of senior figures from the world of planning, urban design and sustainability to talk about how London and New York should be approaching the ever-increasing topic of sustainable development and reduction of carbon emissions.
The key points agreed were:

· Businesses currently operating in London and New York are very concerned with their ecological impact, and are looking to show their employees and their customers strong credentials in this regard;

· The case must be made as strongly as possible to governments, developers, and employers, that London and New York’s density and comprehensive public transportation systems make them uniquely sustainable locations to do business;

· The complexity of the sustainability agenda makes it difficult to address through rules alone; incentives are essential to change behaviour and drive innovative solutions;

· Further gains in sustainability in the built environment can be made through a building regulation-type of system and better provision of information to the market (through building-specific energy audits for example), where demand for sustainable workplaces is strong;

· The current financial crisis may take sustainability down the agenda over the next few months or years, and care must be taken to ensure that the progress to date is not lost.

Introduction
Lee Polisano of KPF gave an overview of the comparative statistics which had been compiled by KPF and the ULI on New York and London’s land use and carbon emissions, as well as some comparative statistics from Shanghai and Chicago (presentation attached).

Both cities anticipate population growth over the next 20 years and their Mayors have developed plans for accommodating that growth – the London Plan (as well as various Mayoral strategies) and PlaNYC.   Both include targets for the reduction of carbon emissions (London’s is 60% by 2025, which includes reductions attributed to national policy as well;  NYC’s is 30% by 2030, which is over and above national reductions).  
Those around the table agreed that the targets were achievable although the successful implementation of technologies such as CHP in new developments will be essential – and such technology has proven difficult to implement in dense urban areas.  Changes at the national level, as well as in personal behaviour are also important, as well as the introduction of congestion pricing in NYC.
“It’s not what you build; it’s where you build it”

This quote summed up the feeling about the importance of London and New York’s roles in reducing carbon emissions; the inherent sustainability of these cities, with their dense development patterns and comprehensive public transport systems, gives any development within them a head start in terms of meeting any targets for carbon emissions.  The most efficient building in New Jersey is going to be responsible for more carbon emissions if the workers have to drive there.
It was agreed that this case must be made as strongly as possible by both cities to their respective higher levels of government (Albany and Westminster), businesses, and development communities, as well as in the planning systems.  A business looking for a zero-carbon headquarters, for example, should be aware of the relative benefits of the established financial centres compared to other locations.  This includes both suburban areas as well as other business centres around the world, such as in the Middle East.
Role of the Public sector
It was agreed that the market is increasingly demanding more sustainable buildings as companies worry about their carbon footprint.  A company with their headquarters in Silicon Valley was recently looking for a base in London, and would not consider any building that was not zero-carbon.  Buildings are distinguishing themselves on the market by improving upon LEED and BREEAM standards.
The role of the public sector should be to encourage and facilitate supply.  It was felt that the most successful methods could include:

· Improving knowledge and information: There is still great confusion about which technologies and aspects of design and behaviour will produce the most eco-friendly operations overall.  New York will be requiring periodic energy audits for all buildings; this will provide a clearer picture to tenants and owners of their building’s performance.

· It was generally agreed that the planning systems are not the ideal tool for enforcement of sustainable development.  Planning is too subjective and strongly influenced by both NIMBY and heritage considerations.  There is a particular need, especially in London, for a strong sustainability lobby in the planning system to counter the power of groups such as English Heritage and UNESCO, which have recently opposed several high density schemes on transport hubs.
· A building code approach would be more successful due to its objectivity.  Although the Code for Sustainable Homes, which has been very successful in the UK new-build residential sector, is to be extended to commercial buildings, those from London strongly believed the London must have its own, stronger code which builds upon the sustainability benefits which London locations automatically have.

· Using the taxation system: although both cities – and especially London - currently lack the power over local taxation, they should be making their case to Westminster and Albany;

· Accurately pricing carbon emissions would be the most direct approach, putting the cost to society upon the polluter.  But this would be very painful to the already fragile economy.

Planning Systems
There is a good deal to be learned from a comparison of the two city planning systems:

· In New York City, zoning is comprehensive, and new developments have permission to be built as of right, unless they are novel or contentious.  Contentious buildings must go through a more time consuming process for permission ultimately involving the City Council.  This tends to produce schemes which are more conservative.  The Mayor controls most aspects of planning decisions.  
· In London every major project goes through the full permission process.  This often leads to more innovative and flashy designs to capture the imagination of the planning committees.  The 32 boroughs control most aspects of planning decisions with major schemes being ruled on by the Mayor – although his powers are quite new in this respect and their impact will need to be seen.  As in New York it is likely that the Mayor will have a tendency to override NIMBY concerns in favour of projects with a benefit to the city as a whole.
The Role of Standards: LEED, BREEAM, and others
There is currently no widely accepted system which measures the sustainability of a city or region overall.  Most ranking or measurement systems are either at country level, or building level.  Based on the basic comparative statistics presented by KPF and available in other studies, New York and London would rank high compared to other cities given their density and public transport infrastructure.  More effort should be directed toward understanding how the cities compare - it was noted that ‘you cannot manage what you cannot measure’.

LEED and BREEAM have been useful in drawing attention to sustainability in the design process, and are widely used in marketing new schemes.  In New York and London they have served as a baseline, with the market often demanding superlative ratings.  A missing element, also discussed at the London - NY Property Dialogue earlier in the year, is that they measure the building as designed, or as built, but rarely as operated.  The behaviour of tenants in utilities usage, for example, is not taken into account.  Nor is mode of travel for workers, which can ultimately be a major source of carbon footprint.  This can lead to a building in Dallas looking as green as a building in Manhattan, when in fact their operational carbon footprint over time will be quite different.
Building specific standards are especially important in considering the best methods for retrofitting, however, as each building will have unique solutions to improving efficiency.

‘Buzz’
Attention should be paid to all three elements of the ‘Sustainability Triangle’: social, ecological, and economic.   New York and London must be as vigilant as ever in addressing quality of life and cost of living issues.  London’s cost base and Manhattan’s lack of affordable neighbourhoods threatens the ‘buzz’ which has been a major draw for young highly-skilled workers and the businesses which depend upon them.
