
 

 

Minutes of Technical Committee Meeting February 2016  

107 Grays Inn Road, London 

The meeting ran from 13:10 – 17:10 

 

Apologies: 

 

Stuart Ryder (Public Inquiry), Roger Kent & Karl Jones (Personal Reasons),  

 

TC members attending: 

 

Anna Dekker (until item 5/ 16:00) 

Bill Blackledge – Vice Chair 

Christine Tudor  

Colin Moore   

Elaine Cresswell 

Jon Rooney 

Marc van Grieken 

Mark Turnbull  – Chair 

Romy Rawlings (until 17:00) 

 

Also attending as speakers/observers:  

 

Carly Tinkler  

Charmaine Smith (GLVIA Panel)  

Mary O’Connor until item 3 

Mike Spence (LI Working Group on Visualisation – Techniques) 

Simon Odell Head of Technical & Professional Services. 

Steve Brereton, Sarah Kelly, Melanie Croll (until item 3) supporting Christine Tudor 

 

Minuted here - out of order of business - for convenience of those expecting to find these items in this 

position: 

7. Revised Notes of the teleconference 6th Nov 2015 -  

These were confirmed.   



9l. Matters Arising from the October and November meetings  
 
OCTOBER 
 
2a1 Anna to progress the undertakings she had made in her report– Agenda Item 5b relates 

2b1 Bill to send out to TC his review notes on the Consultant’s Appointment–Agenda item 9m 

2b2 Bill and Colin to collaborate, revise the Consultant’s Appointment document and pass to Rachel 
Tennant for comment - Agenda item 9m  

2b3 Once completed, Simon to insist that the LI treats the revised Landscape Consultant’s 
Appointment as a news item for member attention– CARRY FORWARD AS ACTION 9a) 

2b4 Simon to circulate digest of Board and Council meetings to TC– CEO view is that this is best 
handled via Board/Council Reps. TC asked that Simon nevertheless share links. 

2b5 Simon to find out if the Public Sector Reports and Survey results could be circulated– 
Progressed.  Not in an immediately suitable format and also some sensitive content so Simon has 
undertaken and published some analysis on redacted & anonymised results (See TalkingLandscape) 
but with no response from members. Simon also printed out all detailed comments – anonymised - 
for Paul Lincoln.  

2b6 Bill, Christine, Colin and Marc to co-ordinate prior to future Council meetings  

2c1 Simon to progress Christine’s document as a TIN, recognising co-authors– Christine’s document 
allocated a number 8/15 and anticipated the week following the February meeting.  Simon’s TIN 
5/15 was released/published in October. 

2d1 Simon to promote the revision of TIN 2/15 to members. - Progressed. Mentioned in Winter 
Technical Newsletter to all members. 

2d2 Simon to circulate the Horticulture Roundtable Strategy. - Done. Circulated 28th October 

2d3 Simon to add the NPS update to the work programme – Progressed. See Work Programme: 
Industry Liaison 

2d4 Colin to support the NPS update going forward and talk to HTA as to where information should 
be located – Teleconference held with Mark, Bill and Simon.  Simon chivvied Raoul re original 
contract on 20th Jan.  

2e1 Elaine to see if the person who had offered assistance to TC should take over Simon’s position– 
Agenda Item 6.   

2f1 All to send comments on the draft procurement leaflet back to Simon (2f1) – Agenda item 9a 

2f2 Simon and Jon to revise draft and circulate for consultation to list agreed at previous TC 
meeting, including Noel. - Agenda Item 9a 

2g1 Romy to forward email to Simon with costs as basis for enhancing work programme.– CARRY 
FORWARD as Action 9b 

2h1 Bill to dig out the clarification note re Chalara and LVIA - Done  



2i1 Mark to circulate Alan’s criticisms and the draft response to TC members.– Completed and 
publicised via Technical Newsletter and SNH Webinar 

2i1 Simon to invite final TC approval to the note as a guidance note once the agreements have been 
received and then Mark would write an introduction– Completed. Green Bridges Note now 
published and doing so welcomed by Natural England. 

2j1 Simon to discuss required budget with Alan for Urban Forestry & Tree Initiative. - Completed 

3a1 TC members to feed any suggestions on the Education and CPD paper around via emails – 
Emails still awaited – CARRY FORWARD as Action 9c 

3a2 Simon to organise a teleconference to enable further discussion of Item3 – Education Review 
Contingent on 3a1 and progress by Chris Sheridan. CARRY FORWARD as Action 9d 

4a1 Simon and Mark to look at how transfer from someone leading a project to implementation 
could be structured. - Agenda Item 5c. 

Simon to speak with Mark about software survey (5) CARRY FORWARD as Action 9e 

NOVEMBER 

All to note the next meeting dates Thu 4th Feb; Thu 30th Jun; Thu 13th Oct 2016 

All TC members would need to check the figures allocated in v4 of the 2016-7 workplan and identify 
deliverables - MORE TO DO AND MAY NEED TO BE REVISITED 

All leads should try to bring forward expenditure from 2016-7 – IMPORTANT; MORE TO DO 

Simon would draft up a protocol which he would circulate to all TC for further consideration - 
Agenda Item 5c. 

Simon should seek to make provision in 2015-16 for £2500 to start a comprehensive exercise to 

address various concerns raised about GLVIA3 and for a BREEAM meeting – Done, with GLVIA3 

meeting held immediately prior to TC,  however not clear if this will be fully drawn down in time 

 

Remaining minutes as per actual order of business 

1. Discussion, led by Christine Tudor, with a number of fellow speakers, on issues concerning 
production and presentation of visualisations  

Sarah Kelly (New Forest NPA), Steve Brereton (Lancashire CC) Melanie Croll (Devon CC) and Christine 

Tudor presented their paper which highlighted problems local authorities had experienced over 

recent years with visualisations submitted as part of planning casework, even by Registered 

Practices.  Material from past submissions, with details redacted and sites anonymised was 

demonstrated in support of this paper.  Some additional points emerged during discussion.  Some of 

the examples considered by the meeting were agreed to be appalling and whilst it was accepted 

everybody was working to guidance rather than anything stronger, practitioners that were not 

meeting basic requirements, including professional courtesy, not using staff with suitable 

competency nor explaining why they cannot provide more information, and particularly if ever 



found to be deceptive or obstructive, were exposing themselves to complaint and the disciplinary 

procedure, as well as, in the words of one of the guests, leaving the LI exposed to being 

“discredited”.   

1a) As part of the discussion it was agreed that it should be considered by the LI as to what might 

need to be communicated to members, including: 

 A reminder about the need to undertake CPD to develop and maintain capabilities (linked to 
messages to be conveyed to those responsible for landscape courses) and that the LI would 
be seeking to raise the bar; 

 Notwithstanding the Rochdale envelope case, ‘maximum effect’ was a more appropriate 
term than ‘worst case’;  

 where photographs at a later stage may be found unsuitable by not demonstrating the 
effects of development, practitioners must program in retakes; 

 a health warning about the use of digital viewers. 
 

1b) It was agreed that progressing the Lighting guidance would be helpful.   

1c) As regards the report’s own suggestions the following were agreed: 

1) Agreed. LI is working with SNH to examine how the public and decision-makers is using 
visualisations in Scotland, from start through to decision.  This will be helpful input 
elsewhere to establishing issues that future guidance could address. Early findings, however, 
are that the public is receptive to SNH2014.   

2) Ditto 
3) Agreed. The GLVIA Panel, amongst other processes, had taken the message of working 

across the spread of public/private sector concerns.  Members of the panel included two 
currently in the public sector.  Cultivating an ‘atmosphere’ and organising events was 
important. 

4) The GLVIA Panel was developing a checklist which would help with reviewing LVIAs. 
5) SLR for the Scottish government has compared 10 windfarms which has compared LVIAs 

with as-built.  The problems found is compounded by what is built is not necessarily what 
was originally consented and enforcement may have to take second place to expediency. 

Mark thanked Sarah, Steve and Melanie for attending, invited them to stay for the Proportionality 

guidance, and to return for a followup meeting in due course. 

 

2. National Grid Stakeholder Advisory Group – Presentation by Mary O’Connor  (15:30) 

Mary had submitted a supplementary paper in support of her presentation which would be 
circulated to better replace the documents circulated with the papers.   

Mary thanked TC for the opportunity, explained the background to her appointment (noting that 
Sarah Kelly was also on the group, representing the National Parks) and then described the initiative.  
The growth in understanding by OFGEM had been encouraging.  If members were interested in 
finding out more the National Grid VIP website contained lots of information. 

Mark thanked Mary and wished her well with her future work. 



  

3. Presentation of latest version of Proportionality Guidance led Marc van Grieken  

Marc said he would assume that TC members had read the papers before giving a brief presentation. 

In discussion it was clarified that there were two key propositions.  Firstly that the 
complexity/accuracy required of visual representation could be arranged on scale and secondly that 
if three key factors influencing the choice were set out as a three dimensional graph then points 
within this 3D space could guide the choice of visualisation type.  While it was suggested that the 
first thing that people might have in their head was the development/intervention type rather than 
purpose it was recognised that in every case all three factors would need to be assessed but the 
starting point might vary.   

It was agreed that Marc had delegated authority to complete the next draft, then share with those 
who have expressed an interest in it so far, and then the wider membership.  This was an important 
piece of work commensurate with GLVIA3 and a complete buy-in was wanted and this might mean 
additional resources would need to be found for consultation.   

Action 3a): Simon and Marc to agree what level of wider consultation on the Proportionality 
Guidance can be resourced. 

Action 3b): Marc to take forward Proportionality guidance involving further draft, local 
consultation and finalised wider consultation stages 

Action 3c): Anyone at the meeting could send comments on the Proportionality Guidance to Simon 
(for forwarding to Marc) by 12th Feb.   

It was agreed that Bill would commence the Techniques guidance with the support of Phil Marsh, Ian 
MacAulay, Marc van Grieken and anyone else who emerges in discussions who Bill feels should be 
included.  [Post meeting note – Mark has clarified that Mike Spence should have been included in the 
list]  

Action 3d): Bill to progress working group and Techniques guidance 

It was wondered if this “3D” diagrammatic approach to Visualisation proportionality might provide a 
framework for other areas such as level of BIM engagement.  

 

4 Discussion of Residential Amenity Assessment guidance led by Marc van Grieken  

Marc explained this was an early stage of a response to the increasing requirement for so called 
Residential (Visual) Amenity assessments as part of complex planning applications.  This is a subset 
of Residential Amenity Assessments, a planning term, which considers the effect upon a resident in 
terms of residential amenity of access or deprivation to light, vibration, dust, noise, visual amenity 
and views.  Many decisions on residential amenity – a planning judgement – are made solely on the 
visual amenity component.  There is no guidance available on how to undertake this.   

A key judgement is whether private interests are affected to such a degree that it becomes of public 
interest.  While it is accepted that there is no right to a view, a persons private view may not be 
changed to such an extent that it is not in the public interest to cause that effect.  In looking at this, 
significance (as identified under GLVIA3) was insufficient.  However, all that is available at the 



moment are a series of decisions made in England and Scotland where terms have been used such as 
‘the development being inescapably present’, ‘unpleasantly overwhelming’, ‘dominant’ or ‘leading 
to that persons conclusion that while it does not render that property uninhabitable it becomes an 
undesirable place to live’.  In response to a comment by Christine, Chamaine Smith confirmed that 
while previously local authority practitioners may have at one time commented on these factors 
under GLVIA2, the demise of PPG7 removed the basis and there was a guidance vacuum. 

Marc’s proposal was to address this.  New guidance would look at the following: 

 What properties need to be considered; what size of study area 

 The further test of effect required over and above any undertaken for LVIA 

Charmaine Smith could see further application in the case of minerals and waste ‘temporary’ 
permissions, including bunds.   

It was agreed that guidance was needed. 
 
Action 4a): Marc to develop and lead a working group involving Jon Rooney, Robert Duncan (if 
willing), Charmaine Smith, Jeff Stevenson and another public sector member who would be 
recruited by Christine and Charmaine at the Public Sector Working Group on Friday.     
 
Action 4b): Simon and Marc to agree what level of resources would be needed for the group. 
 
Action 4c): TC Budget to be revisited as a priority at the next meeting to accommodate needs. 
 
Action 4d): Simon to send paper to Jeff and Charmaine 

 

5. Technical Committee Governance issues (including INFORMATION on ToR Review, and 
DISCUSSION of Resignations/replacements and ‘Protocol’)  

Simon explained the report that had been produced by PARN which was currently with Chairs of 
committees for comment.  If implemented, it will require committees to revise their ToR 
understanding headings and comply with common guidance.   

The absence of a settled position on this was noted given the next item which addressed Anna’s 
move to becoming a corresponding member, Elaine’s resignation in full, the possible vacancy 
depending on how Committee wanted to handle Stuart not being able to attend meetings, and the 
decision at Policy Committee that working groups should be accountable to a committee (which 
might have implications for how the Urban Forestry Initiative and BIM group would be handled.)  
Elaine explained her departure and raised the need to maintain understanding of construction and 
specification on committee and of BREEAM.  Christine asked for more public sector representation 
to achieve more balance.  The idea of boosting corresponding membership should be looked at but 
the following were agreed: 

ACTION 5a): Simon to seek to co-opt Mike Shilton and encourage Stuart to become a 
corresponding member 

ACTION 5b): All (but particularly Elaine) to advise Simon of points for inclusion in PS for Technical 
Committee Member recruitment 



The protocol was agreed on a trial basis with the addition that nothing in it stopped volunteers from 
claiming expenses and that during the trial period anything that arose not covered by the protocol 
would be discussed with Mark as to how it should be handled.   

 

6. BREEAM  

Work had taken place on the Strategic Ecology Framework, the New Homes Standard and BREEAM 
Infrastructure which has come about because BRE has bought out CEEQUAL – which will disappear – 
basically because big infrastructure has insisted on one scheme to assess all kinds of developments.  

SEF: The one issue that has not been resolved, which Elaine will be raising, is that BRE is unwilling to 
appoint consultants for small schemes.  As far as ecology is concerned, Wildlife Trusts will be invited 
to comment but a mechanism is needed for landscape.  The potential to save money may be one 
lever.  Elaine was developing one comprehensive handover note. 

New Homes Standard: Elaine is happy with direction this is going however Recreation section is 
confused, particularly as to what a landscape architect can do.  This year the Standard is being 
piloted so Elaine will be continuing to advise on this. 

BREEAM Infrastructure: CEEQUAL had a technical group including landscape architects (Andrew 
Shuttleworth & Jacqui.  These are now working within BRE.  Elaine’s view was that these landscape 
architects would be very suitable representatives for the LI. 

No work needed this year. 

Action 6a): Simon to invite Andrew and Jacqui to the next TC meeting and give an update 
presentation. 

TC was very positive about how this work, started by Romy and taken forward by Elaine had been 
undertaken. 

 

7 16:30 Notes of teleconference in 6 Nov; and matters arising not on agenda from this and 
October meeting (see 9l):  

The Notes of the Teleconference were approved 

Action 7a): Mark asked Simon to clarify about whether underspend could be carried over 

 

8 16:45 AOB    

Action 8a): It was agreed that Simon should provide a link to Council and Board minutes 

Marc fed back on the GLVIA Panel discussion in the morning.  It had discussed the reasons for the 

lack of quality in some LVIAs which was clearly not down to the guidance but down to skills of 

practitioners, starting with the subject not being taught at university compounded by poor QA 

practices.  It was agreed that this should be discussed at Education & Membership committee.  

Colin’s view was a rigorous method for requiring members to undertake CPD was required. 



 

It had been agreed that Mary O’Connor would take forward her proposal about reviewing LVIAs.  

Carl Tinkler had presented a proposal on explaining to clients the different types of 

assessment/appraisal/report that consultants might be asked to undertake which was accepted.  It 

had been decided to circulate a reminder about clarification notes and for an article to be produced 

for the Journal.   

Simon mentioned Avra Ploumi-Archer’s paper to EMC re BIM might set a precedent for steering 

universities over LVIA or Planting. 

 

9  Information Papers 

These were noted.  Some actions were carried forward from paper 9l (see above) 

  



 

SUMMARY OF ACTION POINTS AGREED AT MEETING 

 

All TC (but particularly Elaine) to advise Simon of points for inclusion in PS for Technical Committee 
Member recruitment (5b) 

All TC to feed any suggestions on the Education and CPD paper around via emails (9c) (BROUGHT 
FORWARD from October 2015) 

Anyone at the meeting could send comments on the Proportionality Guidance to Simon (for 
forwarding to Marc) by 12th Feb. (3c)  

Bill to progress working group for, and Techniques guidance (3d) 

Marc to develop and lead a RAA working group involving Jon Rooney, Robert Duncan (if willing), 
Charmaine Smith, Jeff Stevenson and another public sector member who would be recruited by 
Christine and Charmaine at the Public Sector Working Group on Friday.  (4a) 

Marc to take forward Proportionality guidance involving further draft, local consultation and 
finalised wider consultation stages (3b) 

Mark: TC Budget to be revisited as a priority at the next meeting to accommodate needs. (4c) 

Romy to forward email to Simon with costs as basis for enhancing work programme (9b) (BROUGHT 
FORWARD from October 2015) 

Simon and Marc to agree what level of resources would be needed for the group. (4b) 

Simon and Marc to agree what level of wider consultation on the Proportionality Guidance can be 
resourced. (3a) 

Simon to clarify about whether underspend could be carried over (7a) 

Simon to invite Andrew and Jacqui to the next TC meeting and give an update presentation (6a) 

Simon to organise a teleconference to enable further discussion of Item3 (9d) N.B. This is contingent 
on other action) (BROUGHT FORWARD from October 2015) 

Simon to provide a link to Council and Board minutes (8a) 

Simon to seek to co-opt Mike Shilton and encourage Stuart to become a corresponding member (5a) 

Simon to send paper [on Proportionality] to Jeff and Charmaine (4d) 

Simon to speak with Mark about software survey (9e) (BROUGHT FORWARD from October 2015) 

Simon, once it is completed, to insist that the LI treats the revised Landscape Consultant’s 
Appointment as a news item for member attention (9a) (BROUGHT FORWARD from October 2015) 


