  

  

  

  6.
  16/2497/FUL - Demolition of 2 x 3 storey office buildings (Units 3 and 4 Wolsey Business Park) and erection of 1 x 8 storey mixed use building (plus 3 storey basement) to include 401 residential units, leisure and communal facilities (including gym, swimming pool, sauna, steam room, crèche, projector room and coffee shop), retail, roof garden, internal arboretum and parking. Erection of 2 x 4 storey office (Class B1) buildings. Associated works, at SYMBIO POINT, UNITS 3 & 4 WOLSEY BUSINESS PARK, TOLPITS LANE, WATFORD, RICKMANSWORTH, HERTFORDSHIRE, WD18 9BL, for RSquare Properties Ltd.


 (
(DCES)

	Parish:    Non-Parished  
	Ward:    Moor Park & Eastbury  

	Expiry Statutory Period:    8 March 2017  
	Officer:    Claire Westwood  

	
	

	Recommendation: Refusal

	

	Reason for consideration by the Committee: Called in by 3 members of the Planning Committee.


1.
Relevant Planning History

Units 3 & 4, Wolsey Business Park

1.1
8/889/89 - Erection of six buildings totalling 20,342 sq.m (218,880 sq.ft) of office and warehousing space with car parking – Permitted 23.11.89.

1.2
15/1935/FUL - Demolition of 2 x 3 storey office buildings (Units 3 and 4 Wolsey Business Park) and erection of 1 x 8 storey mixed use building (plus 3 storey basement) to include 401 residential units, leisure and communal facilities, crèche, coffee shop, retail, roof garden, internal arboretum and parking. Erection of 2 x 4 storey office (Class B1) buildings.  Associated works.  Withdrawn.
1.3
16/2709/OUT - Outline Application: Demolition of 2 x 3 storey office buildings (Units 3 and 4 Wolsey Business Park). Construction of replacement buildings to include office (Class B1) and residential use (416 apartments) with associated facilities and underground parking for 943 cars (all matters reserved). Pending.
1.4
16/2735/OUT - Outline Application: Demolition of 2 x 3 storey office buildings (Units 3 and 4 Wolsey Business Park). Construction of replacement buildings to include office (Class B1) and residential use (403 apartments) with associated facilities and underground parking for 943 cars (all matters reserved). Pending.
1.5
17/0015/OUT - Outline Application: Demolition of 2 x 3 storey office buildings (Units 3 and 4 Wolsey Business Park). Construction of replacement buildings to include office (Class B1) and residential use (332 apartments) with associated facilities and underground parking for 851 cars (all matters reserved).  Pending.
1.6
17/0046/OUT - Outline Application: Demolition of 2 x 3 storey office buildings (Units 3 and 4 Wolsey Business Park). Construction of replacement building to include office (Class B1) and residential use (274 apartments) with associated facilities and underground parking for 661 cars (all matters reserved).  Pending.

Unit 3, Wolsey Business Park

1.7
07/0928/FUL - Single storey extension to existing standby generator building and change of use to cafe with covered and outdoor decked seating areas – Permitted 19.07.07.

1.8
13/0968/FUL - Temporary change of use from Offices (Class B1) to a non-residential institution (Class D1) for use as a secondary school for 3 years, and associated minor works - Permitted 02.10.13, implemented; the Reach Free School is in 2nd academic year of occupation of building/site.

1.9
13/1391/FUL - Erection of a roof mounted 3kW Vertical Axis Wind Turbine and associated infrastructure and other works – Permitted 25.09.13, implemented.

1.10
13/1392/FUL - Installation of a 5kW Vertical Axis Wind Turbine and associated infrastructure and other works – Permitted 25.09.13, implemented.

1.11
13/1622/ADV - Advertisement Consent: Erection of non illuminated fascia sign to front elevation of building above entrance and erection of non illuminated freestanding directional sign adjacent to building – Permitted 28.10.13, implemented.

1.12
14/1041/PDR - Prior Notification: Change of use from Office (Class B1) to 33 Residential units (Class C3).  Permitted.

1.13
15/1281/PDR - Prior Notification: Change of use from Office (Class B1) to 71 Residential units (Class C3).  Permitted.
1.14
16/0997/FUL - Variation of condition 1 (time limit) of planning permission 13/0968/FUL (Temporary change of use from Offices (Class B1) to a non-residential institution (Class D1) for use as a secondary school for 3 years, and associated minor works) to allow extension to time. Permitted 13.06.16.

1.15
16/2240/PDR - Prior Notification: Change of use from Office (Class B1) to 120 Residential units (Class C3).  Withdrawn.

1.16
16/2369/DIS - Discharge of condition 4 (bus fares) pursuant to planning permission 16/0997/FUL.  Determined.
1.17
17/0119/PDR - Prior Notification: Change of use from Office (Class B1) to 120 Residential units (Class C3).  Pending.

Unit 4, Wolsey Business Park

1.18
15/1184/PDR - Prior Notification: Change of use from Office (Class B1) to 36 Residential units (Class C3).  Permitted.
1.19
16/2241/PDR - Prior Notification: Change of use from Office (Class B1) to 60 Residential units (Class C3). Withdrawn.

1.20
17/0112/PDR - Prior Notification: Change of use from Office (Class B1) to 60 Residential units (Class C3).  Pending.
2.
Site Description

2.1

The application site is located within Wolsey Business Park which is accessed from a roundabout on Tolpits Lane and is located between Rickmansworth and Watford.  The site is bordered to the east by Dwight Road, to the west by neighbouring buildings, to the south by Tolpits Lane (A4145) and to the north by the Business Park’s private access road.  Dwight Road is an unclassified local access road with a 30mph speed limit and Tolpits Lane is a principal A (main distributor) road with a 40mph speed limit. 

2.2
Unit 3 to the east of the site is currently in use as a school and occupied by the Reach Free School.  This was originally for a temporary period of three years (ref. 13/0968/FUL), however, this has subsequently been extended for an additional year (ref. 16/0777/FUL), after which period the unit would revert to its lawful use as Class B1 (office). 
2.3
Unit 3 is three-storeys in height and of red brick construction in a contemporary design with shallow pitched roof. There is a central recessed section which includes a single storey entrance and there is a service core which results in a higher roof to the central part of the building. There are solar panels to the east roofslope and a roof mounted wind turbine to the centre of the building. There is also a freestanding turbine to the east of the building. To the west of the building (between Units 3 and 4) is an enclosed games area associated with the current school use. 

2.4
Unit 4 is located to the west of the site.  The lawful use of this building is Class B1 (office), and it is understood that the building is currently partly occupied.  The building is three-storeys in height and of red brick construction in a contemporary design with shallow pitched roof. There is a central recessed section which includes a single storey entrance and there is a service core which results in a higher roof to the central part of the building.  The existing buildings (Units 3 and 4) are of like style and design.

2.5
The front elevations of both buildings face onto car parking.  The rear elevations run parallel to Tolpits Lane but are separated from the road by a landscaped verge. 

2.6
Other buildings in the vicinity of the site within the business park are two and three storeys in height and are predominantly flat roofed in their design. The immediate context of the site is commercial; however, there are three residential properties opposite the roundabout on Tolpits Lane to the south east of the site.  

2.7
The site is located within a designated employment area as identified in the Site Allocations Local Development Document (adopted November 2014).  In October 2016 the Council confirmed an Article 4 Direction to remove permitted development rights in relation to the conversion of office space (Use Class B1a) to residential (Use Class C3) on certain employment areas, including Tolpits Lane.  This will come into effect on the 5 August 2017.
2.8
The Ebury Way is located to the north of the site and provides a pedestrian and cycle route between Rickmansworth and Watford.  Beyond the Ebury Way to the north is Croxley Common Moor, a Local Nature Reserve and Site of Special Scientific Interest.  The site is within the Central River Valley Landscape Area.  To the south of the site on the opposite side of Tolpits Lane is the River Colne and Hampermill Lake, sited within the Metropolitan Green Belt.  Land to the south of Tolpits Lane falls within a registered archaeological site.  Moor Park Conservation Area is approximately 0.9 km to the south-west.
3.
Description of Proposed Development 
3.1
Planning permission is sought for the demolition of 2 x 3 storey office buildings (Units 3 and 4 Wolsey Business Park) and the erection of an eight storey (plus three storey basement) mixed use building to include 401 residential units, leisure and communal facilities (including gym, swimming pool, sauna, steam room, crèche, projector room and coffee shop), retail, roof garden, internal arboretum and parking.  The proposal also includes the erection of 2 x four storey buildings which would predominantly comprise Class B1 (office) use.  
3.2
Throughout the development description and subsequent report the main eight storey building is referred to as ‘Moor Court’ and the 2 x four storey buildings as Blocks A and B.

3.3
‘Moor Court’ would have an elongated ‘M’ footprint and would be sited with its widest unbroken elevation to the south and running roughly parallel to Tolpits Lane.  The building would comprise a mix of straight, curved and angled elevations.  The building would have a maximum width (east to west) of approximately 180 metres and maximum depth (north to south) of approximately 63 metres.  At its narrowest point the building would have a depth of 11 metres.  Three main wings would project north from the building’s spine, each with a depth of approximately 49 metres at ground floor level and with a separation distance of approximately 41 metres between them.  It is noted that from the second floor level upwards the projecting wings would have an additional depth of approximately 7 metres as the building would overhang an access road within the Business Park.  The overhang would have a height of approximately 6.3 metres above the access road.  Between the three main projecting wings, two smaller wings are proposed, each with a maximum depth of approximately 19 metres.  The building would have a maximum height (above ground) of approximately 30 metres.  Extensive glazing and photovoltaic panels are proposed to all elevations.
3.4
A three storey basement car parking system is proposed beneath ‘Moor Court’ which would be served via a single vehicular access ramp sited to the west of Block B.  The submitted plans indicate that the basement car parking system would provide space for 1,359 cars (Application Form and Design & Access Statement refer to 1,211), in addition to 31 motorbike spaces and 20 spaces for an electric car share scheme.  The parking is to be provided by an automatic parking system, the Design and Access Statement provides the following description;

“In an automatic parking system, a user (resident or office user) would drive their car into a wide garage adjacent to the entrance of the building (hence there is no requirement for disabled car parking spaces as every car is parking adjacent to the entrance).  The driver would exit the car and remove the car keys and any items of shopping or personal belongings and the car would be parked automatically by the conveyor and robotic system into a car system underground.  The car is parked automatically in 45 seconds…The car is retrieved by use of a RFID key or a code (in the case of a visitor).  A car is retrieved within 45 seconds on average and a total of 50 cars are removed every hour…” (Design & Access Statement page. 101).
3.5
In the external areas between the projecting wings, refuse storage/collection areas are proposed in addition to cycle storage carousel compounds (3x24 and 2x96) to accommodate 264 bicycles.

3.6
‘Moor Court’ would comprise a mixture of spaces which are summarised in the table below.  It is understood that gym and leisure facilities within the main building ‘‘Moor Court’ would be for use by residents and office users.  In addition, the table at 3.7 below provides a breakdown of the residential units.


Summary of ‘Moor Court’ Accommodation/Uses:

	Floor
	Accommodation/Use Summary

	-3
	519 car parking spaces

	-2
	519 car parking spaces

	-1
	321 car parking spaces
31 motorbike spaces

20 electric car share spaces

Swimming pool/kids pool/sauna

	Ground
	18 x 1 bed flats
25 x 2 bed flats

3 x 3 bed flats

Training/education room

Cinema

Toilets

Lobby/Arboretum/Seating areas
Computer room

Squash courts

Refuse collection (externally accessed)

	1
	22 x 1 bed flats

29 x 2 bed flats

3 x 3 bed flats

	2
	16 x 1 bed flats

29 x 2 bed flats

9 x 3 bed flats

	3
	18 x 1 bed flats

24 x 2 bed flats

11 x 3 bed flats

	4
	18 x 1 bed flats

24 x 2 bed flats

11 x 3 bed flats

	5
	18 x 1 bed flats

24 x 2 bed flats

11 x 3 bed flats

	6
	29 x 1 bed flats

13 x 2 bed flats

11 x 3 bed flats

	7
	12 x 2 bed flats
15 x 3 bed flats

8 x 4 bed flats

	Roof
	Green roof for amenity use


3.7
Breakdown of flat sizes/numbers:

	Size
	Number

	1 bed
	139

	2 bed
	180

	3 bed
	74

	4 bed
	8

	Total
	401


3.8
There are contradictions within the submitted details in relation to the level of affordable housing proposed.  The submitted Design and Access Statement (page 81) sets out that the development would provide 54 affordable units to be provided on the basis of 23% socially rented and 77% intermediate social housing.  It is however noted that the D&A Appendix 04 ‘Layout Representation Allocation Social Housing Plan’ indicates 32 affordable units (12 x 1 bed and 20 x 2 bed).  The submitted ‘Affordable Housing Statement’ and application form also refer to the provision of 32 affordable units.
3.9
Two smaller four storey buildings (Blocks A and B) are also proposed as part of the development.  These would be sited between the projecting wings of the main building, adjacent to the internal access road within the Business Park.  The buildings would both have an octagonal footprint with a maximum width of approximately 24 metres, depth of approximately 17 metres (increasing to approximately 25 metres from the second floor) and height of 14 metres.  The overhangs would have a height of approximately 6.3 metres above the access road.  Block A is located to the west and Block B is located to the east.  A summary of the accommodation is provided in the table below.
3.10
Summary of Blocks A and B:

	
	Block A
	Block B

	Ground Floor
	Aerobics/Yoga Fitness Area (61m²)
Café/coffee shop (120m²)
	Supermarket 1 (119m²)
Supermarket 2 (105m²)

	First Floor
	Gymnasium (297m²)
	Office (297m²)

	Second Floor
	Office (435m²)
	Office (435m²)

	Third Floor
	Office (435m²)
	Office (435m²)

	Roof
	Green roof for amenity use
	Green roof for amenity use


3.11
The submitted details indicate that the café would be open to residents and employees.
3.12
A total of 2,037 m² Class B1 (office) space would be provided between Blocks A and B, this is based on the floor areas stated on the submitted floor plans, however, it is noted that a figure of 4,088.7 m² Class B1 (office) space is stated on the application form.  The submitted application form indicates 337 full time employees.
3.13
The application form provides the following details regarding materials:


Walls: Curtain walling incorporating clear glazed and ceramic panels


Windows/Doors: Colour coated aluminium


Roof: Green roof


Vehicle access: Tarmac

3.14
The development proposes a number of sustainability/renewable energy measures including: Zero emission development; solar PV; ground source heat pump; geo-thermal heating and cooling (100m depth); waste water heat recovery system; electric car and bike share; quadruple glazing; water reclamation and Sustainable Urban Drainage (SuDS); and 4 x 20kw vertical axis wind turbines.

3.15
In addition to the submitted plans and elevations, the application has been accompanied by the following supporting documents/reports: 

· Application Form.
· Cover Letter.

· Supplementary Cover Letter.

· Design & Access Statement (Published November 2016) and including link to electronic Design & Access Statement via You Tube.

· 3D Model.

· D&A Appendix 01 – Environment Search Report.

· D&A Appendix 02 – Skyline Brochure & Technical Aspects.

· D&A Appendix 02a – Valuation Report Unit 3 (Prepared by Cushman & Wakefield).

· D&A Appendix 02b – Valuation Report Unit 4 (Prepared by Cushman & Wakefield).

· D&A Appendix 03 – Moors Community Consultation Brochure & Notice.

· D&A Appendix 04 – Layout Representation Allocation Social Housing.

· D&A Appendix 05 – HCC Copy of Acceptance – Flood Risk & SUDs.
· D&A Appendix 06 – Moors Amenity Space.

· D&A Appendix 07 – Reach Free School Planning Application 16/0997/FUL Transport Report & Travel Plan.

· Exterior Renders.

· Interior Renders.

· Interior Renders – Atrium Interiors.

· Landscape Concepts Layout Design.

· Landscape Concepts Layout Design Lounge.

· Landscape Concepts Layout Design Parks.

· Landscape Concepts Layout Design Gym.

· Landscape Concepts Layout Design Farm.

· CIL Statement.

· Energy Sustainability Report.

· Site Waste Management Plan.

· Transport Assessment (Prepared by Nichols Consulting July 2016).

· Primary Ecology (Prepared by Arbtech).

· Secondary Ecology (Prepared by ECOSA April 2016).

· Technical Note Ecology (Prepared by ECOSA).

· Bio Diversity Checklist.

· Contamination Desk Study Assessment Report (Prepared by Brownfield Solutions Ltd July 2015).

· Lighting Assessment (Prepared by Southwest Environmental Limited, July 2016).

· Noise Report (Prepared by AIRO August 2015).

· Flood Risk Report (Prepared by Enviro Centre July 2015).

· Affordable Housing Statement (AHS).
· AHS Appendix 1 – Letter from Sewell & Gardner.

· AHS Appendix 2 – Letter from Robsons.

· Crime Prevention Report Residential & Office Development.

· Primary LVIA (Prepared by Lockhart Garratt March 2016).

· Secondary LVIA (Prepared by Southwest Environmental Limited, December 2015).
· Drainage Strategy Report (Prepared by Thomasons March 2016).

· Pre Application Advice.
3.16
The applicant has also submitted a number of written responses in relation to consultee and public comments received during the course of the application.
4.
Consultation
4.1.1
Affinity Water: [Advisory comments]
Thank you for notification of the above planning application. Planning applications are referred to us where our input on issues relating to water quality or quantity may be required.

You should be aware that the proposed development site is located close to or within an Environment Agency defined groundwater Source Protection Zone (GPZ) corresponding to Tolpits Lane Pumping Station. This is a public water supply, comprising a number of Chalk abstraction boreholes, operated by Affinity Water Ltd.

The construction works and operation of the proposed development site should be done in accordance with the relevant British Standards and Best Management Practices, thereby significantly reducing the groundwater pollution risk. It should be noted that the construction works may exacerbate any existing pollution. If any pollution is found at the sites then the appropriate monitoring and remediation methods will need to be undertaken.

For further information we refer you to CIRIA Publication C532 "Control of water pollution from construction - guidance for consultants and contractors".
4.1.2
Biodiversity Projects Officer: [Object]
“I object to this application.

The scale and detail of the proposed scheme are not sympathetic to the existing surroundings, which includes Croxley Common Moor.  Croxley Common Moor has been designated as Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) and a Local Nature Reserve (LNR) which reflects the high value it has to both wildlife and people.  SSSIs are designated by Natural England and represent the country’s very best wildlife whilst the LNR designation is made by the Local Authority due to the value of the site to wildlife, education and public enjoyment.

The northern boundary of the proposed development is only around 79m away from the southern boundary of Croxley Common Moor SSSI and LNR.

The obvious outcome of 401 additional residential units and two, four storey, office buildings is an increase in the number of people making use of Croxley Common Moor SSSI and LNR, whether this be for commuting purposes or recreational use.  Croxley Green Station will still be the closest tube station and it is not unreasonable to assume that a number of people will use Croxley Common Moor SSSI and LNR as the quickest walking route to and from the station.  

Croxley Common Moor SSSI and LNR is already a popular site for a number of recreational uses such as dog walking, walking, jogging and family outings.  There are no surfaced footpaths and if the proposed development were to go ahead then the consequences to this sensitive site could be significant with an increase in the trampling of vegetation - it is the rare assemblages of plant species that can be found at the site which are the very reason as to why the Moor was designated as a SSSI.

The proposed development of one, eight storey, residential building and two, four storey, office buildings will have a negative impact on Croxley Common Moor SSSI and LNR due to the light emitted from the buildings.  There is potential for these buildings, especially the residential building, which includes a lit roof top garden, to be emitting light for many hours after dark.  The development faces Croxley Common Moor SSSI and LNR and although it is separated from the site by a building and Dwight Road light has the potential to reach Croxley Common Moor which is only around 79m away from the northern boundary of the proposed development site.  This will be detrimental to a number of nocturnal species such as moths, bats, owls and badgers which are all known to be active within the vicinity of the proposed development.  Of particular concern is the potential impact on the Slate Sober Moth - Croxley Common Moor SSSI and LNR is the ONLY location for the Slate Sober Moth in the UK.  The Slate Sober Moth is a Section 41 Species of Principal Importance as designated under Section 40 of the Natural Environment Rural Communities Act.  This one remaining UK population of the Slate Sober Moth on Croxley Common Moor SSSI and LNR is now perilously close to extinction itself and any form of lighting would be highly detrimental to the conservation of this night flying insect.

The moths Scythris potentillella and Coleophora genistae can also be found on Croxley Common Moor SSSI and LNR and are both rare species.  The former is classed as Nationally Rare as it occurs in less than 15 hectads (10km squares) in the UK.  The latter species is a Nationally Scarce species that occurs in 15 – 100 hectads in the UK, with Croxley Common Moor SSSI and LNR being the only site in Hertfordshire that it has been found.  As such any light spill would be harmful to these rare nocturnal invertebrates.

The Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment acknowledges that the development will result in ‘significant impacts’ upon users of Croxley Common Moor SSSI and LNR.

The proposed development, at eight storeys and 29.4m in height, would be very imposing upon its surroundings.  In particular the secondary Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment states that the proposed development is ‘undoubtedly a large building’ which would be experienced on around 40% of Croxley Common Moor SSSI and LNR (medium visibility impacts).  This proposal does not take in to account the local context and the development would clearly dominate the local area.

The secondary Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment also states that the reflective nature of the large glazed areas will present onlookers with a reflection of its setting.  However, in my experience it is more likely that onlookers will be presented with glare rather than reflected images.

The buildings within the business park are mostly three storey and around 14m in height and, although visible at certain points on Croxley Common Moor SSSI and LNR they far from dominate the vista.  The proposed residential building would be 29.4m in height – around double that of existing buildings.  

The submitted Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment also states in reference to Croxley Common Moor SSSI and LNR that:

· ‘these wilder habitats contribute strongly to the sense of relative tranquillity within the Colne Valley’ (page 24)

· ‘the value of the recreational resources are dependent upon their tranquillity and naturalness’ and (page 25)

· ‘recreational uses that are linked to the enjoyment of the landscapes are highly sensitive to change which detracts from this value’ (page 25).

These three statements help highlight the importance of Croxley Common Moor SSSI and LNR and the need to conserve the site for both wildlife and people.

The Landscape and Visual Impact Statement states (page 36) that ‘the proposed building will be clearly visible above existing vegetation due to its height and mass’ and that ‘the proposed development will increase the visibility of the commercial area to the south, although the potential for harm is mitigated by the high design and materials quality and the use of rooftop landscaping, which present a distinctive and high quality structure.’  No matter how high the design and materials, etc are this does not mitigate the impact on Croxley Common Moor SSSI and LNR – people do not visit Croxley Common Moor SSSI and LNR to admire architecture but to enjoy the tranquillity and wildlife that the site offers”.

4.1.3
Economic & Sustainable Development – Transport: No comments received.
4.1.4
Environment Agency: No comments received.
4.1.5
Environmental Protection: No comments received, however, verbally confirmed that the proposed overhang would provide sufficient clearance for TRDC vehicles.
4.1.6
Fire Officer: [Advisory comments]
“We have examined the application and make the following comments: 

ACCESS AND FACILITIES 
1. Access for fire fighting vehicles should be in accordance with The Building Regulations 2010 Approved Document B (ADB), section B5, sub-section 16. 

2. Access routes for Hertfordshire Fire and Rescue Service vehicles should achieve a minimum carrying capacity of 18 tonnes. 

3. Turning facilities should be provided in any dead-end route that is more than 20m long. This can be achieved by a hammer head or a turning circle designed on the basis of Table 20 in section B5. 


WATER SUPPLIES 

4. Water supplies should be provided in accordance with BS 9999.
5. This authority would consider the following hydrant provision adequate: 

· Not more than 60m from an entry to any building on the site. 
· Not more than 120m apart for residential developments or 90m apart for commercial developments. 
· Preferably immediately adjacent to roadways or hard-standing facilities provided for fire service appliances. 
· Not less than 6m from the building or risk so that they remain usable during a fire. 
· Hydrants should be provided in accordance with BS 750 and be capable of providing an appropriate flow in accordance with National Guidance documents. 
· Where no piped water is available, or there is insufficient pressure and flow in the water main, or an alternative arrangement is proposed, the alternative source of supply should be provided in accordance with ADB Vol 2, Section B5, Sub section 15.8. 

6. In addition, buildings fitted with fire mains must have a suitable hydrant sited within 18m of the hard standing facility provided for the fire service pumping appliance. 

For advice on water supplies contact Cathy Price. Cathy.Price@hertfordshire.gov.uk 

The comments made by this Fire Authority do not prejudice any further requirements that may be necessary to comply with the Building Regulations”.

4.1.7
HCC Flood Risk Management Team: [No objection, conditions requested]
“Thank you for re-consulting us on the above application for the Moors, on Tolpits Lane. In response to the information provided in relation to the above application, we can confirm that we have no objection on flood risk grounds and advise the LPA that the proposed development site can be adequately drained and mitigate any potential existing surface water flood risk if carried out in accordance with the overall drainage strategy.

The drainage strategy is based upon attenuation and discharge into Thames Water surface water sewer using two outfalls from the site both limited to 5l/s resulting in a total run-off from the site of 10l/s. We acknowledge that rainwater harvesting will be provided within the drainage system to assist in reducing surface water run-off. 

We note that a total 598m³ attenuation volume is required for the 1:100 plus 40 % for climate change event. Surface water drainage for the buildings will form three different systems; the main eastern block, central block and western block. Each system will comprise of four attenuation tanks; one located on the roof and a further three on -1, -2 and -3 of the basement car park. This provides the required attenuation for the buildings plus extra for rainwater harvesting. Surface water would discharge to the Thames Water sewer at 5l/s from the ground level tank only when the rainwater harvesting volume is exceeded. 

The surface water drainage for the external hardstanding areas would be contained within a separate network and discharged by utilising permeable paving with flow restricted to 5l/s. Thames water have been contacted and confirmation has been provided that they are satisfied in principle to the proposed connection.

We understand that it is intended to continue to investigate and quantify further initiatives to reduce surface water run-off. Where the operation of these tanks would aim to maximise the use of this water providing not only water to flush toilets but use water to create hydro-electric power using the 7 storey drop to operate turbines.  

We therefore recommend the following conditions to the LPA should planning permission be granted.


LLFA position


The proposed development will only meet the requirements of the National Planning Policy Framework if the measures detailed in the surface water drainage assessment carried out by EnviroCentre reference 467012 dated July 2015 and drainage design carried out by Thomasons reference G21646 dated March 2016 submitted with this application are implemented and secured by way of a planning condition on any planning permission. 
Condition 1
1. Limiting the surface water run-off to 10l/s with discharge into the Thames Water Sewer.

2. Providing 598m³ attenuation volume to ensure no increase in surface water run-off volumes for all rainfall events up to and including the 1 in 100 year + climate change event.

3. Undertake drainage strategy to include to the use attenuation tanks, green roofs rainwater harvesting and permeable paving as indicated on drawing G21646 / SK DR1 dated March 2016

Reason

1. To prevent flooding by ensuring the satisfactory storage of and disposal of surface water from the site.
2. To reduce the risk of flooding to the proposed development and future occupants.

Condition 2
No development shall take place until a detailed surface water drainage scheme for the site, based on sustainable drainage principles and an assessment of the hydrological and hydro- geological context of the development has been submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority. The drainage strategy should demonstrate the surface water run-off generated up to and including the 1 in 100 year + 40% for climate change critical storm will not exceed the run-off from the undeveloped site following the corresponding rainfall event. The scheme shall subsequently be implemented in accordance with the approved details before the development is completed. 


The scheme shall also include:
1. Provision of a fully detailed drainage plan showing pipe diameters, pipe runs, outlet points and location of SuDS features and supporting calculations.

2. Detailed engineered drawings of proposed SuDS features.

3. Details of how the scheme shall be maintained and managed after completion.

Reason

To prevent the increased risk of flooding, both on and off site. 


The scheme shall be fully implemented and subsequently maintained, in accordance with the timing / phasing arrangements embodied within the scheme or within any other period as may subsequently be agreed, in writing, by the local planning authority.

Informative to the LPA
The proposed drainage scheme relies on the use of pumps. The use of pumps to drain the site will significantly increase the future maintenance burden and therefore increase the risk of failure due to poor maintenance. Details of the maintenance of the pump should be provided along with an emergency plan showing how the site would respond if the pump failed.  The LPA will need to be satisfied that the proposed drainage strategy will be maintained and managed for the lifetime of the development. 

Please note if the LPA decide to grant planning we wished to be notified for our records.
For further guidance on HCC’s policies on SuDS, HCC Developers Guide and Checklist and links to national policy and industry best practice guidance please refer to our surface water drainage webpage.


http://www.hertfordshire.gov.uk/services/envplan/water/floods/surfacewaterdrainage/”

4.1.8
HCC Footpath Section: No comments received.
4.1.9
HCC Waste & Minerals: [No objection, condition requested]
“I am writing in response to the above planning application insofar as it raises issues in connection with minerals and waste matters. Should the district council be minded to permit this application, a number of detailed matters should be given careful consideration. 

The application site is located within Employment Land Area of Search (ELAS) 212, Tolpits Lane as designated within the Waste Site Allocations document, adopted July 2014. 

It is considered that ELAS that are predominantly used for general industry (B2) and storage and distribution (B8) are compatible with waste management uses. As such, the proposed application with a mixed use comprising A1, A3, B1(a), D1 and D2 uses is not compatible with the purpose of designating the site in the Waste Site Allocations document. The council does not wish to see the loss of identified ELAS for non-waste use. Whilst on this occasion the county council does not wish to object to this particular planning application due to there being sufficient land remaining in ELAS212 to be brought forward for waste management uses, the council reserves the right to object to further applications within the ELAS where it is felt that there would be a significant change of use from employment generating uses. The council is already aware of other applications for non-waste use already proposed in ELAS212 and will monitor the cumulative loss of the ELAS to other uses. 

The applicant should be made aware that there is the potential for waste management uses in adjoining units should there be a future requirement in this area in accordance with the ELAS SPD, adopted October 2015, which provides further planning guidance into the suitability of waste related development on the identified ELAS. 

Government policy seeks to ensure that all planning authorities take responsibility for waste management. This is reflected in the county council’s adopted waste planning documents. In particular, the waste planning documents seek to promote the sustainable management of waste in the county and encourage districts and boroughs to have regard to the potential for minimising waste generated by development.
Most recently, the Department for Communities and Local Government published its National Planning Policy for Waste (October 2014) which sets out the following: 

‘When determining planning applications for non-waste development, local planning authorities should, to the extent appropriate to their responsibilities, ensure that: 
· the likely impact of proposed, non- waste related development on existing waste management facilities, and on sites and areas allocated for waste management, is acceptable and does not prejudice the implementation of the waste hierarchy and/or the efficient operation of such facilities; 
· new, non-waste development makes sufficient provision for waste management and promotes good design to secure the integration of waste management facilities with the rest of the development and, in less developed areas, with the local landscape. This includes providing adequate storage facilities at residential premises, for example by ensuring that there is sufficient and discrete provision for bins, to facilitate a high quality, comprehensive and frequent household collection service; 
· the handling of waste arising from the construction and operation of development maximises reuse/recovery opportunities, and minimises off-site disposal.’ 
This includes encouraging re-use of unavoidable waste where possible and the use of recycled materials where appropriate to the construction. In particular, you are referred to the following policies of the adopted Hertfordshire County Council Waste Core Strategy and Development Management Policies Development Plan Document 2012 which forms part of the Development Plan. The policies that relate to this proposal are set out below:
Policy 1: Strategy for the Provision for Waste Management Facilities. This is in regards to the penultimate paragraph of the policy; 

Policy 2: Waste Prevention and Reduction: & 

Policy 12: Sustainable Design, Construction and Demolition. 

In determining the planning application the district council is urged to pay due regard to these policies and ensure their objectives are met. Many of the policy requirements can be met through the imposition of planning conditions. 

Waste Policy 12: Sustainable Design, Construction and Demolition requires all relevant construction projects to be supported by a Site Waste Management Plan (SWMP). This aims to reduce the amount of waste produced on site and should contain information including types of waste removed from the site and where that waste is being taken to. Good practice templates for producing SWMPs can be found at: http://www.smartwaste.co.uk/ or http://www.wrap.org.uk/category/sector/waste-management.
SWMPs should be passed onto the Waste Planning Authority to collate the data to assist with waste planning and monitoring by understanding the quantities of construction and demolition waste that is being produced and requires managing. 

This planning application is supported by a Site Waste Management Plan, however it does not contain all necessary details that would be expected to be included within a SWMP to ensure that waste arising from the demolition and construction on the site will be managed effectively. There are a couple of omissions at this stage which would assist with producing a comprehensive SWMP. Firstly the document does not include estimated waste arisings which should be inserted into the document. There is a section within the table for this to be entered and should be completed at the earliest stage possible. Secondly, whilst stated in the monitoring section that there should be a comparison of the estimated quantities of each waste type against the actual quantities, the table within the document does not include a section for the recording of the actual waste arisings. The document states that it will be updated to explain any differences in circumstances between the first draft of the plan and any subsequent updates and actual final performance. This is encouraging as this provides the opportunity to record any deviation from the actual waste arisings and targets for waste management which is a key part of learning lessons for future projects.

The SWMP is a live document that evolves with the development as it progresses on site. Whilst the plan must be written at the construction design stage, it should be maintained during the whole project. Where possible the county council would encourage the use of recycled materials in construction projects and seeks to ensure that waste materials are managed efficiently, waste is disposed of legally and material recycling, reuse and recovery is maximised through the most appropriate means. 

Furthermore, when considering a development of this scale which includes leisure and retail facilities that could attract a large number of visitors, there may be scope to accommodate a local recycling centre. This would encourage a further increase in recycling rates on the site and in the immediate surrounding area.

With regard to mineral matters, the site is located within the sand and gravel belt. There are unlikely to be significant mineral (sand and gravel) deposits within the area in question, however, the relevant Policy 5 within Hertfordshire Minerals Local Plan Review 2002-2016, adopted March 2007 states that mineral extraction will be encouraged prior to other development taking place where the mineral would otherwise be sterilised. 

On this basis, development may give rise to ‘opportunistic’ use of some limited or poorer quality minerals at the site that could be utilised in the development itself. Examination of these opportunities would be consistent with the principles of sustainable development”.
4.1.10
Health & Community Services: No comments received.
4.1.11
Herts & Middlesex Wildlife Trust: No comments received.
4.1.12
Herts Constabulary Crime Prevention Design Advisor: [Advisory comments]
“Employment site:  The site is a site for various commercial employments.  The proposal of this application is as regards residential, and due to the number of bedrooms for some flats there will be children and youths resident on site.  With such a substantial residential development on what in effect is a factory / warehouse / office estate means that youths and children from the proposed residential use will likely explore the estate and be a cause for damage, ASB, etc to the commercial premises. Also such commercial sites have large lorries manoeuvring and youths / children on cycles will need to be particularly careful, to avoid conflict with such HGV movements. 
Physical security: 

I thank the applicants for their Crime Prevention Report where security is dealt with from page 7 onwards.  If I can make the following additional comments:

a. If permission is granted I understand from the DAS that the applicants will apply for the Secured by Design physical security award, which also meets Building Regulation ADQ.  This I am pleased about.

b. Mention is made in the DAS page 7 under ‘Surveillance’ that “triple glazing has a higher resistance to forced ingress..”.   This is true only if one the panes of glass is laminate glass. 

Basement Car Parking:

As regards the new technology proposed, which in the DAS says at page 8 “…Hertfordshire Highways who have approved the system and the retrieval rates.”,  there will be holdups when children are being put into the car or exiting at peak times, and there may be the need for some staff to help assist the smooth running at these times?”  

4.1.13
Herts Public Health: No comments received.
4.1.14
Hertfordshire Archaeology: No comments received.
4.1.15
Hertfordshire Ecology: [No objection, condition requested]
“Hertfordshire Ecology has commented on a similar application at this site. At the time we raised no objections in principle to the proposals. In the interim Natural England raised concerns on the effect of the development on the nearby SSSI/LNR. As far as I am aware these concerns have been addressed through consultation with Natural England and they have raised no further concerns.
I note that in Hertfordshire Ecology’s original response we requested that a sympathetic lighting design was established to reduce light spill on sensitive ecological receptors. The Design and Access Statement has acknowledged this but as yet no formal lighting design has been submitted. I would therefore recommend that one is conditioned within any planning decision. I can suggest the following wording:
Prior to occupation a “lighting design strategy for biodiversity” for features or areas to be lit, shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority. The strategy shall: 
a) Identify those areas/features on site that are particularly sensitive for nocturnal species and that are likely to cause disturbance in or around their breeding sites and resting places or along important routes used to access key areas of their territory, for example, for foraging; and 
b) show how and where external lighting will be installed (through the provision of appropriate lighting contour plans and technical specification) so that it can be clearly demonstrated that areas to be lit will not disturb or prevent the above species using their territory or having access to their breeding sites and resting places. 
All external lighting shall be installed in accordance with the specifications and locations set out in the strategy, and these shall be maintained thereafter in accordance with the strategy. Under no circumstances should any other external lighting be installed without prior consent from the local planning authority”.
4.1.16
Hertfordshire Highways: [Objection]
“Notice is given under article 18 of the Town and Country Planning (Development Management Procedure) (England) Order 2015 that the Hertfordshire County Council as Highway Authority recommends that permission be refused for the following reasons: 

Decision: Hertfordshire County Council as Highway Authority raises an objection to the proposed development due to overprovision of car parking and under provision of motorcycle and cycle parking.  The applicant needs to demonstrate that the proposals are not contrary to local and national planning policies which seek to promote sustainable transport use, inclusive of national planning guidance ‘National Planning Policy Framework’, in particular paragraphs 17, 30, 32, 35 and 39, Planning Policy Guidance (PPG) 13: Transport, and HCC’s Local Transport Plan 3 policies 3.8 and 3.15. 

Additionally, while not points of refusal on their own, the following is required to demonstrate that the proposed development is safe and suitable for its intended use.

· Swept paths are required to demonstrate that an articulated lorry of 16m in length could safely access the site, or a servicing and delivery plan is required to restrict the use of the bays by size of vehicle, etc. 

· Swept path assessments for a refuse vehicle are required to demonstrate that a refuse vehicle can safely access the refuse collection areas and to demonstrate that a refuse vehicle can safely enter the site access road and manoeuvre within it to depart in a forward gear. 

· Servicing and Delivery Plan to manage the use of the different servicing bays to avoid the use of Dwight Road by large servicing and delivery lorries for parking. 

· Provision of pedestrian access along the site frontage from Dwight Road to the furthest entrance to the proposed development buildings. 

Description of the Proposal:

The proposal is for the demolition of two 3-storey offices with underground parking to be replaced by three buildings with underground parking, one 7-storey building and two 4-storey buildings. 

The proposed development includes the development of:

· One 7-storey residential building with a total of 401 flats and a community/projector room and training and education facility on the ground floor; 

· Community/Projector Room - 300 m2; 

· Training and Education Facility - 300 m2; and, 

· Flats: 139 1-bed; 180 2-bed; 74 3-bed; and, 8 4-bed. 

· Two 4-storey office buildings; 

· Office Space: 2500 m2 

· Gymnasium and Fitness Area: 900 m2 

· Coffee Shop and Amenity Area: 130sqm café 

· Food Retail: 300 m2 

· Underground automatic parking system with provisions for 1211 cars, 

Site Description:

The development site is located in the Wolsey Business Park at the northwest corner of the Tolpits Lane (A4145) and Dwight Road junction in Watford. At present, the site is occupied by 2 3-storey buildings, one is currently used as a secondary school with a temporary planning permission and the other used as office space. 

The site is bordered to the east by Dwight Road, to the west by Dwight Road, to the south by Tolpits Lane (A4145) and to the north by the site access road. Dwight Road is a unclassified local access road with a 30mph speed limit and Tolpits Lane is a principal A-class main distributor road with a 40mph speed limit.

History:

The proposed development site has been subject to multiple planning applications including: 

· 16/2241/PDR an application for Unit 4, Wolsey Business Park for the demolition of a 3-storey office building with underground parking to be replaced by a 5 storey building with stacked and ground level parking. HCC as highway authority recommended refusal of the application due to lack of sufficient information. This application was withdrawn.

· 16/2240/PDR an application for Unit 3, Wolsey Business Park for the demolition of a 3-storey office building with underground parking to be replaced by a 5-storey building with conventional ground level parking and an underground Automatic Parking System. HCC as highway authority recommended refusal of the application due to lack of sufficient information. This application was withdrawn. 

· 15/1935/FUL combined application for Units 3 and 4 Wolsey Business Park for the demolition of two 3-storey office buildings and erection of an 8-storey mixed use building (plus 3-storey basement) to include 401 residential units, leisure and communal facilities, crèche, coffee shop, retail, roof garden, internal arboretum and parking and erection of two 4-storey office buildings. HCC as highway authority recommended refusal of the application due to lack of sufficient information. The application was withdrawn. 

· 14/1792/PREAPP pre-application advice sought for redevelopment of site to provide a mixed use development including 346 apartments, gym, swimming pool, cafe, retail store, crèche and underground parking facilities. 

· 15/1281/PDR for change of use from Office to 71 Residential Units. This was granted planning permission, subject to suitable conditions. 

· 15/1184/PDR for change of use from Office to 36 Residential Units. This was granted planning permission, subject to suitable conditions.

Analysis

Policy Review: 

As part of the Transport Assessment provided for HCC consideration, the applicant has provided evidence of review of the following policy documents: 

· National Planning Policy Framework (2012) 

· National Planning Practice Guidance 

· Hertfordshire County Council (HCC) highway design guide Roads in Hertfordshire 3rd edition 

· Relevant Three Rivers District Council core strategies relating to transport and parking requirements 

· Hertfordshire County Council (HCC) Local Transport Plan 3: 2011-2031 

Trip Generation and Distribution:

The applicant has provided a Transport Assessment (TA) with the application package for consideration by Hertfordshire County Council (HCC). 

Trip Generation 

Existing Land Uses:

The TA provides existing trip generation profiles considering previously agreed trip rates submitted and agreed as part of planning application submissions for application reference numbers: 15/1281/PDR and 15/1184/PDR. This is considered acceptable. 

The TA outlines the existing permitted trip generation profiles for each of the sites, Unit 3 and Unit 4, of the Wolsey Business Park. The lowest approved trip generation profile for each site was used to establish an existing trip generation profile for the total site. This approach is considered acceptable. 

Unit 3 has 3 permitted uses: Office, Residential and Reach Free School (temporary). The trip profile for each site was provided in the TA and the lowest trip profile was for the permitted residential scheme and is as follows:

· AM Peak: 6 in / 22 out / 28 two-way 

· PM Peak: 19 in / 8 out / 27 two-way

Unit 4 has 2 permitted uses: Office and Residential. The trip profile for each site was provided in the TA and the lowest trip profile was for the permitted residential scheme and is as follows: 

· AM Peak: 3 in / 3 out / 6 two-way 

· PM Peak: 12 in / 8 out / 20 two-way 

Therefore, the total trip generation profile for the existing land uses at the whole of the site is as follows: 

· AM Peak: 9 in / 25 out / 34 two-way 

· PM Peak: 31 in / 16 out / 47 two-way 

This trip generation profile was then used in conjunction with the trips generated by the proposed development to determine the net trip generation profile at the site. 

Proposed Land Uses: 

The trip rates of the proposed development were generated by interrogating TRICS database, this approach is considered acceptable for the purposes of the TA. 

The TA used the same TRICS outputs provided as part of the original application submission for application reference 15/1935/FUL. These TRICS outputs were not disputed and are therefore considered acceptable for the purposes of this TA. 

The following parameters were used for the TRICS interrogation for all land uses:

· England only, excluding Greater London; 

· Excluding weekends; 

· Average trip rates adopted; and, 

· Peak Hours 08:00 - 09:00 and 17:00 - 18:00. 

The following parameter was used to establish the residential trip generation profile: Residential land use 03 - Residential - C Flats Privately Owned. 

The following parameter was used for the TRICS interrogation to establish the office trip generation profile: Employment land use 02 - Employment - A Office. 

The following parameter was used for the TRICS interrogation to establish the café trip generation profile: Café land use 03 - Hotel, Food and Drink - E Roadside food. 

The following parameter was used for the TRICS interrogation to establish the retail trip generation profile: Retail land use 01 - Retail - O Convenience Store. 

The following parameter was used for the TRICS interrogation to establish the gym trip generation profile: Leisure - Gym land use 07 - Leisure - K Fitness Club. 

The following trips rates are associated with the above TRICS interrogation outputs: 

· Residential: 

- AM Peak: 0.068 in / 0.239 out 

- PM Peak: 0.220 in / 0.096 out 

· Office: 

- AM Peak: 1.232 in / 0.236 out 

- PM Peak: 0.173 in / 1.027 out

· Café: 

- AM Peak: 3.057 in / 3.057 out 

- PM Peak: 3.806 in / 3.922 out 

· Retail: 

- AM Peak: 7.424 in / 7.348 out 

- PM Peak: 7.576 in / 7.652 out 

· Gym: 

- AM Peak: 0.951 in / 1.302 out 

- PM Peak: 3.040 in / 1.661 out 

The trips rates were agreed as part of the original application and are therefore considered acceptable for the purposes of this assessment. 

The associated trips generated by the proposed development at this location would therefore be: 

· Residential: 

- AM Peak: 28 in / 96 out / 124 two-way 

- PM Peak: 89 in / 39 out / 128 two-way 

· Office: 

- AM Peak: 31 in / 6 out / 37 two-way 

- PM Peak: 5 in / 26 out / 31 two-way 

· Café: 

- AM Peak: 4 in / 4 out / 8 two-way 

- PM Peak: 5 in / 5 out / 10 two-way 

· Retail: 

- AM Peak: 23 in / 23 out / 46 two-way 

- PM Peak: 23 in / 23 out / 46 two-way 

· Gym: 

- AM Peak: 9 in / 12 out / 21 two-way 

- PM Peak: 28 in / 15 out / 43 two-way

Total: 

AM Peak: 95 in / 141 out / 236 two-way 

PM Peak: 150 in / 108 out / 258 two- way 

The total proposed trip generation profile was compared to the existing trip generation profile to establish the net impact at the site. The net trip generation profile for the site is as follows: 

- AM Peak: 86 in / 116 out / 202 two-way 

- PM Peak: 119 in / 92 out / 211 two-way 

In addition to the vehicular trip generation profile, the applicant has provided multimodal trip generation profile for Method of Travel to Work based on 2011 census data for the Moor Park and Eastbury Ward. The multi-modal trip generation profile is provided to present the likely methods of travel to / from the site for work purposes. This approach is considered appropriate. The vehicular trips estimated as part of the vehicular trip generation profile for the proposed development were used to extrapolate the number of users by mode. The multi-modal trip generation profile shows a demand for public transport and footway access. Therefore, contributions will likely be sought to improve connections to on foot and cycle and by public transport. 

Trip Distribution: 

Trip distribution assumptions for the proposed development traffic have been included as part of the TA and trip distributions proportions are derived from observed and synthesis turning movements at the Dwight Road / Tolpits Lane roundabout and Dwight Road with the site access road priority junction. This is considered an acceptable approach. 

Impact on Highway Network 

Junction Assessment:

The applicant has provided junction assessments for the access road with Dwight Road priority junction and the Tolpits Lane and Dwight Road roundabout. As requested by HCC in discussions following the original application submission, application reference 15/1935/FUL, the TA includes junction modelling where the two junctions are connected and standalone junction models for each. The junction modelling was carried out using Junctions 9 software. 

The TA summarises the results of the linked junction assessment; however, the Junctions 9 output was not provided as part of the TA. The summary in the TA for the linked junction assessment states that as the modelling for the linked junctions uses the lane simulation mode, the results do not specify a RFC value for the junctions. Therefore, the operational capacity of the junctions will be considered using the Level of Service (LOS), queuing and delay. This is considered acceptable for the purposes of the TA. 

The LOS for the Tolpits Lane roundabout is a LOS of A for all junction arms for the AM and PM Peaks. Maximum queues experienced at this junction occur in the AM peak for Tolpits Lane East arm with 2.0 PCUs for the 2025 horizon year and a maximum delay of 6.6s. 

The LOS for the Dwight Road and site access road priority T-junction is a LOS of A for all junction arms for the 2020 and 2025 horizon years for the AM and PM peaks for the Do-Minimum scenario. The junction has a LOS of A for both the Dwight Road junction arms for the Do-Something scenario in both the AM and PM peaks for both horizon years. The site access junction arm will operate with a LOS of C for Do-Something scenario in the 2020 and 2025 horizon years for the AM peak; however, will operate with a LOS of B for the 2020 PM peak and C for the 2025 PM peak. However, queuing at this junction will not exceed 1.6 PCUs at the junction with a maximum delay of 19s.

The results indicate that the junction is likely to operate within desired thresholds with LOS under D, minimal queuing and delays for all public highway links. 

The TA summarises the results of the unlinked junction assessments and the junction model outputs are present in an appendix of the TA. The operational capacity of the unlinked junctions will be considered using the RFC (Ratio of Flow to Capacity), Level of Service (LOS), queuing and delay. 

The junction capacity results for the unconnected Tolpits Lane roundabout with Dwight Road demonstrate that in both the AM and PM peak periods in both horizon years and for the Do-Minimum and Do-Something scenarios, the junction will continue to operate within capacity. The junction will experience a maximum RFC of 0.64 with associated LOS of A, queue of 1.8 PCUs and a delay of 6.5s. This will occur during the 2025 AM peak, Do Something scenario. 

The junction capacity results for the unconnected Dwight Road priority T-junction with the site access road demonstrate that in both the AM and PM peak periods in both horizon years and for the Do-Minimum and Do-Something scenarios, the junction will continue to operate within capacity. The junction will experience a maximum RFC of 0.60 with associated LOS of C, queue of 1.5 PCUs and a delay of 18.9s. This will occur during the 2025 PM peak, Do Something scenario. 

The junction capacity results indicate that the additional traffic added to the network as a consequence of the proposed development is not likely to have a detrimental impact on the operation of the highway network in the vicinity of the proposed development.

Highway Layout 

Highway Safety: 

The applicant has provided detailed collision data as part of the TA for the surrounding road network. A review of the 5 years of collision data from 1st April 2011 to 31st March 2016, obtained from HCC reveals that there were 26 collisions in the vicinity of the site, all of which are designated slight collisions. There is a total of 41 personal injuries resulting from the collisions. 

There were 5 clusters identified as part of the review. 

The review of the collision data in the vicinity of the proposed development site does not present any safety issues with the highway and all collisions appear to have human judgement errors as contributing factors. Therefore, it is not likely that the proposed development will exacerbate any existing issues. 

Vehicle Access: 

The proposed development would utilise the existing site access road from Dwight Road. The proposed development includes a new access from the site access road, providing access to an underground level which includes underground parking for motorcycles, electric cars and access to the Automatic Park System (APS). 

The internal layout of the basement level where access to the APS will occur does not appear to allow for queuing of vehicles waiting to enter parking bays and / or safe manoeuvring around waiting vehicles for exiting vehicles. A Car Parking Management Plan (CPMP) is required to demonstrate how this will be managed. 

The HCC DM Implementation team were consulted on the access arrangements for the proposed development site. As the site access road is not adopted by HCC, they have no formal comments to make; however, there is concern related to the stop and reverse requirement for an HGV accessing the servicing areas for the proposed development site. Therefore, evidence should be provided to support that the largest servicing vehicles can be access the site safely and will not seek to park on Dwight Road to carry out any refuse collection, servicing or delivery at the site.

Pedestrian Access:

The proposed development intends to utilise the existing site access road and existing pedestrian facilities. It is unclear from the proposed drawings if pedestrian facilities will be provided along the site frontage, adjacent to the site access road. Provisions for safe pedestrian access to the site are required. 

Swept Path Analysis: 

The applicant has provided swept path assessments for the servicing areas, the access to the car park and access into and out of the APS parking bays. 

The swept path assessments provided for the car parking bays as part of the APS system are considered to demonstrate that all APS bays could be safely accessed and departed from. 

The swept path assessments for the servicing and delivery bays demonstrate that the rigid LGVs, 7.2m in length, could safely access the outer two servicing areas. The central servicing area is proposed to accommodate a rigid HGV, 10m in length; however, whilst the swept path demonstrates that a rigid HGV of 10m in length could safely enter the site, the swept path of the departing vehicle demonstrates that the HGV would cross over the grass area and footway. Therefore, provision of suitable bell mouth crossover arrangements are required to accommodate the turning manoeuvres of the HGV. Additional swept paths are required to demonstrate that an articulated lorry of 16m in length could safely access the site, or a servicing and delivery plan is required to restrict the use of the bays by size of vehicle, etc. 

Swept path assessments for a refuse vehicle are required to demonstrate that a refuse vehicle can safely access the refuse collection areas and to demonstrate that a refuse vehicle can safely enter the site access road and manoeuvre within it to depart in a forward gear. 

Road Safety Audit:

A Stage 1 Road Safety Audit will be required as there are proposed changes to the existing access arrangement from the site to the highway network. 

Refuse and Service Delivery:

The applicant has stated in the TA that there will be 3 servicing areas for servicing, delivery and collection for the development site. Locations of the refuse collection have not been provided as part of the servicing and delivery arrangements. This is required to demonstrate that refuse collection will be in line with highway standards. A Refuse, Servicing and Delivery Plan is required to restrict the use of the bays by size of vehicle, etc. 

Parking: 

The applicant has chosen to introduce an Automatic Parking System (APS). The APS would allow users to enter a bay, exit their vehicle and grab their belongings and the system would then park the vehicle. When requested, the APS would return the vehicle to an exit bay for collection. 

The applicant has proposed parking provisions of 1211 car spaces, which is significantly over the maximum requirements set out in the Three Rivers District Local Plan, Development Management Policies, Local Development Document (Adopted July 2013). The requirements specify the following maximum requirements:

- residential: 1.75sp / 1bed dwelling, 2sp / 2 bed dwelling, 2.25sp / 3bed dwelling, and 3sp / 4 bed dwelling; 

- office: 1sp / 30sqm GFA; 

- café: 1 sp / 5sqm GFA; 

- retail: 1sp / 30sqm GFA; and, 

- gym: 1sp / 22sqm GFA. 

The maximum car parking provision, as stated in TRDCs parking standards, would equate to 963 car parking spaces. 1211 is significantly over this amount, 126% of the total maximum allowed. It is considered that provision of extra parking will encourage the use of a personal vehicle as a mode of transport and a reduced car parking provision should be enforced. Therefore, it is not considered appropriate to provide overprovision of car parking at this location. HCC are not satisfied with the overprovision of parking spaces for the proposals. 

APS:

The applicant will need to provide support to ensure that the automatic parking system will operate effectively and safely to avoid parking displacement onto the highway network. 

The APS will be accessed via the 1st basement level. An access from the Wolseley Business Park access road will be provided and it will lead vehicles underground to where the APS car parking bays, electric car parking spaces and motorcycle parking spaces are located. Whilst the swept paths demonstrate that the APS bays can safely be accessed, the layout appears congested and does not allow for the safe manoeuvring of departing vehicles around vehicles waiting to access APS entry bays.

Cycle Parking Provisions:

The applicant has provided cycle parking provisions of 264 cycle parking spaces which are significantly below the requirements set out in the Three Rivers District Local Plan, Development Management Policies, Local Development Document (Adopted July 2013). The requirements set out in TRDC standards, assuming 1 f/t staff per 25sqm of GFA for all uses, would specify a minimum 459 cycle parking spaces. 

MotorCycle Parking Provisions:

The applicant has provided 30 motorcycle parking spaces for the proposed development. TRDC standards state that 5% of car parking available should be motorcycle parking. Therefore, with a provision of 1211 car parking spaces, 60 motorcycle spaces should be included. Alternatively, if the maximum standards from TRDC are considered at 963 total parking spaces, 48 should be motorcycle spaces. Therefore, 30 motorcycle spaces is below the minimum standards. 

HCC are concerned that the low cycle parking provisions in conjunction with the over provision of car parking will encourage the use of personal vehicles as a mode of transport by both residents and staff at the office and other land uses. The over provision of car parking and under provision of cycle parking is not in line with local and national planning policies which encourage sustainability at new developments and encourage reductions in greenhouse gas emissions and reductions in congestion. Suitable justification is required to demonstrate that the proposals are sustainable and in line with local (Three Rivers Core Strategy CP10), ‘National Planning Policy Framework’, in particular paragraphs 17, 30, 32, 35 and 39, Planning Policy Guidance (PPG) 13: Transport, and HCC’s Local Transport Plan 3 policies 3.8 and 3.15.

Accessibility 

Public Transport:

The site is not currently serviced by any bus services. 

The site is midway between Croxley and Moor Park Metropolitan Line stations. There are footpaths across the Moor that would provide walking or cycling access to Croxley station from the site. Moor Park is currently accessed by people walking along the unsuitable north verge of Tolpits Lane. 

The area will soon benefit from the planned Metropolitan Line Extension (formerly known as the Croxley Rail Link) which will connect Watford 

Junction and Croxley stations and will include two new stations in west Watford. Cassiobridge Station will be some 1500m or 28 minutes walking distance from the application site. 

Walking and Cycling: 

The neighbourhood is flat and the applicant considers it walkable. There are no footway provisions on Tolpits Lane, footways are provided on both sides of Dwight Road from the roundabout junction with Tolpits Lane to the junction with Dwight Road and Dwight Road running east to west has footway provisions on the south side of the road. 

Pedestrians can access traffic free footpaths that connect to the east, west and north of the site. The footpath routes are as follows: 

- Ebury Way cycle route to Rickmansworth and Watford; and, 

- Public footpath across Common Moor to Croxley. 

Cyclists can access the Ebury Way cycle route that forms part of the National Cycle Route 6 which connects from Uxbridge in the south and Watford and St Albans to the northeast. As previously mentioned, this is a traffic free route. The route would connect cyclists to Uxbridge, Rickmansworth, Watford and St. Albans.

Travel Plan:

As part of the TA, the consultant has included a Framework Travel Plan (FTP). The FTP is suitable to provide information to support that a full Travel Plan (TP) for each site use (office and residential), will be implemented. A Travel Plan will be required to encourage sustainable transport modes and to reduce the reliance on private vehicles to ensure minimal impact to the highway safety and function as a consequence of the development. Any TP submitted will have to be in line with HCC’s guidance set out in the County Council’s document ‘Hertfordshire’s Travel Plan Guidance for Business and Residential Development’ as set out at

 http://www.hertfordshire.gov.uk/services/transtreets/highways/highwaysinfo/hiservicesforbus/devmanagment/greentravelplans1/. 

Construction:

As part of the TA, the applicant has provided an indicative construction programme for consideration and the information provided is considered appropriate. A full Construction Traffic Management Plan will be required to ensure construction vehicles will not have a detrimental impact on the vicinity of the site and a condition will be required to provide adequate parking for construction vehicles on-site to prevent on-street conflict and impacts to the highway safety. 

Planning Obligations / Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL):

A S106 Agreement will be required to secure a Construction Traffic Management Plan Planning Obligation and support for the Travel Plan.

The S106 agreement should include a contribution towards the provision of a foot and cycle way along the northern verge of Tolpits Lane linking the site with the Moor Park estate and the underground station within it.

Summary:

HCC as highway authority has reviewed the application submission and wishes to raise an objection of the development”.

4.1.17a
Hertfordshire Property Services: [No objection]
“Herts Property Services do not have any comments to make in relation to financial contributions required by the Toolkit, as this development is situated within Three Rivers' CIL Area C and does not fall within any of the CIL Reg123 exclusions.  Notwithstanding this, we reserve the right to seek Community Infrastructure Levy contributions towards the provision of infrastructure as outlined in your R123 List through the appropriate channels.

We would note that, based on the information to date, it is anticipated this proposal would result in the need to accommodate the following additional residents:

Primary Education - approximately 30.2 additional children at peak and 12.5 children as a long term average (Toolkit application £176,322)

Secondary Education - approximately 10.9 additional children at peak and 6.1  children as a long term average (Toolkit application £96,362)

Nursery Education - approximately 18.9 additional children at peak and 2.03 children as a long term average (Toolkit application £41,789)

Childcare - approximately 72.1 additional children (Toolkit application £12,172)

Youth - approximately 15.5 additional young people (Toolkit application £2,942)


Library - approximately 450.5 additional people (Toolkit application £33,968)”.
4.1.17b
Further comments:
“I refer to the above mentioned application and am writing in respect of planning obligations sought by the County Council towards fire hydrants to minimise the impact of development on Hertfordshire County Council Services for the local community.

Based on the information provided to date we would seek the provision of fire hydrant(s), as set out within HCC's Planning Obligations Toolkit. We reserve the right to seek Community Infrastructure Levy contributions towards the provision of infrastructure as outlined in your R123 List through the appropriate channels.

All developments must be adequately served by fire hydrants in the event of fire. The County Council as the Statutory Fire Authority has a duty to ensure fire fighting facilities are provided on new developments. HCC therefore seek the provision of hydrants required to serve the proposed buildings by the developer through standard clauses set out in a Section 106 legal agreement or unilateral undertaking. 

Buildings fitted with fire mains must have a suitable hydrant provided and sited within 18m of the hard-standing facility provided for the fire service pumping appliance. 

The requirements for fire hydrant provision are set out with the Toolkit at paragraph 12.33 and 12.34 (page 22). In practice, the number and location of hydrants is determined at the time the water services for the development are planned in detail and the layout of the development is known, which is usually after planning permission is granted. If, at the water scheme design stage, adequate hydrants are already available no extra hydrants will be needed. 

Section 106 planning obligation clauses can be provided on request.

Justification
Fire hydrant provision based on the approach set out within the Planning Obligations Guidance - Toolkit for Hertfordshire (Hertfordshire County Council's requirements) document, which was approved by Hertfordshire County Council's Cabinet Panel on 21 January 2008 and is available via the following link:  www.hertsdirect.org/planningobligationstoolkit 

The County Council seeks fire hydrant provisions for public adoptable fire hydrants and not private fire hydrants. Such hydrants are generally not within the building site and are not covered by Part B5 of the Building Regulations 2010 as supported by Secretary of State Guidance “Approved Document B”.
In respect of Regulation 122 of the CIL Regulations 2010 the planning obligations sought from this proposal are: 

(i) Necessary to make the development acceptable in planning terms.

Recognition that contributions should be made to mitigate the impact of development are set out in planning related policy documents. The NPPF states “Local planning authorities should consider whether otherwise unacceptable development could be made acceptable through the use of conditions or planning obligations. Conditions cannot be used cover the payment of financial contributions to mitigate the impact of a development (Circular 11/95: Use of conditions in planning permission, paragraph 83).

All developments must be adequately served by fire hydrants in the event of fire. The County Council as the Statutory Fire Authority has a duty to ensure fire fighting facilities are provided on new developments. The requirements for fire hydrant provision are set out with the Toolkit at paragraph 12.33 and 12.34 (page 22).

(ii) Directly related to the development; 

Only those fire hydrants required to provide the necessary water supplies for fire fighting purposes to serve the proposed development are sought to be provided by the developer. The location and number of fire hydrants sought will be directly linked to the water scheme designed for this proposal.

(iii) Fairly and reasonable related in scale and kind to the development.

Only those fire hydrants required to provide the necessary water supplies for fire fighting purposes to serve the proposed development are sought to be provided by the developer. The location and number of fire hydrants sought will be directly linked to the water scheme designed for this proposal.

I would be grateful if you would keep me informed about the progress of this application so that either instructions for a planning obligation can be given promptly if your authority if minded to grant consent or, in the event of an appeal, information can be submitted in support of the requested provision.

I trust the above is of assistance if you require any further information please contact the Development Services team”. 

4.1.18
Highways Agency: [No objection]
“Notice is hereby given that Highways England’s formal recommendation is that we offer no objection”.

4.1.19
Housing Manager: No comments received.
4.1.20
Housing Development Officer: [Concerns regarding affordable provision]
“Policy CP4 of the Adopted Core Strategy requires 45% of new housing to be provided as Affordable Housing, unless it can be clearly demonstrated with financial evidence that this is not viable. As a guide the tenure split should be 70% social rented and 30% intermediate. 

Policy CP3 of the adopted Core Strategy (2011) sets out the proportions that should form the basis for housing mix in development proposals submitted to Three Rivers District Council. Proposals should broadly be for 30% 1-bed units, 35% 2-bed units, 34% 3-bed units and 1% 4+ bed units. However, identified need for affordable housing suggests the following preferred mix: 22% 1-bed units, 50% 2-bed units, 24% 3 bed units and 4% 4 + bed units.  

The preferred mix of affordable units, to meet identified needs, is 22% 1-bed units, 50% 2-bed units, 24% 3 bed-units and 4% 4+ bed units. This mix only applies to the sites affordable units. 

As per the proposed affordable housing statement, 08% has been offered.  I therefore would like this reconsidered, as per our policy.  Also the statement makes reference to the Local Authority having a need for 3 and 4 bedroom units.  Please be aware that the main requirement is for 2 bed 4 person units”.

4.1.21
Integrated Accommodation Commissioning: No comments received.
4.1.22
Landscape Officer: [Concerns regarding impact on character and visual appearance, however, no arboricultural constraints. Conditions requested]
“There are no significant arboricultural constraints for this site and my comments are the same that were made on the application 15/1935/FUL which can also be fully applied here for this application. I also concur with the Biodiversity Officer’s comments again. In particular the proposal cannot be sympathetically screened and would have a significant and detrimental impact on the character and visual appearance to the low lying areas.

With regards to the landscaping, I note the Skyline lounge garden which incorporates a gym, hexagonal containers with planted grasses and multi stemmed Birch trees. There is also a formal lawn, permaculture units, and a wildlife lawn proposed along with vertical planting. There is internal planting with house plant species and outward facing terraced planters. It is proposed that the whole system is closed and self-sufficient with water recycling occurring.

No species list has been supplied. The roof garden will be an exposed site and I assume low lying scree plants will be used and measures implemented to limit the exposure.

As with the application 15/1935/FUL, we will require further landscape details (species list) and a management plan”.

4.1.23
Leisure Development Officer: [Advisory comments]
“After full consideration of all of the documents relating to the above planning application, please note the following comments:

· There are no clear plans for leisure facilities. Although there are concept designs, these do not show a planned designed layout with details of the specifications of planned features.

· Particular attention should be given to DDA compliant access to any leisure areas including pathways, seating and equipment.

· Where leisure provision is made by the developers, design advice should be sought from Three Rivers Leisure team. 

· Please consider vehicle access for maintenance of any leisure areas.

· Operator signs for any leisure areas will need to be included for reporting of maintenance or reparation issues.

· A full Risk assessment of any leisure equipment should be considered.

· A RoSPA report or assessment should take place of any proposed play and/or leisure equipment.

· Provision for the on-going maintenance of any leisure facilities should be detailed, particularly if it the developer plans to formally hand over to the leisure facility to the Parish Council or Three Rivers District Council.  

These comments are given to help the development achieve the aims of Three Rivers District Council’s Local and Strategic plans and National Policy Framework sections detailed below:

· Achieving Sustainable Development paragraph 6-10, 

· Promoting Healthy Communities paragraphs 69, 70, 73 

· Health and Wellbeing paragraph 171”. 
4.1.24
Local Plans Section: [Object]
“The adopted Core Strategy under Policy CP6: Employment and Economic Development seeks to support the sustainable growth of the Three Rivers economy by continuing to focus employment use within the key employment areas that are located in the District. Criterion (j) of this policy identifies Tolpits Lane as a key employment area within Three Rivers. Criterion (n) of this policy states that office space will be considered for release from employment use where a surplus to employment needs across the plan period is expected, as indicated by an up-to-date Employment Land Study.

The South West Herts Economic Study (published in February 2016) indicates that there will be an estimated total jobs growth in the District of 8,400 during the period 2013-2036. 3,600 or 43% is estimated to require ‘B class’ employment space that includes office accommodation. This roughly equates to an estimated 7.1ha of additional land that is needed for office space within District, or just under 60,000sqm of office space during this period. 

The adopted Site Allocations LDD formally identifies Tolpits Lane as an employment site allocation (site ref: E(b)). The site is not allocated as a mixed use site as claimed in the submitted Design and Access Statement. This allocation is supported by Policy SA2: Employment Site Allocations, which states that: ‘allocated employment sites will be safeguarded for business, industrial and storage or distribution uses.’ 

In addition to the above, and in recognition of the need to protect employment sites, the Council made a non-immediate Article 4(1) Direction on 5 August 2016 which removes the permitted development rights for change of use from office to residential and light industrial to residential within the Tolpits Lane Employment Area. This direction was confirmed on 13 October 2016 and is due to come into force on 5 August 2017 (office to residential) and 30 September 2017 (light industrial to residential). The Council considers the Article 4(1) Direction to be necessary to protect this important location for employment within the District and to secure the viability of businesses within the employment area.

Due to the site’s formal allocation for employment uses and the need to allocate further land for ‘B class’ jobs growth within the District, Tolpits Lane Employment Site is not considered suitable for residential.

The Design & Access Statement states that the existing office floorspace is 51,000ft2 (4738.06m2) and will be replaced with 47,000ft2 (4366.44m2) which is a net loss of 371.61m2. The CIL Forms submitted with the application states that the existing office floorspace is 5,837.86m2 and that 1,749.13m2 of office space will be lost by demolition or change of use. The Valuations provided in Appendix 2a and 2b of the Design and Access Statement provide altogether different figures. Nevertheless, the proposals will result in the net loss of office floorspace and are therefore contrary to Policy SA2 of the Site Allocations LDD and Policy CP6 ((j) and (n)) of the Core Strategy .  

As stated above the site is not allocated for housing in the Site Allocations LDD and does not form part of the District’s housing supply and must therefore be considered as a windfall housing site. Policy CP2 of the Core Strategy states that applications for windfall sites will be considered on a case by case basis having regard to:

i The location of the proposed development, taking into account the Spatial Strategy

ii The sustainability of the development and its contribution to meeting local housing needs

iii Infrastructure requirements and the impact on the delivery of allocated housing sites

iv Monitoring information relating to housing supply and the Three Rivers housing target.

The Spatial Strategy states that new development will be directed towards previously developed land and appropriate infilling opportunities within the urban areas of the Principal Town (Rickmansworth) and Key Centres (South Oxhey, Croxley Green, Abbots Langley, Chorleywood, Leavesden and Garston and Mill End) which have been identified as the most sustainable locations within the District. More limited levels of new development will be directed towards Secondary Centres (Kings Langley, Carpenders Park, Eastbury, Oxhey Hall, Maple Cross and Moor Park). Place shaping policies PSP1, PSP2 and PSP3 set out the proportion of development that will be directed towards each.

The proposed site is not within or close to the boundaries of the Principal Town, Key Centres or Secondary Centres identified by the Core Strategy. Essentially Tolpits Lane Employment Area is an ‘out of town’ employment area and is in a relatively isolated location. The nearest station (Croxley Green) is just over 1km away as the crow flies, but in reality a walk to the station will be over 3km  and involve walking along Tolpits Lane (which has no footpaths and no street lighting along stretches), a cycle path and then across a main carriageway. An alternative route of just over 1.1km (which was suggested by the applicant in a previous application), would involve walking through the employment area and across Croxley Common Moor (which is a Site of Special Scientific Interest and a Local Nature Reserve) where there is a public right of way but with no formal footpath and across two foot bridges over the canal.

Moor Park Station is approximately 1.8km away as the crow flies. Access to Moor Park Station as suggested by the applicants is via Tolpits Lane (no pavements or dedicated cycle route) and Sandy Lodge Road (a private road and often barrier controlled) on the private Moor Park Estate and would be 2.9km in distance. Realistically car access would be through the southern side of Moor Park via Astons Road off Batchworth Lane resulting in a car journey of 6.9km.

The Planning Statement submitted with the application states that the proposed Vicarage Road Station (due to be functional in 2020) will be situated at the junction of Vicarage Road and Occupation Road some 1.8 miles (2.9 km) away and have provided indicative travel times by car, bicycle and walking. They have mistakenly used the location of a local car MOT service station for their calculations (and also as a basis for their ‘agreement in principle’ with Arriva Bus Services for a bus route and bus stop according to the map provided on page 89).

The proposed Vicarage Station will actually be situated closer to the proposed development site just off Hagden Lane approximately 1.4km away as the crow flies. The journey by car will be approximately 1.8 km, the walking distance would be the same. However walking to this station will involve walking along part of Tolpits Lane which has no footpaths. For cyclists, the same direct route could be used but there are no cycle paths. There is a suggestion that cyclists could use the Ebury Way (cycle route), however this is unlikely to be used for access to Vicarage Road Station as it would mean a travelling a distance of approximately 2.6km.

The proposed Cassiobridge Station (due to be functional in 2020) will be situated off Ascot Road and the most direct pedestrian and cyclist route (1.5km) would be along Tolpits Lane (where there are no footpaths) and then through the use of a cycle path.  The journey by car however would be substantially longer at a distance of 2.7km. 

The site is not serviced by public bus routes, Tolpits Lane itself lacks footpaths and there is no specific provision for cyclists on the highway. The site is isolated from key services including schools and health care facilities and does not have easy access to existing community facilities and retail options. The nearest bus stop is nearly a mile away. 

The proposed location for this residential development is considered unsustainable and contrary to the objectives set out in the Place Shaping Policies (PSP1, PSP2 and PSP3) and Policy CP1 (Overarching Policy on Sustainable Development) of the Core Strategy. Three Rivers District currently has identified a 9.8 year supply of housing land that meets the definition of deliverability set out in the NPPF and therefore the proposed residential development of 401 dwellings is not required to meet the District Housing Targets. 

It is therefore not considered that the proposal can be justified on the basis of the criteria contained in Policy CP2 in relation to windfall sites.

Policy CP10 (Transport and Travel), states that all development proposals should be designed and located to minimise the impacts of travel by motor vehicle. In particular, major development will be expected to be located in areas highly accessible by the most sustainable modes of transport, and to all people of abilities in a socially inclusive and safe manner in accordance with the following user hierarchy:

i Pedestrians, particularly people with restricted mobility

ii Cyclists and where appropriate horse riders

iii Public transport

iv All forms of motor vehicle

The location of the proposal, the lack of footpaths and access to public transport (Bus and rail) result in the proposal being contrary to Policy CP10 of the Core Strategy.

The Transport Assessment sets out that they (RSquare) and Arriva are ‘keen to work together’ to provide a bus service and have sought views from HCC on their preferred route from the following two options:

· Wolsey Business Park to Watford Junction

· Wolsey Business Park to Rickmansworth Station

The Transport Assessment contains indicative timetables with bus services generally every 30 minutes. It is also stated (paragraph 3) that RSquare Properties undertakes to underwrite the portion of the costs that is not covered by revenue from the first day of occupation of The Moors for a period of 5 years after The Moors has reached 85% occupation on one of the services.

From the email trail provided in the Transport Assessment, HCC have provided comments to say that the Wolsey Business Park to Watford Junction Service would be the most sustainable option but there is doubt that there would be sufficient demand to justify more than an hourly off peak and Saturday service.  

Consideration may have to be given as to whether the ‘one’ bus service (either from Wolsey Business Park to Watford Junction or Wolsey Business Park to Rickmansworth Station), would address the accessibility issues to the site as set out above.  However, in the absence of a completed Section 106 Agreement and written confirmation from Arriva, confirming a preferred bus route and timetable, I am unable to consider this at this time.

Policy DM4 of the Development Management Policies LDD requires applicants to demonstrate that development proposals will produce 5% less carbon dioxide emissions than Building Regulations Part L requirements (2013). The information provided shows that the development proposals would meet these requirements and therefore meets Policy DM4. However, the development’s proposed sustainability credentials in relation to energy use and carbon emissions does not mean that the proposal meets the definition of sustainable development as set out in the NPPF. Paragraph 7 of the NPPF sets out that there are three dimensions to sustainable development: economic, social and environmental.
Housing Mix 

Policy CP3 of the Core Strategy states that ‘The Council will require housing proposals to take into account the range of housing needs, in terms of size and type of dwellings as identified by the Strategic Housing Market Assessment and subsequent updates.’ The most recent SHMA was published in February 2016 and has identified the indicative targets for market and affordable sectors’ dwelling size within the Three Rivers District as follows:

1 bedroom 7.7% of dwellings

2 bedrooms 27.8% of dwellings

3 bedrooms 41.5% of dwellings

4+ bedrooms 23.0% of dwellings

The development proposes a total of 401 units which would provide:

1-bed units 35%

2-bed units 45%

3-bed units 18% 

4-bed units 2%

The proposed mix is not in accordance with Policy CP3 which seeks a much higher percentage of 3-bed and 4 bed units and a lower percentage of 1 and 2-bed units. Whilst it is possible to consider a variation to the percentages set out in Policy CP3 on a case by case basis, no evidence/justification has been provided to support the proposed housing mix. 

 Affordable Housing                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             

Policy CP4 of the adopted Core Strategy (2011) requires 45% of all new housing to be provided as Affordable Housing, unless it can be clearly demonstrated with financial evidence that this is not viable. As a guide the tenure split should be 70% social rented and 30% intermediate. 

The development either proposes a total of:

· 54 affordable units (13%) with a tenure split of (20 x 1 bed and 34 x 2 bed) to be provided on the basis of 23% socially rented and 77% intermediate (Design & Access Statement page 81), or

· 32 affordable units (8%) with a tenure split of (12 x 1 bed, 17 x 2 bed and 3 x 3 bed) to be provided on 100% Social Rented. (Affordable Housing Statement). 

Where non-viability is cited as the reason for a development proposal not complying with affordable housing requirements, applicants must submit financial evidence (viability appraisal) to justify this position. Subject to the independent review of the submitted viability statement, Local Plans reserves comment as to whether the proposals meet Policy CP4 of the Core Strategy. 

The development will be replacing two 3 storey buildings in an ‘out of town’ employment area. The other buildings in the employment area are also a similar size to the buildings being replaced by the development. The new development is much larger in scale, with the residential buildings being 8 storeys with a maximum height of over 30 metres. Policy CP12 states that development proposals are expected to have regard to the local context and make efficient use of land whilst respecting the distinctiveness of the surrounding area in terms of scale, height and massing. The development proposals do not take account of the local context in terms of scale and massing and would result in a development that would dominate the site.

The proposals fail to meet policies CP1, CP2, CP3, possibly CP4, CP10 and CP12 of the Core Strategy and Policy SA2 of the Site Allocations LDD. Therefore there is a policy objection to the application”.

4.1.25
National Grid: No comments received.
4.1.26
Natural England: [No objection, conditions requested]
“Natural England is a non-departmental public body. Our statutory purpose is to ensure that the natural environment is conserved, enhanced, and managed for the benefit of present and future generations, thereby contributing to sustainable development. 
Natural England does not object to this proposal but considers that conditions are necessary to ensure that there are no impacts upon Croxley Common Moor Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) or its non-notified species of significant concern, the slate sober moth. 
Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended) 
Planning History – Advice to Date 
Natural England has previously provided advice on an earlier related application (LPA ref: 15/1935/FUL, NE ref: 169233) which raised a variety of concerns. We also subsequently provided pre-application advice to the developer through our DAS service, on a similar scheme (dated: 17th June 2016 ref: 182813). In particular, we note that in this application there are no proposals to provide additional access across Croxley Common Moor SSSI. On this basis, we offer the following advice. 
No objection – with conditions 
This application is in close proximity to Croxley Common Moor SSSI. However, given the nature and scale of this proposal, Natural England is satisfied that there is not likely to be an adverse effect on this site as a result of the proposal being carried out in strict accordance with the details of the application as submitted. We therefore advise your authority that this SSSI does not represent a constraint in determining this application, subject to the conditions specified below. Should the details of this application change, Natural England draws your attention to Section 28(I) of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended), requiring your authority to re-consult Natural England.

Conditions 
Natural England notes from section 10 of the ‘Lighting Assessment’ that ‘there is no detailed lighting plan at present from the design team, this will be provided as a condition of planning.’ If planning permission is to be granted then this condition must be suitably worded to ensure that the lighting design is appropriate to the location and that it will not impact negatively on biodiversity, particularly invertebrate species, within the SSSI. This is likely to require light spill contour modelling and mapping to ensure this is within acceptable parameters. Such a study is also likely to require baseline light level monitoring within the SSSI at various distance bands from the development site. 

Natural England notes from section 5.3 of the ‘Addendum to Flood and Hydrology Assessment’ that intrusive site investigations to verify that the water table is not located within the depth of the 

proposed excavation are recommended prior to construction. 

We recommend a suitably worded planning condition which seeks to achieve: 

· Conceptual understanding of ground and surface water interactions and hydro-ecological requirements for the designated features at Croxley Common Moor SSSI and associated ground and surface water catchments. 
· Provision of information on ground and surface water levels pre construction. 
· Details of dewatering during construction including timings and volumes of water to be abstracted. 
· Modelling information to show potential lowering of groundwater during and post dewatering at Croxley Common Moor SSSI 

If there is the potential for a negative impact, a detailed methodology statement for the construction phase should be supplied including the pollution prevention procedures for accidental groundwater contamination through spills. 

These conditions are required to ensure that the development, as submitted, will not impact upon the features of special interest for which Croxley Common Moor SSSI is notified. 

If your Authority is minded to grant consent for this application without the conditions recommended above, we refer you to Section 28I (6) of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended), specifically the duty placed upon your authority, requiring that your Authority; 

· Provide notice to Natural England of the permission, and of its terms, the notice to include a statement of how (if at all) your authority has taken account of Natural England’s advice; and 
· Shall not grant a permission which would allow the operations to start before the end of a period of 21 days beginning with the date of that notice. 

Protected Species 
We have not assessed this application and associated documents for impacts on protected species. 

Natural England has published Standing Advice on protected species. 

You should apply our Standing Advice to this application as it is a material consideration in the determination of applications in the same way as any individual response received from Natural England following consultation. 

The Standing Advice should not be treated as giving any indication or providing any assurance in respect of European Protected Species (EPS) that the proposed development is unlikely to affect the EPS present on the site; nor should it be interpreted as meaning that Natural England has reached any views as to whether a licence is needed (which is the developer’s responsibility) or may be granted.

If you have any specific questions on aspects that are not covered by our Standing Advice for European Protected Species or have difficulty in applying it to this application please contact us with details at consultations@naturalengland.org.uk. 

Biodiversity enhancements 
This application may provide opportunities to incorporate features into the design which are beneficial to wildlife, such as the incorporation of roosting opportunities for bats or the installation of bird nest boxes. The authority should consider securing measures to enhance the biodiversity of the site from the applicant, if it is minded to grant permission for this application. This is in accordance with Paragraph 118 of the NPPF. Additionally, we would draw your attention to Section 40 of the Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act (2006) which states that ‘Every public authority must, in exercising its functions, have regard, so far as is consistent with the proper exercise of those functions, to the purpose of conserving biodiversity’. Section 40(3) of the same Act also states that ‘conserving biodiversity includes, in relation to a living organism or type of habitat, restoring or enhancing a population or habitat’. 

Other advice 
We would expect the Local Planning Authority (LPA) to assess and consider the other possible impacts resulting from this proposal on the following when determining this application: 

· local sites (biodiversity and geodiversity) 
· local landscape character 
· local or national biodiversity priority habitats and species. 

Natural England does not hold locally specific information relating to the above. These remain material considerations in the determination of this planning application and we recommend that you seek further information from the appropriate bodies (which may include the local records centre, your local wildlife trust, local geoconservation group or other recording society and a local landscape characterisation document in order to ensure the LPA has sufficient information to fully understand the impact of the proposal before it determines the application. A more comprehensive list of local groups can be found at Wildlife and Countryside link”.
4.1.27
NHS England: No comments received.
4.1.28
NHS Herts Valley: No comments received.
4.1.29
Primary Car Trust: No comments received.
4.1.30
Sustainable Projects Officer: No comments received.
4.1.31
Thames Water: [No objection]

“Waste Comments:

Thames Water would advise that with regard to sewerage infrastructure capacity, we would not have any objection to the above planning application.

Thames Water requests that the Applicant should incorporate within their proposal, protection to the property by installing for example, a non-return valve or other suitable device to avoid the risk of backflow at a later date, on the assumption that the sewerage network may surcharge to ground level during storm conditions. 

Thames Water would recommend that petrol / oil interceptors be fitted in all car parking/washing/repair facilities. Failure to enforce the effective use of petrol / oil interceptors could result in oil-polluted discharges entering local watercourses. 

A Trade Effluent Consent will be required for any Effluent discharge other than a 'Domestic Discharge'. Any discharge without this consent is illegal and may result in prosecution. (Domestic usage for example includes - toilets, showers, washbasins, baths, private swimming pools and canteens). Typical Trade Effluent processes include: - Laundrette/Laundry, PCB manufacture, commercial swimming pools, photographic/printing, food preparation, abattoir, farm wastes, vehicle washing, metal plating/finishing, cattle market wash down, chemical manufacture, treated cooling water and any other process which produces contaminated water. Pre-treatment, separate metering, sampling access etc, may be required before the Company can give its consent. Applications should be made at

http://www.thameswater.co.uk/business/9993.htm or alternatively to Waste Water Quality, Crossness STW, Belvedere Road, Abbeywood, London. SE2 9AQ. Telephone: 020 3577 9200.


Water Comments:

With regard to water supply, this comes within the area covered by the Affinity Water Company. For your information the address to write to is - Affinity Water Company The Hub, Tamblin Way, Hatfield, Herts, AL10 9EZ - Tel - 0845 782 3333”.

4.1.32
TRDC Traffic Engineer: No comments received.
4.1.33
Watford Borough Council: No comments received.
4.1.34
Moor Park 1958 Limited: [Object]

“The Directors of Moor Park (1958) Limited would wish to raise a number of concerns, comments and objections in regard to the application as follows:-

1. Impact on the setting of the Moor Park Conservation Area.

Although we acknowledge that there is some distance between the application site and the nearest boundary of the designated Moor Park Conservation Area, there can be no doubt that the sheer scale of the proposed development, especially its height and mass/form of the buildings, is very substantial. 

The legal framework (and various planning law cases) associated with the determination of planning applications in relation to heritage assets (viz Conservation Areas), is that decision makers are required to have regard to the potential impact of all developments, upon the setting of the Conservation Area/designated heritage assets. Paragraph 132 of the National Planning Policy Framework states that:-

"when considering the impact of a proposed development on the significance of a designated heritage asset, great weight should be given to the asset's conservation. The more important the asset, the greater the weight should be ". 

In light of the above, we would request that full regard is had, in the assessment and determination of the application, to the potential impact of the proposed development upon the setting of the Moor Park Conservation Area, especially taking into account the degree to which the setting of the Conservation Area, on its northern and eastern sides, is so heavily characterised by the relationship between the Conservation Area and the open outlook and open character of the Metropolitan Green Belt.

2. Traffic generation - along Tolpits Lane. 

We wish to express our strong objections to any increase in traffic flows along Tolpits Lane arising from the proposed development that will prejudice the free and safe flow of vehicular traffic into and out of the Moor Park estate (at the junction of Tolpits Lane and Sandy Lodge Road). This junction already presents a number of extremely difficult manoeuvres; due to the alignment of the sharp bend in Tolpits Lane at the corresponding point with the point of access into and out of the estate, and also the very sharp turn from the entrance point into Sandy Lodge Road itself. We would request that very close attention is paid to this concern having regard to the need to ensure, and to secure, maximum highway safety at this point.


3. Traffic generation - through the Moor Park Estate itself.
 
We wish to express our strong objections and concerns that the scale of the proposed development and especially the likely extent of traffic generation associated with the development, presents a very strong possibility that traffic approaching the application site directly from the south, will be drawn through the roads that serve the Moor Park Conservation Area. Alternatives, either via Watford (using roads to the east of Moor Park) or via Rickmansworth (using roads to the west), will present a far less attractive proposition than a convenient shortcut through the Conservation Area estate. It is our firm view that any marked increase of such traffic flows will have a highly detrimental and damaging impact on the local infrastructure of the estate and, in planning terms, will fundamentally fail to preserve and enhance the character and appearance of the designated Conservation Area, contrary to both national and local planning policy”.
4.1.35
Friends of Croxley Common Moor: [Object]

“This letter constitutes an objection by the Friends of Croxley Common Moor to the above application.   We are a group of local residents closely involved in both practical conservation work on Croxley Common Moor (CCM), and in encouraging other local residents to enjoy and value CCM.   We work in close co-operation with TRDC as CCM's owner.

CCM is designated by TRDC as a Local Nature Reserve, and by Natural England as a Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI).   This SSSI designation reflects the exceptionally rich and varied flora on the site.   CCM is also designated by TRDC as a Public Open Space, whose tranquillity and beauty is enjoyed by many local residents and business park employees who walk there.

Visual impact on CCM
The nearest part of CCM is very close to the development site.   At present the landscape views on CCM are overwhelmingly open and vegetated.   When looking towards the neighbouring business parks along the eastern and southern boundaries one can see the tops of some buildings, but the tallest buildings throughout these business parks are only two or three storeys.   The proposed eight storey building would be incomparably higher than any current neighbouring building, and therefore much more detrimental to CCM's visual amenity.

Light pollution

The much greater height of an eight storey building emitting light may increase the light level on CCM.   This would be of particular concern, given that CCM has the last remaining Slate Sober Moths in this country.

Wildlife sites

This application's Preliminary Ecological Appraisal recognises that:

· There are three statutory and four non-statutory designated sites within 1km of the site boundary, including CCM approximately 80m to the north.

· "The proposals have the potential to result in an increase in recreational pressure on CCM, which separates the site from Croxley Green, including the Croxley underground station.   Therefore, in addition to recreational pressure as a result of the proposals there will be a likely increase in visits to the site primarily as a result of people commuting to work across the CCM to the Croxley Underground Station."

A significant number of this development's residents/employees using CCM as a short-cut would exacerbate the footpath erosion there which already takes place.   However we would not welcome any proposal for hard-surfacing of paths, which would detract from CCM's character.
Transport Assessment 
As this application's Transport Assessment is not currently available on the TRDC website, this section refers to the Transport Assessment of the previous similar application 15/1935/FUL.
There are many weaknesses in the development's purported transport sustainability:

1. The proposed increase in parking spaces from 203 to 1211 (well above the maximum of 930 indicated by the Local Plan).

2. The worst case predicted increase of car trips generated from 34 to 228 in the morning peak, and from 47 to 248 in the afternoon peak period.

3. Although the Arriva bus company has expressed interest in providing a bus service for the Wolsey business park (which currently has none), there is no certainty of this happening.

4. The lack of a pavement along the A4147 would prevent people walking along it towards West Watford for public transport connections, including the new stations envisaged by Metropolitan Line extension.

5. The Transport Assessment recognises that the bus and train facilities on the A412 are 1500 metres away, approx 20 minutes walking time.   Realistically that is further than many people would be willing to walk.

The Transport Assessment is also too complacent about vehicle access (paras 3.2.1 - 3.2.3).   Any vehicles travelling to/from the east would have to contend with the already notoriously congested West Watford.   It is unsurprising that 12 out of 23 Personal Injury Accidents in the study area over five years were in a short stretch of the A4147 in West Watford.
Conclusion
We therefore urge Three Rivers District Council to reject this application”.

4.2
Public Consultation
4.2.1
Number consulted: 429
  
4.2.2
No. responses received: 10
 

4.2.3
Site Notice: Posted 20 December 2016 expired 10 January 2017.
4.2.4
Press notice: Published 23 December 2016 expired 13 January 2017. ASK   \* MERGEFORMAT 
4.2.5
Summary of Responses
Additional traffic; Lack of parking; Tolpits Lane not suitable for pedestrians; No public transport; Increased reliance on private car due to inaccessibility; Insufficient detail regarding subsidised bus route; A single service would not overcome concerns regarding accessibility; Parking in excess of standards and does not promote sustainable travel.
Commercial area; Detrimental effect on businesses; Loss of business properties; Incorrectly sited in non-residential zone; Set precedent for further loss of office space; Council is removing permitted development rights for office to residential conversions; Tolpits Lane is important location for employment; Contrary to Policy CP6 of the Core Strategy; There is a need for additional employment land; Departure from employment allocation within development plan; Notwithstanding Prior Approval, LPA must consider proposal against development plan and all other material considerations.
Not suitable for residential use; Not a sustainable location; Council has deliverable housing land supply; Housing mix does not accord with policy; Insufficient affordable housing contrary to policy.

Overdevelopment; Unsympathetic to surroundings; Scale and design might be suitable for city centre, but not this location; Visual intrusion on skyline; Visible for miles; Adjacent buildings are 2 and 3 storeys in height; Not in keeping with surrounding development; Negative visual and environmental impact on surrounding Green Belt; Dominate street scene; Overhang the highway; At odds with established character; Density out of context with surrounding area; Scale and massing does not reflect local context and character.
Adjacent to Croxley Moor, a Local Nature Reserve and Site of Special Scientific interest; Area is known for its natural beauty; Close proximity to Rivers Chess and Colne; Negative impact on Croxley Common Moor SSSI and Local Nature Reserve; Application not subject of an EIA screening opinion.
Overshadowing and disturbance to neighbouring properties.
Local infrastructure and amenities insufficient to support development; Increased demand for education, healthcare etc; Not required to meet housing requirements; Not an allocated housing site; Development would be contrary to Policy CP2 of the Core Strategy; Falls outside of an established settlement; Not a sustainable location; Insufficient affordable housing provided, contrary to policy; Incorrect assumptions made regarding ‘fall back position’.
Reiterate objections made to previous withdrawn application; Contrary to many adopted policies.
5.
Reason for Delay
5.1
  No delay.
6.
Relevant Planning Policy, Guidance and Legislation
6.1
  

  
  The   Three Rivers Local Plan
The Core Strategy was adopted on the 17 October 2011 having been through a full public participation process and Examination in Public. Relevant policies include Policies CP1, CP2, CP3, CP4, CP6, CP7, CP8, CP9, CP10, CP11 and CP12.
The Development Management Policies Local Development Document (LDD) was adopted on 26 July 2013 after the Inspector concluded that it was sound following Examination in Public which took place in March 2013. Relevant policies include DM1, DM2, DM3, DM4, DM5, DM6, DM7, DM8, DM9, DM10, DM11, DM12, DM13 and Appendices 2 and 5.

The Site Allocations Local Development Document (SALDD) was adopted on 25 November 2014 having been through a full public participation process and Examination in Public. Policies SA2 and SA4 are relevant.

The Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) Charging Schedule (adopted February 2015).

6.2
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)


On 27 March 2012, the framework of government guidance in the form of Planning Policy Statements and Planning Policy Guidance Notes was replaced by the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). The application has been considered against the policies of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011), the Development Management Policies Local Development Document (adopted July 2013) and the Site Allocations Local Development Document (adopted November 2014) as well as government guidance. The policies of Three Rivers District Council reflect the content of the NPPF.

6.3
Other

Supplementary Planning Document 'Affordable Housing' (approved June 2011 following a full public consultation).
The Hertfordshire County Council Waste Core Strategy and Development Management Policies Development Plan Document (2012).

Hertfordshire Minerals Local Plan Review 2002-2016 (adopted March 2007).

The Localism Act received Royal Assent on 15 November 2011. The growth and Infrastructure Act achieved Royal Assent on 25 April 2013.


The Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended), the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010, the Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act 2006 and the Habitat Regulations 1994 may also be relevant.

Flood and Water Management Act 2010.

Open Space, Amenity and Children's Playspace Supplementary Planning Document - Adopted December 2007.
7.
Planning Analysis

7.1
Policy/Principle of Development
7.1.1
Paragraph 19 of the NPPF advises that the Government is committed to ensuring that the planning system does everything it can to support economic growth.

7.1.2
Paragraph 22 of the NPPF advises that;


“Planning policies should avoid the long term protection of sites allocated for employment use where there is no reasonable prospect of the site being used for that purpose…”

7.1.3
The application site forms part of the Tolpits Lane Employment Site Allocation as allocated by the Site Allocations Local Development Document which was adopted in November 2014.  Policy SA2 of the Site Allocations LDD (adopted November 2014) states that;

“Allocated employment sites will be safeguarded for business, industrial and storage or distribution uses.  


Sites allocated as having potential for mixed use development may provide for mixed use development including, but not limited to business, industrial and storage or distribution; residential or community uses”.

7.1.4
Policy SA4 of the Site Allocations LDD (adopted November 2014) relates to ‘Retail Allocations’.  The application site is not within one of the identified shopping centres.  Policy SA4 advises that;


“Applications for new retail development outside the identified centres will only be considered if the applicant has established that there is a need for the development and that there is no suitable and viable site likely to become available within or on the edge of the existing centres that could satisfactorily accommodate the development”.
7.1.5
Contrary to the submitted Design and Access Statement, the site is not allocated for mixed use development.

7.1.6
Policy CP6 (Employment and Economic Development) of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) seeks to support the sustainable growth of the Three Rivers economy by (for example);


“(j) Continuing to focus employment use within the key employment areas within the District”.

7.1.7
Tolpits Lane is listed within Policy CP6 as one of the key employment areas that the policy seeks to safeguard.
7.1.8
In addition to the above, and in recognition of the need to protect employment sites, the Council made a non-immediate Article 4 Direction on 5 August 2016 which removes permitted development rights for changes of use from office or light industrial to residential use within the Tolpits Lane employment area.  The direction was confirmed on 13 October 2016 and will come into effect on 5 August 2017 (in the case of office to residential) and the 30 September 2017 (in the case of light industrial to residential).  The Council considers the Article 4(1) Direction to be necessary to protect this important location for employment within the District and to secure the viability of businesses within the employment area.

7.1.9
Policy CP6 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) does set out that the sustainable growth of the Three Rivers economy will be supported by;


“(n) Releasing office space from employment use where this is expected to be surplus to employment needs across the plan period as indicated by an up to date Employment Land Study”.
7.1.10
The South West Herts Economic Study (published in February 2016) indicates that there will be an estimated total jobs growth in the District of 8,400 during the period 2013-2036.  Of these, 43% (or 3,600 jobs) are expected to be required within ‘B’ Classes including office (Class B1).  The equates to approximately 7.1 hectares of additional land being required for office space or approximately 60,000 square metres of office space during this period.

7.1.11
The submitted details provide contradictory information regarding the amount of office space (both existing and proposed).  The submitted Design and Access Statement (page 157) refers to a total of 51,000 square feet (4,738m²) of existing office space across Units 3 and 4 being replaced by 47,000 square feet (4,366m²) of proposed office space.  However, the submitted CIL Additional Information Form indicates that there is 5,838m² of existing office space.  The proposed floor plans for Blocks A and B (as summarised at 3.10 above) indicate that 2,037m² of office space is proposed.
7.1.12
On the basis of the submitted floor plans the proposed development would provide Class B1 (office) floor space totalling 2,037m², there would be a reduction in Class B1 (office) floor space of approximately 2,701m² - 3,801m² (depending on the existing figure used) and it is noted that the main component of the proposal is the residential element totalling 401 units.
7.1.13
Whilst the content of letters from Braser Freeth Chartered Surveyors and Knight Frank LLP (pages 40-45 of Design and Access Statement) detailing the letting history of the site and submitted in support of the application are noted, these are not considered sufficient to demonstrate that the existing office space is surplus to employment needs across the plan period.  As noted above, these contradict the findings of the South West Herts Economic Study (published in February 2016) which identifies a need for additional office space.  
7.1.14
Whilst the letters state that the site is not attractive to the market, it is noted that the South West Herts Economic Study (published in February 2016) states that Tolpits Lane is;
“Overall good quality and intensively developed business park catering for a range of employment activities and sectors. There is little evident development potential. The Council should seek to support employment uses at the site”.
7.1.15
Contrary to the requirements of the NPPF it has not been demonstrated that there is no reasonable prospect of the site being used for employment use.
7.1.16
As such, the proposals would result in a net loss of Class B1 (office) floor space and are contrary to Policy SA2 of the Site Allocations LDD (adopted November 2014) and Policy CP6 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011). 

7.1.17
Paragraph 49 of the NPPF advises that;


“Housing applications should be considered in the context of the presumption in favour of sustainable development.  Relevant policies for the supply of housing should not be considered up-to-date if the local planning authority cannot demonstrate a five-year supply of deliverable housing sites”.

7.1.18
As the site is not identified as part of the District’s housing supply it is necessary to consider it as a windfall site.  Policy CP2 (Housing Supply) of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) states that applications for windfall sites will be considered on a case by case basis having regard to;

i. the location of the proposed development, taking into account the Spatial Strategy;
ii. the sustainability of the development and its contribution to meeting local housing needs;
iii. infrastructure requirements and the impact on the delivery of allocated housing sites;
iv. monitoring information relating to housing supply and the Three Rivers housing target.

7.1.19
It is noted that the Housing Land Supply Update and Annual Monitoring Report published in December 2016 indicate 9.8 years supply of housing against the target set out within the Core Strategy. 
7.1.20
The Core Strategy was adopted in October 2011 and sets out a housing target of 180 dwellings per year 2001-2026 and it is against this target that there is a 9.8 year supply of housing.
7.1.21
It is noted that in January 2016, the South West Hertfordshire Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) was published. The SHMA considers housing need over the period 2013-2036 and indicates a need for 514 dwellings per year to be provided in the Three Rivers area. The updated housing need information is a factor which must be considered in the assessment of the proposed development and can be given weight in the determination of applications. However, the SHMA does not set the housing target for the area and does not immediately invalidate the existing housing target within the Core Strategy though it is an important factor in the setting of future targets and will be taken into account in informing the review of the Local Plan.

7.1.22
The Spatial Strategy of the Core Strategy states that new development will be directed towards previously developed land and appropriate infilling opportunities within the urban areas of the Principal Town (Rickmansworth) and Key Centres (South Oxhey, Croxley Green, Abbots Langley, Chorleywood, Leavesden and Garston and Mill End) which have been identified as the most sustainable locations within the District.  More limited levels of new development will be directed towards Secondary Centres (Kings Langley, Carpenders Park, Eastbury, Oxhey Hall, Maple Cross and Moor Park).  
7.1.23
Place Shaping Policies PSP1, PSP2 and PSP3 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) set out the proportion of development that will be directed towards the Principal Town (15%), Key Centres (60%) and Secondary Centres (24%).
7.1.24
The proposed site is not within or close to the boundaries of the Key Town, Key Centres or Secondary Centres identified by the Core Strategy.  Tolpits Lane is a busy road between the settlements of Rickmansworth and Watford and the application site is within an ‘out of town’ employment area in a relatively isolated location.  The nearest station is Croxley Green which is approximately 1km from the site when taking a direct line; however, accessing the station would involve a longer walk (approximately 3km), including along Tolpits Lane which has no footpaths or street lighting for part.  There is an alternative route (approximately 1.1km) across the Business Park and Croxley Common Moor (SSSI and Local Nature Reserve).  Whilst there is a right of way across Croxley Common Moor, there is no formal footpath or lighting in this sensitive location.
7.1.25
Moor Park Station is approximately 1.8km from the site (direct line).  The submitted details indicate access via Tolpits Lane, which as noted above has limited lighting and footways.   There is alternative access via Sandy Lodge Road (approximately 2.9km), however, it is noted that this is a private barrier controlled road within the Moor Park Estate.
7.1.26
The proposed Vicarage Road Station (due to be functional in 2020) would be approximately 1.4km from the site off Hagden Lane.  It is noted that the submitted details incorrectly plot this Station a greater distance from the application site.  The proposed Cassiobridge Station (due to be functional in 2020) would be approximately 1.5km by foot/bicycle.  The most direct route to both proposed stations would include Tolpits Lane.

7.1.27
It is acknowledged at paragraph 3.14 of the Core Strategy that major development outside of the Principal Town and Key Centres is not necessarily precluded, but needs to be carefully considered because of lower accessibility.  It continues that development may be appropriate in these areas, particularly where it offers opportunities to rectify specific deficiencies in vital services and facilities or where it provides development necessary to sustain centres as providers of local employment, shopping and other services.  The proposal would not meet any such identified need and as set out above, the application site is not serviced by public bus routes, Tolpits Lane lacks footpaths and there is no specific provision for cyclists on the highway.  The site is isolated from key services and does not have easy access to existing facilities.
7.1.28
The Design and Access Statement and Transport Statements submitted in support of the application make reference to a subsidised bus route and states that the applicant and Arrivia are ‘keen to work together’ and have sought views from HCC regarding their preferred route.  The Design and Access Statement refers to two routes, route 1 connecting the site with Rickmansworth Town and route 2 connecting the site to Watford.  HCC (Sustainable Transport and Development Officer) have confirmed that their preference would be for route 2 (Watford) and that a S106 between the applicant and Arrivia could ensure a certain level of service for a certain length of time.  While improvements to public transport would be supported, no S106 Agreement has been agreed at this time to secure the necessary provisions.  Similarly, it is likely that the service would be subsidised for a temporary period and the Local Planning Authority would therefore have no mechanism to secure the long term provision of a bus route.  In any case, it is not considered that the provision of a bus route in this location would in itself overcome the above identified concerns regarding the location of the site for residential development (highways and accessibility are discussed in more detail below).
7.1.29
It is acknowledged that the application proposes some community and retail facilities to support the residential development.  However, this does not overcome concerns regarding the location and accessibility of the site for residential development given that a full range of services would not be provided.
7.1.30
Paragraph 17 of the NPPF sets out the Core Planning Principles which include;


“Actively manage patterns of growth to make the fullest possible use of public transport, walking and cycling, and focus significant development in locations which are or can be made sustainable”.

7.1.31
The application site is not located within an existing sustainable location and it has not been demonstrated that the location could be made sustainable.  The proposed location is considered to be contrary to the principles set out in the Spatial Strategy and contrary to the objectives set out in the Place Shaping Policies (PSP1, PSP2 and PSP3), Policy CP1 (Overarching Policy on Sustainable Development) of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) and the NPPF.  Furthermore, it is within an allocated employment site safeguarded for employment uses.
7.1.32
As such, development of the site as proposed would undermine the Spatial Strategy of the adopted Core Strategy and would be contrary to the requirement as set out at Core Strategy Policy CP6 and Policy SA2 of the Site Allocations document to ensure sufficient employment space to maintain and support the economic growth of the District. This would substantially outweigh any benefits of providing additional housing on the site, which is not required to meet current targets in the adopted Core Strategy. 

7.1.33
In summary, the site is an allocated employment site and the proposed development would result in a net loss of Class B1 (office) floor space, contrary to Policy SA2 of the Site Allocations LDD (adopted November 2014) and Policies CP1 and CP6 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011). The scale and location of the development would undermine the Spatial Strategy for the district.  The development would therefore also be contrary to Policy CP2 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011).
7.2
Permitted Development Rights

7.2.1
The planning history for Units 3 and 4 Wolsey Business Park is set out at section 1 above and includes three prior approval applications determined in relation to Class O (Development consisting of a change of use of a building and any land within its curtilage to a use falling within Class C3 (dwellinghouses) of the Schedule to the Use Classes Order from a use falling within Class B1(a) (offices) of that Schedule), of Schedule 2, Part 3 of the Town and Country (General Permitted Development) Order 2015.  These applications were permitted and relate to up to 71 flats at Unit 3 and 36 flats at Unit 4.  
7.2.2
Whilst not implemented to date, the applicant has indicated that the prior approval applications would be implemented in the absence of planning permission being granted and therefore consider the permitted development position to be of significant weight in the consideration this planning application.
7.2.3
Whilst the applicant’s position is noted, the Local Planning Authority does not consider the existence of permitted development rights to overcome the requirement to assess this current planning application on its merits in accordance with all policy and guidance.  

7.3
Affordable Housing/Housing Mix


Housing Mix:

7.3.1
Policy CP3 (Housing Mix and Density) of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) states that the Council will require housing proposals to take into account the range of housing needs, in terms of size and type of dwellings as identified by the Strategic Housing Market Assessment and subsequent updates, although the supporting text acknowledges that the identified proposed housing may need to be adjusted for specific schemes to take account of market information, housing needs and preferences and specific site factors.  The most recent SHMA was published in February 2016 and has identified the indicative targets for market sectors’ dwelling sizes within Three Rivers District as: 1 bedroom 7.7%; 2 bedrooms 27.8%; 3 bedroom 41.5%; and 4+ bedrooms 23%.
7.3.2
The application proposes 401 residential units broken down as 35% 1 bedroom; 45% 2 bedroom; 18% 3 bedroom and 2% 4+ bedroom.

7.3.3
The proposed housing mix would fail to meet the requirements of Policy CP3 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) and no evidence or justification has been provided to support the proposed housing mix.
Affordable Housing:
7.3.4
Paragraph 50 of the NPPF requires Local Planning Authorities to set policies to meet identified affordable housing need. The NPPF does not prescribe minimum levels of affordable housing but does require authorities to take account of viability when setting local planning policy (Paragraph 173). The background research undertaken for the Core Strategy found that the requirement for affordable housing in and around Three Rivers is exceptionally high and that in order to fully satisfy the need for affordable housing all housing delivered between 2011 and 2021 would need to be affordable (either social rented or intermediate).  However, it acknowledged that delivery of affordable housing at this level would not be economically viable and therefore to understand what level of affordable housing provision would be viable the Council undertook a Development Economics Study which concluded that on average the provision of 45% affordable housing from future housing development would be economically viable. 
7.3.5
As such, Policy CP4 (Affordable Housing) of the Core Strategy (adopted 2011) and supported by the Affordable Housing SPD, requires 45% of all new housing to be provided as affordable housing, unless it can be clearly demonstrated with financial evidence that this is not viable.  As a guide the tenure split should be 70% social rented and 30% intermediate. 

7.3.6
There are contradictions within the submitted details in relation to the level of affordable housing proposed.  Whilst the submitted Design and Access Statement sets out that the development would provide 54 affordable units, other documents including the Social Housing Plan (D&A Appendix 04), Affordable Housing Statement, application form and Viability Report refer to the provision of 32 affordable units.  The Viability report states that;

“32 affordable units are provided.  There are 23 affordable rent units and 9 shared ownership units”.

7.3.7
Provision of 32 affordable units is equivalent to 8%.

7.3.8
The application has been accompanied by a viability appraisal to justify the affordable housing provision.  The submitted viability report has been reviewed and the assessment concludes that the scheme would be viable with 45% affordable housing provision.  The review makes the following conclusions;

“The appraisal we have carried out is on a policy compliant scheme with 45% housing. This has been carried out to establish the residual land value with the policy compliant amount of affordable housing so that it can be compared to a sensible benchmark land value.

The appraisal carried out (appendix 1) shows a Residual Land Value of £21,237,000.

This demonstrates that a policy compliant scheme with 45% affordable housing is viable and generates a land value well in excess of the “benchmark” value suggested by Bespoke Property Services and our own “benchmark” of £9,775,000.

This land value is at a level that means that all of the policies of the Council can

be fulfilled”.
7.3.9
Whilst further comments have been submitted by the applicant following receipt of the Council’s review, agreement regarding the level of affordable housing provision has not been reached at this time.  It has not been demonstrated that it would not be viable to meet the policy requirement.
7.3.10
As such, the proposed development fails to meet the requirements of Policy CP4 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) and SPD: Affordable Housing (approved June 2011).
7.3.11
With regards to the distribution of the affordable units, the Affordable Housing SPD advises that the location and distribution of affordable homes, particularly on larger developments, is crucial.  The Council considers that segregating affordable and market housing is not sustainable.  To prevent the affordable housing units being clustered together and hidden away in the less desirable parts of a site the Council will require that the affordable housing units are pepper-potted throughout the site.  The submitted plans show that the proposed affordable units would be distributed between the ground, first and second floors of ‘Moor Court’.
7.4
Scale, Design, Street Scene, Character & Appearance
7.4.1
The NPPF (paragraph 56) advises that;


“The Government attaches great importance to the design of the built environment.  Good design is a key aspect of sustainable development, is indivisible from good planning, and should contribute positively to making places better for people”.

7.4.2
The NPPF continues at paragraph 60;


“Planning policies and decisions should not attempt to impose architectural styles or particular tastes and they should not stifle innovation, originality or initiative through unsubstantiated requirements to conform to certain development forms or styles.  It is, however, proper to seek to promote or reinforce local distinctiveness”.

7.4.3
Paragraph 64 of the NPPF states that:

“Permission should be refused for development of poor design that fails to take the opportunities available for improving the character and quality of an area and the way it functions”.

7.4.4
Policy CP3 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) advises that;


“The Council will promote high quality residential development that respects the character of the District and caters for a range of housing needs.  Development will make the most efficient use of land, without compromising the quality of the environment and existing residential areas”.

7.4.5
Policy CP12 (Design of Development) of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) advises that in seeking a high standard of design, the Council will expect all development proposals to:


a)Have regard to the local context and conserve or enhance the character, amenities and quality of an area


d)Make efficient use of land whilst respecting the distinctiveness of the surrounding area in terms of density, character, layout and spacing, amenity, scale, height, massing and use of materials


k) Use high standards of building materials, finishes and landscaping…

7.4.6
Policy DM1 (Residential Design and Layout) of the Development Management Policies LDD (adopted July 2013) requires all applications for residential development to satisfy the design criteria set out in Appendix 2 of the Development Management Policies LDD (adopted July 2013) to ensure that development does not lead to a gradual deterioration in the quality of the built environment, and that landscaping, the need for privacy and amenity space and the creation of identity in housing layouts are taken into account.

7.4.7
Appendix 2 (Design Criteria) of the Development Management Policies LDD (adopted July 2013) advises that new development should take into consideration impacts on neighbouring properties, both within and surrounding the development, and visual impact generally.  Oversized, unattractive and poorly sited development can result in loss of light and outlook for neighbours and detract from the character and appearance of the street scene.

7.4.8
Policy DM7 (Landscape Character) of the Development Management Policies LDD (adopted July 2013) advises that in all landscape regions, the Council will require proposals to make a positive contribution to the surrounding landscape.
7.4.9
The application form details the site area as 1.36 hectares which would indicate a residential density of approximately 295 dwellings per hectare.  Even on a sustainable site in a town centre location, this would be considered a high density and this does not take into account the non-residential aspects of the proposal.  Additionally, and as previously noted, whilst the development would contribute to the supply of housing within the district, Three Rivers District Council currently has an identified 9.8 year supply of housing sites that meet the definition of deliverability set out in the NPPF and as such the proposed residential development is not required to meet the District’s housing targets.
7.4.10
As existing, Unit 3 has a maximum width of approximately 77 metres, depth of approximately 25 metres and height of approximately 13.9 metres.  Unit 4 has a maximum width of approximately 45 metres, depth of approximately 18 metres and height of approximately 13.9 metres.  The maximum widths and depths of both Units 3 and 4 do not extend across the full extent of the buildings due to existing stepped footprints.  There is spacing of approximately 22 metres between Units 3 and 4 currently.  The existing buildings are 3 storeys, although it is acknowledged that due to their original commercial use, there are higher floor to ceiling levels than would be expected on a residential building.  Other buildings in the Business Park are generally a mix of 2 and 3 storeys.  
7.4.11
The proposed development includes three buildings.  The main building ‘Moor Court’ would be up to 8 storeys in height above ground (plus 3 storey basement) with a maximum height of approximately 30 metres and occupying a significantly greater footprint than the existing buildings due to it infilling the existing spacing between Units 3 and 4 and its design incorporating wings projecting into the existing car park area and overhanging the access road within the Business Park.  The two smaller 4 storey buildings would be sited on land currently occupied by the car park and would be sited between the higher projecting wings of the main building ‘Moor Court’.  Blocks A and B would be screened from view from the west, south and east by ‘Moor Court’ but would be visible from the north, albeit set against the backdrop of the taller main building.
7.4.12
The main building ‘Moor Court’ would have a maximum width (east to west) of approximately 180 metres and maximum depth (north to south) of approximately 32 metres.  Whilst it is acknowledged that the building would be broken up to some degree on its northern side as a result of its design incorporating curved elements and projecting wings, the spacing between the projections would be largely in-filled by Blocks A and B.  The southern elevation of the main building would run adjacent to Tolpits Lane and with a limited set back from the road (3-9 metres).  With a total width of 180 metres, this 8 storey unbroken elevation would be significantly prominent within the street scene.
7.4.13
It is considered that the scale, mass and bulk of the proposed development would be out of keeping with both the immediate surroundings and the wider area and that the building would be dominant when approaching the site from both directions along Tolpits Lane.  The excessive scale of the proposed development is demonstrated on the existing and proposed street scenes submitted with the application.
7.4.14
Whilst the desire to make efficient use of land is noted, this must be balanced against other considerations such as the requirement for development to have regard to local context.  The proposed layout is considered cramped and indicative that the proposals represent an overdevelopment of the site.  This is evidenced further by failure to comply with other policies, for example, failure to provide sufficient amenity space (discussed later in analysis) and layouts that would result in overshadowing and overlooking between units.
7.4.15
As noted above, it is acknowledged that the NPPF (paragraph 60) advises that planning policies and decisions should not impose architectural styles or particular tastes; however it is proper to seek to promote local distinctiveness.

7.4.16
The design is contemporary, which within this area may not appear out of keeping, however, there are significant concerns regarding the overall scale which would not be overcome by the use of green roofs and planting to external elevations.
7.4.17
The proposed development, by reason of its design, excessive height, width, scale, bulk and building-to-plot ratio, would be cramped and excessively dominant in the street scene and surrounding locality and would represent overdevelopment of the site, to the detriment of the visual amenities and character of the area as a whole.  This is contrary to Policies CP1, CP3 and CP12 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) and Policy DM1 and Appendix 2 of the Development Management Policies (adopted July 2013).
Landscape & Visual Impact Assessment:
7.4.18
The application has been submitted with a Primary Land Visual Impact Assessment prepared by Lockhart Garrett (Version 8 dated March 2016) and a Secondary Land Visual Impact Assessment prepared by Southwest Environmental (Revision 3 dated December 2015).  It is noted that earlier versions/revisions of these documents were submitted with application 15/1935/FUL (Lockhart Garrett Version 4 June 2015 and Southwest Environmental August 2015).  On review of the documents there is no material change in the conclusions of the reports.
7.4.19
At the time of application 15/1935/FUL, Land Use Consultants (LUC) were commissioned by TRDC to provide a review of the two Landscape and Visual Impact Assessments (LVIAs). Their report provided a technical review of the LVIAs, considering the scope, methodology, baseline, assessment and mitigation, with reference to the Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment, 3rd edition (GLVIA3).  In addition, it considered the accuracy and compliance of the included visualisations in relation to the Landscape Institute’s guidance ‘Photography and Photomontages in Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment’ and provided a professional opinion on the robustness of the judgements made in the LIVAs.
7.4.20
The review by LUC raised a number of concerns in relation to the methodology used, assumptions made, and judgements reached within the two LVIAs submitted in support of application 15/1935/FUL.  For example, LUC questioned whether appropriate landscape and visual receptors had been used and with regards to the assessment itself, questioned whether the “assessment allows a sufficiently clear understanding of the landscape effects”.  They also commented that as a consequence of the development occupying most of the site, there was little opportunity for landscaping.
7.4.21
Therefore, whilst the content of the submitted reports are noted, it is not considered that it has been demonstrated that the proposed development would have an acceptable impact on the wider landscape and hence the character and appearance of the area and its wider context.
7.5
Amenity

7.5.1
One of the core planning principles listed in the NPPF (paragraph 17) is that planning should; 


“Always seek to secure high quality design and a good standard of amenity for all existing and future occupiers of land and buildings”.

7.5.2
Policy CP12 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) states that the Council will expect development proposals to;

a) Have regard to the local context and conserve or enhance the character, amenities and quality of an area.  

c) Protect residential amenities by taking into account the need for adequate levels and disposition of privacy, prospect, amenity and garden space.

7.5.3
Policy CP12 is supported by Policy DM1 and Appendix 2 of the Development Management Policies LDD (adopted July 2013).  Appendix 2 includes design criteria against which new development should be assessed in order to ensure that they would not result in demonstrable harm to the residential amenity of neighbouring occupiers.

7.5.4
It is necessary to consider the impact of the proposed development on the residential amenities of existing neighbouring occupiers and future occupiers of the proposed development.  In this case the immediate neighbours are largely existing offices; however, the Local Planning Authority has a duty to consider the impact of development on all neighbours. 


Impact on Neighbours:
7.5.5
The application site is in an area predominantly consisting of employment uses; however, there are three residential neighbours (The Dell, Glendale and The Oaks) in a terrace to the south east of the application site.  The Dell is the closest and is located approximately 50 metres from the main building ‘Moor Court’ at the closest point.  Due to the relative siting with the three dwellings located to the south east of the application site, notwithstanding the significant mass and bulk of the main building ‘Moor Court’ it is not considered that the proposed development would result in demonstrable harm to the residential amenities of occupiers of The Dell, Glendale and The Oaks by virtue of overshadowing or loss of light.  However, there are concerns that due to the scale, height, mass and bulk of the main building and its design incorporating high levels of glazing, balconies and a green roof for amenity use, that the proposed development would represent an un-neighbourly and overbearing form of development to the detriment of the residential amenity of occupiers of The Dell, Glendale and The Oaks and would result in both actual and perceived overlooking.  The development would therefore fail to comply with Policy CP12 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) and Policy DM1 and Appendix 2 of the Development Management Policies LDD (adopted July 2013).
7.5.6
As previously noted, the majority of neighbouring units are in employment use.  Units 5 and 6 Wolsey Business Park are two-storey units located to the north of the application site.  These buildings are set back approximately 22 metres from the central access road which runs through the business park, with car parking between the buildings and access road.  The design of the proposed buildings includes an element from second floor level upwards that would overhang the central access road.  As such, the proposed buildings (‘Moor Court’ and Blocks A and B) would be sited approximately 22 metres from Units 5 and 6 Wolsey Business Park.  At a maximum height of approximately 30 metres, the main building would tower over these existing neighbouring buildings with the overall bulk of the development added to by Blocks A and B which would in-fill between the higher projecting wings.  Whilst it is noted that the design of Units 5 and 6 includes limited glazing to their southern elevations facing the application site and that unacceptable overlooking is unlikely; given the height, mass, bulk and limited separation distance and exacerbated by the siting of Units 5 and 6 due north of the application site, it is considered that the proposed development would represent an un-neighbourly and overbearing form of development, contrary to Policy CP12 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011).  There are similar concerns with regards to the impact on existing neighbouring Units within Orbital Business Park which are located even closer at approximately 6 metres from the main building at the closest point and in relation to Unit 2 Wolsey Business Park sited approximately 17 metres from the proposed development at the closest point.  In this regard, the development would also fail to comply with Policy CP6 (employment and economic development) of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) which advises that the Council will support development that sustains parts of the District as attractive areas for business location.

Amenity of Future Occupiers:
7.5.7
The residential units would vary in size from 1 – 4 bedrooms and each would have a private balcony (amenity space discussed below) and would be accessed from the internal communal areas within the building.  Those units facing south would have outlook across Tolpits Lane towards Hampermill Lake and beyond and would not be overlooked by any neighbouring buildings.  Similarly, due to the recessed nature of the proposed balconies and unbroken nature of the southern elevation, there would not be opportunities for overlooking between flats on this southern elevation.
7.5.8
Units in the outside western flank elevation would face towards the neighbouring Orbital Business Park to the west of the application site.  These are two storey buildings with limited glazing in the rear elevation such that overlooking of the proposed units is unlikely.  However, the western flank of the proposed building would be sited only 2 metres from the site boundary resulting in a limited separation distance of approximately 6 metres between the flank elevation of the proposed building and rear elevation of buildings in the neighbouring Orbital Business Park.  Whilst this would not affect units from the second floor upwards, it is considered that the amenity of occupiers of units on the ground and first floor would be adversely affected because of outlook.
7.5.9
Unit 2 Wolsey Business Park is located to the east of the application site and is a three-storey office building with glazing to all elevations.  This neighbouring Unit is separated from the application site by the roundabout and access road and is set back such that its southern most elevation is roughly level with the existing rear elevation of Unit 3.  The proposed building would be of a significantly increased depth (and height) resulting in a flank wing up to approximately 49 metres in depth at a distance of approximately 17 metres from Unit 2 at the closest point.  Whilst the separation distance and slightly angled siting of the two buildings is such that it is not considered that occupiers of proposed flats in the eastern elevation would be adversely affected through overshadowing or loss of light, it is considered that opportunities for overlooking of the proposed flats (specifically floors 1 – 3) would exist and that this would be to the detriment of the residential amenities of future occupiers.
7.5.10
There are significant concerns about the relationship between proposed units on the three central wings and inside elevations of the outer wings in terms of both overlooking and overshadowing.  In relation to overlooking, guidance within Appendix 2 of the Development Management Policies LDD (adopted July 2013) indicates that distances between buildings should be sufficient so as to prevent overlooking, particularly from upper floors.  As an indicative figure, 28 metres should be achieved between the faces of single or two storey buildings backing onto each other, although this should be greater between buildings in excess of two-storeys especially dwellings/flats with elevations which directly face one another.  Whilst it is acknowledged that the indicative 28 metre figure refers to ‘back to back’ distances and ‘distances between buildings’, it is still considered relevant.  Appendix 2 also advises that development should not incorporate balconies which would overlook neighbouring properties to any degree.  
7.5.11
There would be a separation distance of 41 metres between the central projecting wing and outer wings, however, two smaller projecting wings would be located between the main wings and would have angled elevations such that glazing and balconies would be angled towards the deeper main wings resulting in opportunities for overlooking.  For example, the balcony to Unit 88 would be angled towards and sited only 9 metres from the balcony at Unit 91.  The window serving bedroom 1 at Unit 88 would be sited less than 5 metres from the balcony at Unit 90 at the closest point.  These relationships are replicated throughout the development and would result in unacceptable levels of actual and perceived overlooking for a number of future occupiers.  
7.5.12
The limited separation distances and overall height of the proposed building would result in some units experiencing a significant sense of enclosure and overshadowing.  This would be most notable for those at lower levels on the smaller projections and on the central elements of the main projections closest to the building’s core and would be exacerbated due to the orientation of the building with the projections facing north.
7.5.13
Blocks A and B are four storey mixed use buildings sited between the main projecting wings.  They would be sited approximately 8.5 metres from the flank elevations of the main projecting wings and set back approximately 12 metres from the front elevation of the smaller wings.  Whilst residential units from floor 4 of the main building upwards would not be adversely affected, central units on the lower floors would be adversely affected both in terms of overlooking from Blocks A and B and as a result of the sense of enclosure created by the siting of these Blocks which would significantly restrict outlook from a number of units.
7.5.14
The design of the development includes an overhang element to the three main projecting wings.  The overhang at second floor level would have a depth of approximately 6 metres and it is considered that this would impact on the residential units below, resulting in an overwhelming sense of enclosure exacerbated by the north facing orientation of these units meaning these units would receive little daylight or direct sunlight making them gloomy and providing poor living conditions and outlook.
7.5.15
Whilst it is acknowledged that prospective purchasers would have sight of plans and would therefore be aware of the relationships between the proposed residential units and also between the proposed development and existing neighbouring buildings, in seeking a good standard of design the Local Planning Authority has a responsibility to ensure the provision of satisfactory residential amenities and for the reasons set out above in relation to overlooking and the overbearing nature of the development it is considered that the proposal would result in demonstrable harm to the visual and residential amenities of future occupiers and would therefore fail to comply with Policies CP1 and CP12 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) and Policy DM1 and Appendix 2 of the Development Management Policies LDD (adopted July 2013).


Amenity Space:

7.5.16
Standards for amenity space provision are set out in Appendix 2 of the Development Management Policies Local Development Document (adopted July 2013).  The requirements are 21 square metres for 1 bedroom flats, 31 square metres for 2 bedroom flats, 41 square metres for 3 bedroom flats and 51 square metres for 4 bedroom flats.

7.5.17
Appendix 2 comments that depending on the character of the development, the space may be provided in the form of private gardens or in part, may contribute to formal spaces/settings for groups of buildings.  Communal space for flats should be well screened from highways and casual passers-by.

7.5.18
The requirement for the current proposal (401 units) based on these standards is set out in the table below.
	Unit Size
	No. Of Units
	Amenity Space Required

	1 bed
	139
	2,919sqm

	2 bed
	180
	5,580sqm

	3 bed
	74
	3,034sqm

	4 bed
	8
	408sqm

	Total
	401
	11,941sqm


7.5.19
To comply with policy, private amenity space totalling 11,941 square metres would be required to serve the residential aspect of the development.
7.5.20
No external amenity space is provided at ground level; however, all three buildings forming part of this application would include green roofs.  Those on Blocks A and B would serve the users of the offices in these buildings and the green roof on the main building ‘Moor Court’ would be for use by occupiers of the 401 residential units forming the residential part of the development.  

7.5.21
The submitted plans refer to the green roof over the main building as the ‘Skygarden’.  Details of the ‘Skygarden’ are provided from page 174 of the Design and Access Statement which refers to three elements, the ‘Skylounge’, ‘Skygym’ and ‘Skyfarm’:
“The Skylounge: A place to relax after a hard day’s work or on a sunny weekend, with cool shades and soft textures creating an air of calm, with areas for gentle exercise such as tai chi or yoga, or just to pause and watch the clouds drift past.

The Skygym: For adults wanting to burn off a few calories or children seeking engaging and imaginative play, this space will offer a range of active exercise and play opportunities in all weathers.  Its design will echo this, with bold and energetic colours and textures to stimulate the body and mind.
The Skyfarm: This pioneering area will apply the principles of permaculture to food growth, providing a range of natural and organic salads, fruits and herbal…”
7.5.22
The submitted plans do not clearly identify the usable parts of the green roof, but suggest that an area of approximately 4,820 square metres would be usable amenity space.  In addition to the green roof, each flat would benefit from a balcony or terrace.  12 flats would each benefit from a terrace of approximately 25 square metres.  326 flats would benefit from a balcony with 63 flats benefiting from 2 balconies.  The total balcony space per flat would range from approximately 1.6 square metres to 6 square metres.  
7.5.23
When taking into consideration both the green roof and balconies/terraces, a total of approximately 6,134 square metres amenity space is proposed to serve the 401 residential units.  This would represent a shortfall of 5,807 square metres against adopted standards.  In percentage terms, 51% of the policy requirement of amenity space would be provided.  The shortage of amenity space against standards is considered significant.  
7.5.24
In addition to the amount of amenity space provided, it is necessary to consider the usability of the space provided and also the proximity of the site to public open space which may to some degree offset the requirement for full provision on site.  In terms of usability of the green roof, whilst this would provide a single space with an area of approximately 4,820 square metres where residents could sit, there are concerns regarding the safety and practicality of use of the green roof, for example by children for ball games.  It is also noted that the green roof would be exposed due to its height.  With regards to the balconies, it is positive to see that all residential units would benefit from their own balcony or terrace; however, these would not provide significant amounts of private amenity space.  Additionally, the building is orientated with its main unbroken elevation facing south and as such balconies and terraces to the north and central flanks of the projecting wings would experience limited sunlight due to both the orientation and scale of the building.  This would affect the usability of these balconies to some degree.
7.5.25
Croxley Common Moor is an allocated Open Space in the Site Allocations Local Development Document (adopted November 2014) and is located to the north of the application site beyond the Ebury Way.  Croxley Common Moor is within short walking distance of the site and there are footpaths where residents could walk, however, the designation of the Open Space as both a Local Nature Reserve and Site of Special Scientific would restrict the use of the Open Space to some degree.
7.5.26
It is acknowledged that, in addition to the green roof and private balconies, the application proposes a number of other facilities for residents including an internal arboretum, pool, community room, training room and projector room.  Whilst these would provide amenities for residents, this is not the amenity or garden space that standards in Appendix 2 refer to and is not considered to overcome the significant shortfall of outdoor amenity space.
7.5.27
In summary, the proposed development would fail to provide sufficient amenity space.  Whilst some reduction in standards against policy may be acceptable, the shortfall would be significant and would be to the detriment of the residential amenities of future occupiers and contrary to the adopted standards set out in Appendix 2 of the Development Management Policies LDD (adopted July 2013).  
7.6
Highways Matters

7.6.1
Policy CP1 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) advises that in ensuring all development contributes to the sustainability of the District, it is necessary to take into account the need to reduce the need to travel by locating development in accessible locations and promoting a range of sustainable transport modes.

7.6.2
Policy CP10 (Transport and Travel) of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) advises that all development should be designed and located to minimise the impacts of travel by motor vehicle on the District.  In particular, major development will be expected to be located in areas highly accessible by the most sustainable modes of transport, and to all people of abilities in a socially inclusive and safe manner in accordance with the following user hierarchy:

i. Pedestrians, particularly people with restricted mobility
ii. Cyclists and where appropriate horse riders
iii. Public transport
iv. All forms of motor vehicle

7.6.3
Policy CP10 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) advises that   Development will need to demonstrate that:


i) It provides a safe and adequate means of access


j) It is appropriate in scale to the existing infrastructure…


k) It is integrated with the wider network of transport routes…


l) It makes adequate provision for all users…


m) It includes where appropriate, provision for public transport either within the scheme or through contributions


n) The impact of the proposal on transport has been fully assessed…


o) The proposal is accompanied by a draft Green Travel Plan

7.6.4
The application has been accompanied by a Transport Assessment (TA) prepared by Nichols Consulting (July 2016).  The Highways Authority has reviewed the submitted details and have raised an objection to the development due to the overprovision of car parking.  They do not consider that the applicant has demonstrated that the proposals are not contrary to policies which seek to promote sustainable transport use.
7.6.5
In addition, further information is required in relation to swept path assessments, service and delivery plans and provision of pedestrian access; although it is acknowledged that these details could be secured via condition.

7.6.6
The submitted details include Trip Generation information.  The total proposed trip generation profile was compared to the existing trip generation profile to establish the net impact at the site.  In addition to the vehicular trip generation profile, the applicant has provided multimodal trip generation profile for method of travel to work based on 2011 Census data.  This shows a demand for public transport and footway access, as such, contributions would be sought to improve connections to/from the site.
7.6.7
The applicant has provided junction assessments for the access road with Dwight Road and the Tolpits Lane / Dwight Road roundabout.  The results indicate that the junctions will operate within desired thresholds and with minimal queuing and delays for public highway links.  In summary, the junction capacity results indicate that the additional traffic added to the network as a consequence of the proposed development is not likely have a detrimental impact on the operation of the highway network in the vicinity of the proposed development.
7.6.8
The TA includes detailed collision data for the surrounding road network.  A review of the 5 years of collision data from 1 April 2011 to 31 March 2016 revealed that there were 26 collisions in the vicinity of the site; all were designated as slight collisions.  The Highway Authority have commented that the review of the collision data does not present any safety issues with the highway and all collisions appear to have human judgement errors as contributing factors.  As such, it is not likely that the proposed development will exacerbate any existing issues.

7.6.9
In relation to access, it is noted that the proposed development would utilise the existing site access from Dwight Road, with a new access from the site road providing access to a basement car park with Automatic Parking System (APS).  The Highway Authority note that the internal layout does not allow for queuing of vehicles and therefore a Car Park Management Plan would be required to demonstrate how this would be managed.  Provision for safe pedestrian access to the site would also be required.

7.6.10
Swept Path Assessments have been provided for the servicing areas, access to the car park and access to the APS bays.  These demonstrate that all APS bays can be safely accessed/departed from.  The swept path assessments for the servicing and delivery bays demonstrate that the rigid LGVs (7.2 metres in length), can safely access the outer two servicing areas.  The central servicing area is proposed to accommodate a rigid HGV (10 metres in length); however, whilst the swept path demonstrates that a rigid HGV can safely enter the site, the swept path of the departing vehicle demonstrates that the HGV will cross over the grass area and footway.  Therefore, the Highway Authority considers that the provision of suitable bell mouth crossover arrangements are required to accommodate the turning manoeuvres of the HGV.  Additional swept paths are required to demonstrate that an articulated lorry of 16 metres in length can safely access the site.  Alternatively, a servicing and delivery plan is required to restrict the use of the bays by size of vehicle, etc.  Swept path assessments for a refuse vehicle are required to demonstrate that a refuse vehicle can safely access the refuse collection areas and to demonstrate that a refuse vehicle can safely enter the site access road and manoeuvre within to depart in a forward gear.  A refuse, servicing and delivery plan would also be required.

7.6.11
The Highway Authority notes that the proposed parking provision would significantly exceed maximum standards set out in the Three Rivers Local Plan.  Whilst acknowledging that the District is the parking authority, the Highway Authority considers that the provision of extra parking will encourage the use of a personal vehicle as a mode of transport.  As such, they do not consider the overprovision of parking to be appropriate in this location and they raise an objection in this regard.
7.6.12
The site is not currently served by any bus services.  The submitted details refer to a subsidised bus route and states that the applicant and Arrivia are ‘keen to work together’ and have sought views from HCC regarding their preferred route.  The Design and Access Statement refers to two routes, route 1 connecting the site with Rickmansworth Town and route 2 connecting the site to Watford.  HCC (Sustainable Transport and Development Officer) have confirmed that their preference would be for route 2 (Watford) and that a S106 between the applicant and Arrivia could ensure a certain level of service for a certain length of time.  While improvements to public transport would be supported, no S106 Agreement has been agreed at this time to secure the necessary provisions.  Similarly, it is likely that the service would be subsidised for a temporary period and the Local Planning Authority would therefore have no mechanism to secure the long term provision of a bus route.
7.6.13
The Business Park is flat and considered walkable by the applicant, however, the Highways Authority notes that whilst there are footways on Dwight Road, there is no footway provision on Tolpits Lane.  
7.6.14
A Travel Plan would be required to encourage sustainable transport modes and to reduce the reliance on private vehicles to ensure minimal impact to the highway safety and function as a consequence of the development.  Separate Travel Plans for the residential and commercial elements would be required.
7.6.15
A Construction Management Plan would be required to ensure that construction vehicles will not have a detrimental impact on the vicinity of the site and a condition would be required on any grant of consent to provide adequate parking for construction vehicles on-site to prevent on-street conflict and impacts to the highway safety.

7.6.16
In addition to a number of planning conditions (set out at 4.1.16) a Section 106 Agreement would also be required to secure a Construction Traffic Management Plan Planning Obligation and support for the Travel Plan.  The Highways Authority has requested a contribution towards the provision of a foot and cycle way along the northern verge of Tolpits Lane linking the site with the Moor Park estate and the underground station within it.  

7.6.17
In summary, Hertfordshire County Council as Highway Authority raises an objection to the proposed development due to overprovision of car parking.  Concerns regarding swept path assessments, servicing and delivery plans and provision of pedestrian access could be secured via conditions and a Section 106 Agreement, however, in the absence of a Section 106 Agreement to secure such measures the development would fail to comply with Policies CP1, CP8 and CP10 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011).  
7.7
Parking

7.7.1
The development proposes 1,359 car parking spaces within a 3 storey basement car park and operated by an automatic car parking system.  In addition, the basement would accommodate 31 motorcycle spaces and a 20 car electric car sharing scheme.  Cycle storage for 264 bicycles would be provided in external carousels.  An electric bike share scheme is also referred to in the submitted documents.
7.7.2
The NPPF (paragraph 39) advises that, if setting local parking standards for residential and non-residential development, local planning authorities should take into account:

· The accessibility of the development;
· The type, mix and use of development; 
· The availability of and opportunities for public transport;
· Local car ownership levels; and
· An overall need to reduce the use of high-emission vehicles.
7.7.3
Policy DM13 of the Development Management Policies LDD (adopted July 2013) advises that development should make provision for parking in accordance with the parking standards set out in Appendix 5.  

7.7.4
The adopted standards set out in Appendix 5 of the Development Management Policies LDD (adopted July 2013) vary depending on the nature/use proposed.  Appendix 5 also advises that the standards for car parking (except C3 Residential) may be adjusted according to which zone the proposed development is located in.  The application site is located in zone 4 (least accessible) where provision of 75-100% may be applied.  It is noted that the submitted Design and Access Statement refers incorrectly to the site being located within zone 3 (page 99 of D&A).
7.7.5
As noted above, parking standards vary depending on the use proposed.  The table below sets out the proposed parking requirements for this mixed use development.

	Use
	Standard


	Requirement

	Residential (C3)
	1 bed – 1.75 spaces

2 bed – 2 spaces

3 bed – 2.25 spaces

4 bed – 3 spaces


	139 x 1.75 = 243.25

180 x 2 = 360
74 x 2.25 = 166.5
8 x 3 = 24

= 793.75


	Supermarket (A1)
	1 space per 30sqm gross floor area


	Supermarket 1 (119m²)

Supermarket 2 (105m²)

224 / 30 = 7.5


	Office (B1)
	1 space per 30sqm gross floor area


	2,037 m² / 30 = 67.9


	Café/coffee shop (A3)
	1 space per 5sqm of floorspace of dining area plus 3 space per 4 employees

	120m² / 5 = 24
NB. Does not include reference to employees as details unknown.



	Gymnasium/ Aerobics/Yoga Fitness Area (D2)
	1 space per 22sqm
	61m² + 297m² = 358m²
358m² / 22 = 16



	
	
	Total: 910 spaces




NB. The requirement for the non-residential aspects totals 115 spaces.  Applying a zonal reduction (75-100% for Zone 4) would result in a requirement for 86-115 spaces to serve non-residential uses and a total requirement for 878 – 910 spaces.
7.7.6
It is noted that ‘Moor Court’ would contain other uses such as a cinema, training rooms, computer room and swimming pool that have not been included within the table above.  This is because these uses would be located within the main building for the sole use of residents and would not therefore generate their own parking requirement.  A condition could be included on any grant of consent to restrict the use of these elements to residents.
7.7.7
The provision of 1,359 car parking spaces would exceed the maximum policy requirement of 910 by 449, resulting in almost 50% overprovision.  Whilst it is acknowledged that the location is not accessible, alternatives to the private car should be encouraged.  The Highway Authority has raised concerns regarding the overprovision of car parking.  It is noted that the provision of 1,359 car parking spaces does not take account of provision for employees for the A3 use.  However, with a floor area of 120m² it is not considered that there would be a significant number of employees.  Further details regarding the automatic parking system would be required by condition and this would include the need for the submission of details of the long term management of the automatic parking system.  This is also a requirement of the Highways Authority. 
7.7.8
Whilst sufficient parking provision would be provided to meet standards, details of the allocation have not been provided and would be required.  The Design and Access Statement advises that cars would be retrieved from the basement automatic car parking system by use of a RFID key or code in the case of visitors.  Whilst it assumed that residents and employees would be issued with RFID keys, it is unclear how shoppers for example would be accommodated.  Whilst the two A1 units may be aimed at residents and office users within the development, this would not prevent external visitors.  The A1 units are small convenience size stores where users would likely be making short trips; however, no surface level parking is proposed.
7.7.9
Requirements for parking for disabled motorists are also set out in Appendix 5 of the Development Management Policies LDD (adopted July 2013).  No allocated disabled spaces are proposed as part of the development, this is due to the nature of the automatic parking system which would result in all users leaving their vehicle in a garage adjacent to the entrance of the building.  Whilst no disabled spaces are proposed, subject to further details regarding the mechanism and maintenance of the automatic parking system, this may overcome the requirement for allocated spaces.  
7.7.10
Section 4 of the NPPF relates to ‘promoting sustainable transport’ and paragraph 30 advises that encouragement should be given to solutions which support reductions in greenhouse gas emissions and reduce congestion.  Measures such as an electric car and bike share scheme would therefore be supported, subject to the appropriate level of detail regarding the operation and maintenance of such schemes.  

7.7.11
It is noted that the submitted Design Access Statement (page 100) indicates that existing neighbouring occupiers Camelot and Nissan have a shortage of parking and as such capacity has been built in to accommodate parking from neighbouring buildings who could rent spaces.  Further details would be required.  No evidence has been provided at this time to demonstrate that there is demand from neighbouring businesses for additional parking and similarly no details of how the arrangement would be managed have been provided.
7.7.12
Appendix 5 also sets out standards for cycle parking provision which should be incorporated into new developments.  These standards vary depending on the use proposed.  The table below sets out the proposed cycle parking requirements for this mixed use development
	Use
	Standard
	Requirement

	Residential (C3)
	Flats 1 space per 2 units
	401 / 2 = 200.5

	Supermarket (A1)
	1 short term space per 150sqm gross floor area plus 1 long term space per 10 maximum staff on site at any one time
	Supermarket 1 (119m²)

Supermarket 2 (105m²)

224 / 150 = 1.5
NB. Does not include reference to staff as details unknown.



	Office (B1)
	1 short term space per 500sqm gross floor area plus 1 space per 10 full time staff
	2,037 m² / 500 = 4
NB. Does not include reference to staff as details unknown.



	Café/coffee shop (A3)
	1 short term space per 100sqm gross floor area plus 1 long term space per 10 maximum staff on site at any one time

	120m² / 100 = 1
NB. Does not include reference to staff as details unknown.



	Gymnasium/ Aerobics/Yoga Fitness Area (D2)
	1 short term space per 25sqm
	61m² + 297m² = 358m²

358m² / 25sqm = 14

	
	
	Total: 221


7.7.13
Cycle storage for 264 bicycles is proposed, exceeding adopted standards.
7.7.14
The proposed development would provide sufficient parking (car and bicycle) to meet the standards set out in Appendix 5 of the Development Management Policies LDD (adopted July 2013).  
7.8
Refuse/Re-cycling/Waste

7.8.1
Policy DM10 (Waste Management) of the Development Management Policies LDD (adopted July 2013) advises that the Council will ensure that there is adequate provision for the storage and recycling of waste and that these facilities are fully integrated into design proposals.  New developments will only be supported where:

i) The siting or design of waste/recycling areas would not result in any adverse impact to residential or work place amenity

ii) Waste/recycling areas can be easily accessed (and moved) by occupiers and by local authority/private waste providers


iii) There would be no obstruction of pedestrian, cyclists or driver site lines.
7.8.2
The submitted plans illustrate that refuse storage would be provide at various points to the north of the building/site, close to the internal access road within the Business Park.  The Environmental Protection Services Manager has commented that subject to further details regarding the amount of provision, which could be secured by condition, the layout and siting of the refuse and recycling stores would appear acceptable.
7.8.3
It is noted that the buildings include a second floor overhang element which would overhang the access road at a minimum height of 6.5 metres above ground level.  The Environmental Protection Services Manager has advised that refuse collection vehicles have a maximum height of 3.8 metres and as such the proposed overhang would provide sufficient clearance.
7.8.4
Comments have also been received from HCC Minerals and Waste Policy Team in relation to minerals and waste matters.  They note that the site is located within Employment Land Area of Search (ELAS) 212 as designated within the Waste Site Allocations Document (adopted July 2014).  Uses such as general industrial (B2) and storage and distribution (B8) are considered compatible waste management uses.  As such, HCC have commented that the proposed mixed use including Classes A1, A3, B1, C3, D1 and D2 would not be compatible with the purpose of designating the site in Waste Site Allocations Document.  Whilst HCC does not wish to see the loss of identified ELAS for non-waste use, they do not raise an objection in this instance due to sufficient land remaining within the area.
7.8.5
Government policy seeks to ensure that all planning authorities take responsibility for waste management.  This is reflected in the county council’s adopted waste planning documents.  In particular, the waste planning documents seek to promote the sustainable management of waste in the county and encourage districts and boroughs to have regard to the potential for minimising waste generated by development.  This includes encouraging re-use of unavoidable waste where possible and the use of recycled materials where appropriate to the construction.  

7.8.6
Waste Policy 12 (Sustainable Design, Construction and Demolition) of the Waste Site Allocations Document (adopted July 2014) requires all relevant construction projects to be supported by a Site Waste Management Plan (SWMP) which should aim to reduce the amount of waste produced on site and should contain information including types of waste removed from the site and where that waste is being taken to.
7.8.7
Whilst HCC Minerals and Waste Policy Team note that the application has been accompanied by a SWMP, they do not consider that the submitted document contains all necessary details that would be expected to be included to ensure that waste arising from the demolition and construction on the site will be managed effectively.  The submitted document does not include estimated waste arisings which should be included.  In addition, whilst stated in the monitoring section that there should be a comparison of the estimated quantities of each waste type against the actual quantities, the table within the document does not include a section for the recording of the actual waste arisings. The document states that it will be updated to explain any differences in circumstances between the first draft of the plan and any subsequent updates and actual final performance.  HCC Minerals and Waste Policy Team have commented that this is encouraging as it provides the opportunity to record any deviation from the actual waste arisings and targets for waste management which is a key part of learning lessons for future projects.
7.8.8
The submission of an updated SWMP to address these points would be a conditional requirement of any grant of consent.
7.9
Wildlife & Biodiversity

7.9.1
Section 40 of the Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act 2006 requires Local Planning Authorities to have regard to the purpose of conserving biodiversity.  This is further emphasised by regulation 3(4) of the Habitat Regulations 1994 which state that Councils must have regard to the strict protection for certain species required by the EC Habitats Directive.  The Habitats Directive places a legal duty on all public bodies to have regard to the habitats directive when carrying out their functions. 

7.9.2
The NPPF (paragraph 109) advises that the planning system should contribute to and enhance the natural and local environment by:

“Minimising impacts on biodiversity and providing net gains in biodiversity where possible, contributing to the Government’s commitment to halt the overall decline in biodiversity, including by establishing coherent ecological networks that are more resilient to current and future pressures”.

7.9.3
When determining planning applications, the NPPF (paragraph 118) advises that Local Planning Authorities should aim to conserve and enhance biodiversity by applying principles which include:

· If significant harm resulting from a development cannot be avoided, adequately mitigated, or, as a last resort, compensated for, then planning permission should be refused.

· Opportunities to incorporate biodiversity in and around developments should be encouraged.

7.9.4
National Planning Policy requires Local Authorities to ensure that a protected species survey is undertaken for applications where biodiversity may be affected prior to the determination of a planning application.  This is in line with Policy CP9 (Green Infrastructure) of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) which sets out the Council’s priorities for green infrastructure, which includes conserving and enhancing key biodiversity habitats and species.

7.9.5
Policy DM6 of the Development Management Policies LDD (adopted July 2013) requires that development conserves, enhances, and where appropriate, restores biodiversity.

7.9.6
The Biodiversity Checklist identified the need for further surveys and as such the application has been accompanied by a Primary Ecology Survey prepared by Arbtech Consulting (September 2014) and a Preliminary Ecological Appraisal prepared by Ecological Survey and Assessment Limited (ECOSA) (April 2016).  A Technical Note has also been prepared by ECOSA.
7.9.7
Croxley Common Moor, which is a Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI), Local Natural Reserve (LNR), and Commonland, lies just over 100 metres to the north of the application site.  Croxley Common Moor is the only known location in the UK for the Slate Sober moth.  There is also a non-statutory Local Wildlife Site 40 metres to the south - Hamper Mill Lakes (reference: 89/004).  These sites have been recognised for their habitats and species interest. 

7.9.8
Natural England has viewed the submitted details and does not object to the proposal but considers that conditions are necessary should planning be granted, to ensure that there are no impacts upon Croxley Common Moor SSSI or its non-notified species of significant concern, the Slate Sober moth.
7.9.9
In order to ensure an appropriate lighting design that is appropriate to the location and does not impact negatively on biodiversity, Natural England have requested that a condition be included on any grant of consent requiring a detailed lighting plan to be submitted.  This would also address the comments of Hertfordshire Ecology who have made similar comments regarding the need for further lighting details.
7.9.10
Natural England also note that intrusive site investigations would be required prior to construction and have requested a condition which seeks to achieve a conceptual understanding of ground and surface water interactions and hydro-ecological requirements for the designated features at Croxley Common Moor SSSI and associated ground and surface water catchments; provision of information on ground and surface water levels pre construction; details of dewatering during construction including timings and volumes of water to be abstracted and modelling information to show potential lowering of groundwater during and post dewatering at Croxley Common Moor SSSI.
7.9.11
The application may provide opportunities to incorporate features into the design which are beneficial to wildlife, such as the incorporation of roosting opportunities for bats or the installation of bird nest boxes as set out in the submitted report.  The Local Planning Authority would seek to secure such measures by condition on any grant of consent. 
7.9.12
Whilst the concerns of the Biodiversity Projects Officer are noted, subject to appropriate conditions it is not considered that the proposed development would result in demonstrable harm to the SSSI, LNR or protected species and the proposal would therefore be acceptable in this regard in accordance with Policy CP9 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) and Policy DM6 of the Development Management Policies LDD (adopted July 2013).
7.10
Amenity & Children’s Play Space Provision in New Residential Development
7.10.1
Policy DM11 of the Development Management Policies LDD (adopted July 2013) relates to ‘Open Space, Sport and Recreation Facilities and Children’s Play Space’.  The policy advises that in order to ensure that new residential developments do not exacerbate deficiencies in open space and children’s play space, new residential development will be expected to provide for amenity and children’s play space:

“Developments of 25 or more dwellings or 0.6ha (whichever is greater) should make provision on site for open space and play space.  10% of the site area should be set aside as open space, and where the development is likely to be occupied by families with children 2% of the site area should provide formal equipped play facilities”.

7.10.2
The application form refers to a site area of 1.36 hectares.  Provision of 10% of the site would therefore result in a requirement for 1,360 square metres as open space and 272 square metres as formal equipped play space.  This requirement is additional to the requirement for private amenity space considered at 7.5 above.
7.10.3
As set out in the amenity section above, due to the footprint of the built form there would be limited opportunity for open space to be provided at ground level around the building, although planting and hard landscaping is proposed around the buildings.  The plans indicate that external amenity space for residents would be provided on a green roof over the main building ‘Moor Court’.  Whilst the extent of usable parts of the green roof is not clear from the submitted plans, they suggest an area of approximately 4,820 square metres would be usable amenity space.  Whilst this would exceed the 10% site area figure in terms of open space, as discussed previously in this analysis, there would be a significant shortfall of amenity space against standards.

7.10.4
In terms of equipped play facilities, illustrative visual renders have been submitted with the application and include images of an internal equipped play area, however, no real detail has been provided at this time and it is also difficult to identify the location of this facility on the proposed floor plans.
7.11
Trees & Landscaping
7.11.1
Paragraph 109 of the NPPF advises that the planning system should contribute to and enhance the natural and local environment by protecting and enhancing valued landscapes.

7.11.2
In ensuring that all development contributes to the sustainability of the District, Policy CP12 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) advises that development proposals should:

7.11.3
i) Ensure that development is adequately landscaped and is designed to retain, enhance or improve important existing natural features; landscaping should reflect the surrounding landscape of the area and where appropriate integrate with adjoining networks of green open spaces.

7.11.4
Policy DM6 (Biodiversity, Trees, Woodlands, Watercourses and Landscaping) of the Development Management Policies LDD (adopted July 2013) advises that development proposals for new development should be submitted with landscaping proposals which seek to retain trees and other landscape and nature conservation features.  Landscaping proposals should also include new trees to enhance the landscape of the site and its surroundings as appropriate.
7.11.5
The Council’s Landscape Officer has viewed the submitted details and notes that there are no arboricultural constraints for the site.  They therefore raise no objection subject to conditions.  They refer to their previous comments (application 15/1935/FUL) where they noted that there are some early mature trees (including London Plan and Pine Trees) which are part of the original planting scheme for the Business Park that have established well within the vicinity.  It would be beneficial if these could be incorporated into any development as they would make an instant impact and would contribute to any future landscaping.

7.11.6
With regards to landscaping, the Landscape Officer notes that the roof garden will be an exposed site and therefore they assume that appropriate plants will be used and measures implemented to limit exposure.  Further details would be required by condition.

7.11.7
The Landscape Officer has requested a number of conditions to be included on any grant of consent including landscaping details; landscape management plan details; no felling or lopping and tree protection details.
7.12
Flood Risk / Drainage / Contamination / Pollution
7.12.1
The NPPF at paragraph 94 states:


“Local Planning Authorities should adopt proactive strategies to mitigate and adapt to climate change, taking full account of flood risk, costal change and water supply and demand considerations”.

7.12.2
Paragraph 100 states:


“Inappropriate development in areas at risk of flooding should be avoided by directing development away from areas at highest risk, but where development is necessary, making it safe without increasing flood risk elsewhere…”

7.12.3
Paragraph 103 continues:


“When determining planning applications, local planning authorities should ensure flood risk is not increased elsewhere and only consider development appropriate in areas at risk of flooding where, informed by a site specific flood risk assessment following the sequential test, and if required the exception test, it can be demonstrated that;


- within the site, the most vulnerable development is located in areas of lowest flood risk unless there are overriding reasons to prefer a different location; and

- development is appropriately flood resilient and resistant, including safe access and escape routes where required, and that any residual risk can be safely managed, including by emergency planning; and its gives priority to the use of sustainable drainage systems”.

7.12.4
Paragraph 109 of the NPPF advises that the planning system should contribute to and enhance the natural and local environment by remediating and mitigating despoiled, degraded, derelict, contaminated and unstable land, where appropriate.
7.12.5
Policy CP1 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) recognises that taking into account the need to (b) avoid development in areas at risk of flooding will contribute towards the sustainability of the District.  In certain circumstances, and provided effective mitigation measures are in place, development may be acceptable in such areas.  Policy CP1 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) also advises that in order to contribute towards the sustainability of the District, development proposals should manage and reduce risk of and from pollution in relation to quality of land, air and water dealing with land contamination.  
7.12.6
Policy CP12 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) also acknowledges that the Council will expect development proposals to build resilience into a site’s design taking into account climate change, for example flood resistant design.

7.12.7
Policy DM8 (Flood Risk and Water Resources) of the Development Management Policies LDD (adopted July 2013) advises that development will only be permitted where it would not be subject to unacceptable risk of flooding and would not unacceptably exacerbate the risks of flooding elsewhere and that the Council will support development where the quantity and quality of surface and groundwater are protected and where there is adequate and sustainable means of water supply.

7.12.8
Policy DM9 (Contamination and Pollution Control) of the Development Management Policies LDD (adopted July 2013) requires development to include Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDs).  Policy DM9 also advises that the Council will refuse planning permission for development which would or could give rise to polluting emissions to land, air and/or water.
7.12.9
The application has been accompanied by a Drainage Strategy prepared by Thomasons (March 2016); Contamination Desk Study Assessment Report prepared by Brownfields Solutions Ltd (July 2015) and Flood Risk Report prepared by Enviro Centre (July 2015).
7.12.10
No comments have been received from the Environment Agency at this time, however, it is acknowledged that they raised no objection subject to conditions to previous application 15/1935/FUL.  A Preliminary Risk Assessment (PRA) was considered necessary and should identify all previous uses of the site; potential contaminants associated with those uses; a conceptual model of the site indicating sources, pathways and receptors; and potentially unacceptable risks arising from contamination at the site.  This is necessary as the site is located within Source Protection Zone (SPZ) 1 for public water supplies.  A site investigation scheme based on the PRA, an options appraisal and remediation strategy and verification plan would also be required.
7.12.11
A Verification Report demonstrating completion of the works set out in the approved remediation strategy and the effectiveness of the remediation was also considered necessary and should include results of sampling and monitoring carried out in accordance with the approved verification plan to demonstrate that the site remediation criteria have been met. It should also include a plan for longer-term monitoring of pollutant linkages, maintenance and arrangements for contingency action, as identified in the verification plan. 

7.12.12
Further details would be required by condition for any piling or other foundation designs using penetrative measures.  This would include details of any ground source heating/cooling and geo-thermal systems using penetrative methods.  This would be necessary as some piling techniques can facilitate pathways for contaminants to migrate to ground water.
7.12.13
A long-term monitoring and maintenance plan in respect of contamination including a timetable of monitoring and submission of reports to the Local Planning Authority would also be required.

Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems (SuDS):
7.12.14
Herts County Council as Lead Local Flood Authority (HCC LLFA) are responsible for assessing surface water flood risk.  Having reviewed the submitted details they raise no objection on flood risk grounds and consider that the proposed development can be adequately drained and mitigated if carried out in accordance with the overall drainage strategy.
7.2.15
The drainage strategy is based upon attenuation and discharge into Thames surface water sewer using two outfalls from the site both limited to 5l/s resulting in a total run-off from the site of 10l/s. HCC LLFA acknowledge that rainwater harvesting will be provided within the drainage system to assist in reducing surface water run-off.
7.2.16
A total of 598m³ attenuation volume is required for the 1:100 plus 40 % for climate change event.  The proposed surface water drainage for the buildings will provide the required attenuation for the buildings plus extra for rainwater harvesting. Surface water would discharge to the Thames Water sewer at 5l/s from the ground level tank only when the rainwater harvesting volume is exceeded.  The surface water drainage for the external hardstanding areas would be contained within a separate network and discharged by utilising permeable paving with flow restricted to 5l/s. Thames water have been contacted and confirmation has been provided that they are satisfied in principle to the proposed connection.
7.2.17
In light of the above, subject to appropriate conditions including in relation to future maintenance provision, no objection is raised to the proposed sustainable urban drainage system (SuDS) and the proposal would be acceptable in this regard in accordance with Policies CP1 and CP12 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) and Policy DM8 of the Development Management Policies LDD (adopted July 2013).
7.13
Sustainability

7.13.1
The National Planning Policy Framework, at Paragraph 6. states that “The purpose of the planning system is to contribute to the achievement of sustainable development. The policies in paragraphs 18 to 219, taken as a whole, constitute the Government’s view of what sustainable development in England means in practice for the planning system.”

7.13.2
Paragraph 7 continues…”There are three dimensions to sustainable development: economic, social and environmental. These dimensions give rise to the need for the planning system to perform a number of roles:

· an economic role – contributing to building a strong, responsive and competitive economy, by ensuring that sufficient land of the right type is available in the right places and at the right time to support growth and innovation; and by identifying and coordinating development requirements, including the provision of infrastructure;

· a social role – supporting strong, vibrant and healthy communities, by providing the supply of housing required to meet the needs of present and future generations; and by creating a high quality built environment, with accessible local services that reflect the community’s needs and support its health, social and cultural well-being; and

· an environmental role – contributing to protecting and enhancing our natural, built and historic environment; and, as part of this, helping to improve biodiversity, use natural resources prudently, minimise waste and pollution, and mitigate and adapt to climate change including moving to a low carbon economy.

7.13.3
It is necessary to consider whether the application proposal constitutes sustainable development, in the context of the NPPF’s advice.


Economic Role:

7.13.4
The application site forms part of the Tolpits Lane Employment Site Allocation as allocated by the Site Allocations Local Development Documents which was adopted in November 2014.  Policy SA2 of the Site Allocations LDD (adopted November 2014) states that;


“Allocated employment sites will be safeguarded for business, industrial and storage or distribution uses.  


Sites allocated as having potential for mixed use development may provide for mixed use development including, but not limited to business, industrial and storage or distribution; residential or community uses”.


The site is not allocated for mixed use development.

7.13.5
Policy CP6 (Employment and Economic Development) of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) seeks to support the sustainable growth of the Three Rivers economy by (for example);


“(j) Continuing to focus employment use within the key employment areas within the District”.

7.13.6
Tolpits Lane is listed within Policy CP6 as one of the key employment areas that the policy seeks to safeguard.  In addition, and in recognition of the need to protect employment sites, the Council made a non-immediate Article 4 Direction on 5 August 2016 which removes permitted development rights for changes of use from office or light industrial to residential use within the Tolpits Lane employment area.  The direction was confirmed on 13 October 2016 and will come into effect on 5 August 2017 (in the case of office to residential) and the 30 September 2017 (in the case of light industrial to residential).  The Council considers the Article 4(1) Direction to be necessary to protect this important location for employment within the District and to secure the viability of businesses within the employment area.

7.13.7
The proposals would result in a net loss of Class B1 (office) floor space and are therefore contrary to Policy SA2 of the Site Allocations LDD (adopted November 2014) and Policy CP6 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011).
7.13.8
As set out at section 7.5 (amenity) above, concerns are raised regarding the impact of the proposed development on neighbouring business and commercial units and in this regard the development would fail to comply with Policy CP6 (employment and economic development) of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) which advises that the Council will support development that sustains parts of the District as attractive areas for business location.

7.13.9
Whilst it is acknowledged that there may be some economic benefits, for example, as a result of employment during construction and the inclusion of employment generating components to the scheme (e.g. office, retail, gym, café etc), and the provision of additional housing stock, these are not so significant to overcome other identified concerns or to justify approval of a development that is not considered sustainable in other regards. 


Social Role:

7.13.10
The proposed development fails to meet the requirements of Policy CP4 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) and SPD: Affordable Housing (approved June 2011), together with the appropriate housing mix in terms of unit sizes.

7.13.11
The development fails to provide sufficient amenity space for future residents contrary to policy and by reason of its excessive scale, height and design incorporating extensive glazing and balconies and relationship with surrounding development, would result in unacceptable levels of overlooking of a number of the residential units and would create a sense of overbearing and enclosure that would be experienced by a number of the residential units to the detriment of the residential amenities of future residential occupiers.
7.13.12
Concerns have also been raised regarding the inaccessibility of the site in terms of proximity and accessibility to existing public transport links, shops and services.   

7.13.13
As such, the development is not considered to be socially sustainable.

Environmental Role:

7.13.14
Paragraph 93 of the NPPF states that:


“Planning plays a key role in helping to shape places to secure radical reductions in greenhouse gas emissions, minimising vulnerability and providing resilience to the impacts of climate change, and supporting the delivery of renewable and low carbon energy and associated infrastructure”.

7.13.15
Policy CP1 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) stipulates that all applications for new residential development of one unit and above must be submitted with a ‘CPLAN Energy and Sustainability Statement’ demonstrating the extent to which sustainability principles have been incorporated into the location, design, construction and future use of proposals, and the carbon emissions.  Following the withdrawal of ‘CPLAN’, from the 21 March 2016 the requirement has been to submit an Energy Statement to demonstrate that development will achieve a 5% saving over the 2013 Building Regulations in accordance with the attached guidance instead of CPLAN.

7.13.16
Policy DM4 (Carbon Dioxide Emissions and On-Site Renewable Energy) of the Development Management Policies LDD (adopted July 2013) stipulates that from 2013, applicants will be required to demonstrate that development will produce 5% less carbon emissions than Building regulations Part L requirements (2013) having regard to feasibility and viability.  This may be achieved through a combination of energy efficiency measures, incorporation of on-site low carbon and renewable technologies, connection to a local, decentralised, renewable or low carbon energy supply.  The policy states that from 2016, applicants will be required to demonstrate that new residential development will be zero carbon. However, the Government has announced that it is not pursuing zero carbon and the standard remains that development should produce 5% less carbon dioxide emissions than Building Regulations Part L (2013) requirements having regard to feasibility and viability.
7.13.17
The submitted details demonstrate that the development proposals would exceed these requirements and therefore meets the requirements of Policy DM4 of the Development Management Policies LDD (adopted July 2013) in this regard.

7.13.18
The submitted Design and Access Statement provides details of the measures proposed to ensure that the building would be an EPC A+ building (total energy neutral).  This would be achieved in part through the design incorporating a large central atrium; triple glazing and efficient lighting, but also through measures such as ground source heat pumps; geo-thermal electricity generation; solar PV; vertical axis wind turbines; water reclamation and green roofs.
7.13.19
Policy DM5 of the Development Management Policies LDD (adopted July 2013) advises that in considering proposals for large-scale renewable energy developments, assessment will include consideration of the potential impacts on residential and workplace amenity and the visual amenity of the local area.  The prominence of the development would be emphasised by the roof mounted wind turbines and high levels of solar PV to all elevations.    
7.13.20
The credentials of the proposed development in terms of energy efficiency and renewable energy are commendable, however, the NPPF is clear that there are three dimensions to sustainable development, and as such the advanced energy efficiency credentials in themselves may not amount to a sustainable development in the context of the NPPF’s advice.
7.13.21
Paragraph 17 of the NPPF sets out the Core Planning Principles which include;


“Actively manage patterns of growth to make the fullest possible use of public transport, walking and cycling, and focus significant development in locations which are or can be made sustainable”.

7.13.22
The proposed application site is not located within an existing sustainable location and it has not been demonstrated that the location could be made sustainable.  The proposed location is considered to be contrary to the principles set out in the Spatial Strategy and contrary to the objectives set out in the Spatial Strategy’s Place Shaping Policies (PSP1, PSP2 and PSP3) and Policy CP1 (Overarching Policy on Sustainable Development) of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) and the NPPF.

7.13.23
The application also proposes an electric car and bike share scheme.  The submitted Design and Access Statement (page 91) refers to a 20 car electric car share scheme and on page 94 an electric bike share scheme (20 bikes).  Whilst it is acknowledged that these proposed measures would contribute towards reducing greenhouse gas emissions, it is also noted that the electric car share scheme would account for only 1.5% of the proposed parking (the submitted plans indicate basement parking for 1,379 cars including the 20 electric car shares).  The provision of 1,359 car parking spaces would exceed the maximum policy requirement of 910 by 449, indicative of the fact that the proposed scheme would be heavily car dependant.  
7.13.24
The application has therefore not adequately demonstrated that it is environmentally sustainable as required by the National Planning Policy Framework and contrary to Policies CP1, CP9 and CP12 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) and Policies DM6 and DM8 of the Development Management Policies LDD (adopted July 2013).


Summary:
7.13.25
There is increasing pressure on Local Authorities to ensure that development is sustainable.  The application proposes a number of renewable and energy efficiency measures which is viewed positively.  However, whilst some weight is attached, the advanced energy efficiency credentials of the proposed development does not mean that the proposal meets the definition of sustainable development as set out in the NPPF. 
7.13.26
The application site is not located within an existing sustainable location and it has not been demonstrated that the location could be made sustainable.  
7.13.27
Paragraphs 6-9 of the NPPF are clear that ‘sustainability’ should not be interpreted narrowly. Sustainable development also includes ‘seeking positive improvements in the quality of the built environment as well as in people’s quality of life’. On this wider basis, as set out above, it is not considered that the development would amount to sustainable development for which there would be a presumption in favour of.
7.14
Planning Obligations & CIL
7.14.1
Paragraph 203 of the NPPF states that:

“Local Planning Authorities should consider whether otherwise unacceptable development could be made acceptable through the use of conditions or planning obligations.  Planning Obligations should only be used where it is not possible to address unacceptable impacts through a planning condition”. 

7.14.2
Policy CP8 (Infrastructure and Planning Obligations) of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) advises that: 


“Development proposals will provide, or make adequate contributions towards, infrastructure and services to:


a) Make a positive contributions to safeguarding or creating sustainable, linked communities


b) Offset the loss of any infrastructure through compensatory provision


c) Meet ongoing maintenance costs where appropriate”.

7.14.3
The Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) is a planning charge, introduced by the Planning Act 2008 as a tool for local authorities in England and Wales to help deliver infrastructure to support the development of their area. It came into effect In Three Rivers on 1 April 2015 following the adoption by the Council of the CIL Charging Schedule in February 2015.  However, the application site is located within Area C where the CIL charge is nil.  As such no CIL contribution would be required in relation to the proposed development.
7.14.4
Hertfordshire County Council Property Services seeks to secure fire hydrant provision.  Historically this has been by way of a S106 Agreement.  However, provision could be secured via condition if the development was not subject to a Section 106 Agreement for other contributions/provisions. 

7.14.5
A S106 Agreement may be required to secure a Construction and Logistics Plan Planning Obligation and support for the Travel Plan.  The S106 agreement should include a contribution towards the provision of a foot and cycle way along the northern verge of Tolpits Lane linking the site with the Moor Park estate and the underground station within it.  Mitigation measures for local junctions may also be required under a S106 Agreement.  Provisions to secure a subsidised bus service would also be required.
7.14.6
A S106 Agreement is also likely to be required to secure the maintenance of open space and play space.
7.14.7
No S106 Agreement has been agreed at this time.  In the absence of a S106 Agreement to secure these provisions, the development would fail to comply with Policies CP1, CP8 and CP10 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) and Policy DM11 of the Development Management Policies LDD (adopted July 2013).
7.14.8
As noted at section 7.3 above, the proposed development fails to meet the requirements of Policy CP4 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) and SPD: Affordable Housing (approved June 2011).

7.15
Other Matters
7.15.1
Screening is the process of deciding which projects will require an Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA).  It is noted that no request for a Screening Opinion has been made at this time.
8.
Recommendation
8.1
That PLANNING PERMISSION BE REFUSED for the following reasons:


R1
The site is within an allocated Employment Area and the proposals would result in a net loss of Class B1 (office) floor space.  The proposed development, by reason of its excessive scale, height, design and proximity to existing buildings would be an overbearing and overdominant form of development to the detriment of the amenity of neighbouring business occupiers.  The proposal would therefore be contrary to Policy SA2 of the Site Allocations LDD (adopted November 2014) and Policy CP6 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011).

R2
The site is remotely located and is not within an existing sustainable location and it has not been demonstrated that the location could be made sustainable.  There is also high dependence on the private car evidenced by the overprovision of car parking spaces.  The NPPF seeks to ensure that patterns of growth make the fullest possible use of public transport and that developments that generate significant movement are located where the use of sustainable transport modes can be maximised.  The proposal is contrary to these strategic aims which seek to achieve a sustainable pattern of development and would undermine the Spatial Strategy of the Core Strategy.  The development would fail to comply with Policies CP1, CP2 and CP12 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) and the NPPF.

R3
The proposed development, by reason of its design, excessive height, width, scale, bulk, building-to-plot ratio which would not allow adequate space for landscaping, would be cramped, excessively dominant in the street scene and surrounding locality and would have an adverse impact on the landscape.  It would represent overdevelopment of the site, to the detriment of the visual amenities, appearance and character of the street scene and area as a whole.  This is contrary to Policies CP1, CP3 and CP12 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011), Policies DM1 and DM7 and Appendix 2 of the Development Management Policies (adopted July 2013) and the NPPF.

R4
The proposed development, by reason of its excessive scale, bulk, height, design and close proximity to existing buildings, would result in an overbearing and overdominant form of development and overlooking to the detriment of the visual and residential amenities of neighbouring occupiers at The Dell, Glendale and The Oaks, contrary to Policies CP1 and CP12 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) and Policy DM1 and Appendix 2 of the Development Management Policies LDD (adopted July 2013).


R5
The proposed development, by reason of its excessive scale, height and design (including layout/arrangement of flats) incorporating extensive glazing and balconies and relationship with existing development, would result in unacceptable levels of overlooking of a number of the proposed residential units and would create a sense of overbearing and enclosure that would be experienced by a number of the residential units to the detriment of the residential amenities of future residential occupiers.  The proposed development would also fail to provide sufficient amenity space to the detriment of the residential amenities of future occupiers.  This is contrary to Policies CP1 and CP12 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011), Policies DM1 and DM11 and Appendix 2 of the Development Management Policies LDD (adopted July 2013) and the NPPF.

R6
The proposed development fails to meet the requirements of Policy CP4 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) and SPD: Affordable Housing (approved June 2011) in that the scheme would not provide policy compliant affordable housing and it has not been demonstrated that it would not be viable to meet policy requirements for affordable provision; a S106 Agreement has not been agreed to secure provision; and the proposed housing mix would fail to meet the requirements of Policy CP3 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) and no evidence or justification has been provided to support the proposed housing mix.

R7
The proposed development would result in a significant increase in demand for sustainable transport provision in the area.  There is currently a shortage of these facilities in the area. The proposed development would exacerbate this situation and in the absence of a signed agreement under the provisions of Section 106 of Town and Country Planning Act 1990 fails to recognise the impact of the development upon these services.  The proposal would also attract a requirement for fire hydrant provision. The application therefore fails to meet the requirements of Policies CP1, CP8 and CP10 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011).
8.2
Informatives

I1
 ASK   \* MERGEFORMAT In line with the requirements of the National Planning Policy Framework and in accordance with the Town and Country Planning (Development Management Procedure) (England) Order 2015, the Local Planning Authority has considered, in a positive and proactive manner, whether the planning objections to this proposal could be satisfactorily resolved within the statutory period for determining the application. Whilst the applicant and the Local Planning Authority engaged in pre-application discussions and further information has been submitted through the course of the application, the proposed development fails to comply with the requirements of the Development Plan and does not maintain/improve the economic, social and environmental conditions of the District.

