MINUTES OF OFFICERS MEETING
Date:
Venue:
Chair:
Minute taker:

8 March 2017, 08.30-10.00
FinSpace, 225-229 Seven Sisters Road, N4 2DA
Ricky Thakrar
Ben Myring

Invitees:

Sue Cooke, Hackney officer
Ben Johnson, Islington officer
Clodagh McGuirk, Haringey officer
Erik Nilsen, Haringey officer
Susie Barson, Hackney resident
Ben Myring, Haringey resident
Ricky Thakrar, Islington resident

(SC)
(BJ)
(CM)
(EN)
(SB)
(BM)
(RT)

FORMAL BUSINESS
1.0

Introductions and agenda

1.1

Introductions were made as above. RT thanked the officers for attending, and
for meeting at a location that was convenient for the residents.

1.2

RT proposed an agenda for the meeting, which was accepted by all.

PROCESS FOR NEIGHBOURHOOD AREA AND FORUM APPLICATIONS
2.0

Hackney process

2.1

Precedents - SC stated that there were already four Neighbourhood Areas and
one Neighbourhood Forum in Hackney.

2.2

Decision-making body / timeline - She outlined that there was a 12-week lead
in time to decisions required to be made by Hackney’s Cabinet. Due to the 20week statutory time limit for a decision, it may be possible for the Mayor of
Hackney to make the decision. The introduction to the report would be drafted
by the portfolio holder, Guy Nicholson.
The Neighbourhood Area was generally up to the community to decide, so long
as guidance had been followed.

3.0

Haringey process

3.1

Precedents - CM and EN stated that there were already two Neighbourhood
Areas and two Neighbourhood Forums in Haringey.

3.2

Decision-making body / timeline - They outlined that there was a Cabinet
meeting once every five weeks or so. Neighbourhood Area and Forum
Applications are usually submitted together, but the Council had no preference.

4.0

Islington process

4.1

Precedents - BJ stated that there were already two Neighbourhood Areas and
one Neighbourhood Forum in Islington.

4.2

Decision-making body / timeline - He outlined that there was a four-week lead
in time to decisions required to be made by the Council Executive, which meets
more frequently than Cabinet.
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The report to the Executive would be presented by the portfolio holder, Diarmaid
Ward, based on a recommendation from officers.
He has already added the decisions to the forward programme of those to be
considered, but requested confirmation once the exact timing was known. RT
responded that it was currently the intention for the Boundary to be approved at
the March meeting, and the constitution to be approved at the April meeting.
Action: RT to inform officers once the exact timing for the submission of the
applications was known.

RT

After accounting for the statutory consultation period of six weeks, the decision
would take around four months in total.
He urged that the Neighbourhood Area and Forum Applications be submitted
together, to avoid two rounds of consultation. Indeed, it was also his experience
that by the time there was a body “capable of being a Neighbourhood Forum”,
most of the work required to submit a Forum application would already be done.
4.3

Consultation – BJ clarified that the six-week consultation period started when
the Councils made the application(s) public.
Consultation would include a mixture of the following, depending on the Council:
- Council websites
- Online consultations portal
- Site notices around the Neighbourhood Area
- Advert in local newspapers
- Email to Local Plan mailing list
Islington Council are due to publish a revised Statement of Community
Involvement in April 2017, which may propose a more ‘light touch’ approach, but
should be reviewed for more information once published.
Responses from the consultation should be made to the Councils – if they come
to the working group, these should be forwarded on.
A summary of responses would be made publicly available, or in the case of
Hackney, a summary presented to Cabinet as some consultations receive
responses in the thousands.

5.0

Evidence required to support applications

5.1

Representation and equalities - SC stressed that there was a need to ensure
that the Forum was not dominated by any one group, and evidence would need
to be provided of efforts made to represent all residents, otherwise the Forum
application would not be successful. She recommended reviewing the Ward
Profiles to better understand the demographics of the Area.
BJ stated that whilst this was not a mandatory requirement for Islington, it was
very helpful.

5.2

Purpose and intentions – BJ stated that it would be useful to understand the
motivations of the Forum, stressing that Neighbourhood Plans had to provide for
the same amount of development or more.
RT clarified that the working group had avoided getting embroiled in potential
policy solutions at this stage, but the Boundary Study included some slides on
the key motivations of the community. This recognises the need to conserve
areas, and regenerate others.
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5.3

Minimum of 21 members – BJ clarified that Islington require signatures from
each of the named 21 members. He suggested that given the size of the
emerging Neighbourhood Area, it would be appropriate to have a greater number
of signatories – ideally 21 members per Borough.

5.4

Cooperation with adjacent Neighbourhood Forums - BJ advised that the
Forum would need to reassure the councils that they would cooperate with
neighbouring Forums on cross-boundary issues, and suggested Frank Jacobs as
the best contact for Crouch Hill and Hornsey Rise.

ENGAGEMENT WITH COUNCILLORS / MAYOR
6.0

Councillors

6.1

Engagement with councillors to date: RT confirmed that all relevant ward
councillors had been notified.

6.2

Future engagement with councillors: BJ advised that while efforts should be
made to engage councillors from every ward, formal involvement was not a
requirement, and efforts could be focussed on wards that are more substantially
covered by the Neighbourhood Area.
Attending surgeries was another way of engaging with councillors, beyond
emails.

6.4

Future engagement with portfolio holders: BJ advised that as the portfolio
holder in Islington, Cllr Diarmaid Ward, plays a key role in the decision making, it
may be useful to engage with him in advance.
CM and EN advised that they would keep with their portfolio holder, Cllr Alan
Strickland, updated – but that the working group was free to communicate with
him as well.
SC advised that the portfolio holder in Hackney, Guy Nicholson, was coming to
the Finsbury Park Regeneration Conference on Saturday 25 March 2017, and
suggested speaking to him then.

6.5

Future engagement with Leaders / Mayor: RT confirmed that he had already
had an informal conversation with the Leader of Islington Council, who was also
a councillor in Tollington Ward.
CM and EN confirmed that the working group was free to send a briefing to the
Leader.
SC advised that the Mayor was coming to the Finsbury Park Regeneration
Conference on Saturday 25 March 2017, and suggested speaking to him then.

EMERGING BOUNDARY

8.1

Progress to date – RT reported that the version shared with officers was
already out of date, following further consultation. One such example was the
inclusion of all the Park itself, following discussions with Friends of Finsbury Park
Management Committee.

8.2

Multiple councils – BJ was not aware of any Neighbourhood Areas spanning
more than two local authorities. RT responded that the Crystal Palace
Neighbourhood Area spanned five local authorities.
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8.3

Non-residential areas – BJ stressed that it was very important to engage with
businesses/retailers in the Finsbury Park area, where there was currently a gap
in survey responses.
BJ suggested that any decisions relating to Hornsey Road would require
justification in terms of the impact on the local economy, as well as any
perspective of residents. RT explained that the current proposal was for the
Neighbourhood Area boundary to stop at the eastern boundaries of the
properties on the east side of Hornsey Road, in order that the boundary does not
divide Hornsey Road itself. BJ agreed that this seemed wise.
BJ suggested consulting with Michael Calderbank, representing Holloway Nag’s
Head traders, as an adjacent stakeholder, even if the town centre designation
was excluded. Action: FPSG to engage with Holloway Nag’s Head traders.
BJ also suggested liaising with the Finsbury Park Town Centre Management
Group. Action: FPSG to engage with the Finsbury Park Town Centre
Management Group.

8.4

Adjacent Neighbourhood Areas – BJ advised that it was perfectly acceptable
to go right up to the boundaries of other Neighbourhood Plan Areas if there was
good justification to do so, but that this was not a requirement.

8.5

Manor House Area Action Plan / Woodberry Down planning permission - It
was agreed that it made sense to exclude the Manor House Area Action Plan
area, and the area of the Woodberry Down planning permission, as they both
had a strong policy framework already.

8.6

Neighbourhood Planning Guidance: BJ noted that the formal guidance to the
act suggests some features to use to help fix boundary; RT confirmed that these
were already taken these into account, and would be detailed in the Boundary
Study. Action: RT to refer to Neighbourhood Planning Guidance in the
Boundary Study

8.7

Strategic sites – BJ advised that as the City North and John Jones sites were
already being progressed, that it would not be an issue to include these.

RT

He advised that the station had various constraints precluding it from being
developed, but would otherwise have been a strategic site.
8.8

Detail – Officers stressed that there must be no doubt about the boundary, as
their Electoral Services teams would need to know exactly which addresses were
eligible to vote on the Plan Referendum. Addresses would be necessary where
the boundary does not neatly follow physical features such as roads and
railways.
RT requested OS data from the Councils, and offered to send the boundary as a
shapefile in return. Action: BJ to forward on OS licensing paperwork.

9.0

ANY OTHER BUSINESS

9.1

Continued engagement with officers – Officers offered to review a draft
application, to avoid potential pitfalls. Action: FPSG to submit draft application
to officers in advance.

9.2

Policy development – Officers were keen to use the opportunity to relay some
key messages regarding policy development.
-

BJ

FPSG

Neighbourhood Plans must add to Local Plans, not mirror them exactly
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-

-

-

9.3

Indeed, the most successful Plans were often those that focused on a
small number of key issues
Whilst the Local Plan focuses on key development sites, the
Neighbourhood Plan could play an important role in identifying small
sites with potential for development
Officers will keep the Forum updated regarding emerging policy, as this
will need to be considered. The Local Development Scheme sets out
the proposed timescales
Officers advised that the working group engage with officers who worked
on the Finsbury Park SPD, early on

Transport – SC queried what the community might want to achieve in terms of
transport.
RT recognised that the Plan could not directly influence public-sector transport
schemes, but stated that the intention was to present a coherent vision for the
area, in addition to policymaking. CM and EN highlighted that some
Neighbourhood Plans had separated their statutory policies from their nonstatutory projects, which was very effective.
SC suggested that the Forum meeting with the relevant transport stakeholders
early on, to help build the evidence base. For Hackney, the contact was Dominic
West. Action: FPSG to meet with transport stakeholders soon after applications
were approved.

9.4

FPSG

Project management – BJ recommended that one of the three Councils took a
lead role, to provide a single point of contact – in line with planning guidance.
SB stressed that one of the community motivations for the Neighbourhood Plan
was to encourage more effective collaboration between the three Boroughs, and
each should be engaged equally. BJ responded that the arrangement would be
for project management purposes.
It was requested that the working group also provide a single point of contact.
RT stated that there would be three contacts (one for each Borough), but that
two of them just needed to be copied in. Action: FPSG to propose
communication protocol in their application.

FPSG

BJ proposed that the three Councils discuss which of them should be the Lead
Authority. Action: Officers to agree the lead Borough, and inform FPSG.

Officers
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