EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE – 26 NOVEMBER 2007

SUSTAINABLE ENVIRONMENT
POLICY AND SCRUTINY COMMITTEE- 4 DECEMBER 2007

PART   I –   DELEGATED
  13.
THREE RIVERS LOCAL DEVELOPMENT FRAMEWORK  - REPORT OF PUBLIC CONSULTATION ON CORE STRATEGY; SUPPLEMENTAL ISSUES AND OPTIONS

(DLE)

This is a KEY DECISION because the matter would have an effect on two or more Wards in the district.

1.
Summary
1.1
This report sets out the results of the public consultation carried out on the Core Strategy: Supplementary Issues and Options Paper (‘Planning Your Future’) during the Summer and Autumn of 2007. It also sets out how the Core Strategy will be progressed to the next stage of its development (the ‘Preferred Options’ stage). 

1.2 
A report of this nature would normally be considered by SEPSC before going to the Executive Committee. However, as there is no Executive Committee in December and in order not to delay the preparation of the LDF, it is necessary on this occasion to present the report to the Executive Committee prior to  SEPSC. It will still nevertheless be possible to take into account any comments made by SEPSC before the next stage. This is reflected in the wording of the recommendations at the end of this report.

2.
Details

2.1
Public consultation on the Core Strategy initially took place in 2006. The results of the consultation were reported to HEPP and the Executive Committee in November 2006. Since then a number of changes have taken place at national and regional level. Notably this included a new government policy statement on the delivery of housing (PPS 3), progress on the review of the Regional Spatial Strategy (East of England Plan) and further understanding of the new planning system developed from experience gained by other authorities and the Government Office. This resulted in a Supplemental Issues and Options Paper being published for consultation in July 2007. 

2.2
The Supplemental Paper covers the following main areas:

· Housing Supply and Delivery; in particular how the District can ensure a continuous supply of housing and deal with an uplift in the regional allocation of housing for Three Rivers from 3600 to 4000 between 2001 and 2021. 

· Broad Locations for the additional new housing development identified including the need to identify land on the edge of existing settlements as urban capacity diminishes
· Spatial Strategy Options for future employment and retail development 

· Strategic Transport Issues

· Development Control Policies

· Implementation and Monitoring Strategy 
2.3
Public consultation took place on the Paper over a 10 week period between the 20 July and the 28 September 2007. This included:
· Writing to a range of statutory and non - statutory consultees

· Writing to over 600 people on the LDF database including those who have expressed an interest at previous consultation stages

· Making all documentation available on the Council’s website, at Council offices, all public libraries, and a range of leisure and health venues

· Holding a permanent display/exhibition at Three Rivers House 

· Holding meetings with stakeholders including the Local Strategic Partnership and the HARI Partnership
· Holding an LDF Focus Group meeting of local residents and service providers

· Issuing press releases and a public notice in the local press

2.4
The deadline for returning responses was extended by two weeks (from the middle to the end of September) in order to maximise the number of responses.In total 404 responses were returned in the form of questionnaires and letters from a range of people including statutory bodies, individual residents, parish councils, service providers, developers and land owners.

2.5
The overall level of response is considered to be comparatively good for this type of consultation, particularly when added to the 500 + responses received in 2006 as part of the initial consultation. The consultation in 2007 also coincided with consultation on two separate Supplementary Planning Documents (SPDs) where a further 140 responses were made (see separate report on the agenda).

2.6
Appendix 1 sets out a comprehensive analysis of all the comments made. They are broken down by each of the questions posed as part of the consultation Questionnaire. The analysis also includes comments on how the proposals in the consultation document would be regarded from a sustainability perspective. This is based on a Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA)/Sustainability Appraisal (SA) of the document, prepared by consultants (Halcrow). 
2.7
The approach taken, and work undertaken by the Council to date as part of the consultation has generally been commended by the Government Office for the East of England (GO EAST). 

Key findings


Distribution 

2.8
About half of all the responses came from residents in the Croxley Green area, strongly objecting to the identification of the North Croxley Green Housing area as a location for future housing growth on the basis of loss of open space/Green Belt and existing pressure on services and infrastructure. The rest were fairly evenly distributed from around the district.  A map showing the distribution of respondents from within the district is included in Appendix 1. 

Additional Housing Development (Questions 1-6)

2.9
Most respondents accept that the Council has no real choice but to explore locations for new housing development in order to meet future housing needs, and therefore agreed with the option to identify new broad housing areas, including those on the edge of the existing built up area and within the Green Belt (Q.1/2). 
2.10
Most respondents agree with the criteria used to assess the broad areas for housing growth which include planning constraints and accessibility to key local facilities. Some additional and more detailed criteria suggestions were also put forward by respondents particularly in terms of environmental quality and capacity of services/infrastructure (Q.3/4).
2.11
In terms of which of the eight Options should be taken forward as housing locations (Q.5):

· The South-East Abbots Langley (Leavesden Park) scored the highest, with the West of South Oxhey (Little Furze School) and East Kings Langley (Employment Area) also scoring at the upper end of the priority rankings

· The North Croxley Green area was the lowest priority. The responses for the East of Abbots Langley area (Woodside) and to a lesser extent the North East Croxley Green (Croxley Business Park) are also skewed towards the lower rankings

· For the remaining areas, the picture is more mixed. The responses for the North East Maple Cross area (Maple Lodge) peak in the middle ranking areas, indicating a fairly neutral response, neither strongly for or against. For the East Carpenders Park area (nursery), the responses are skewed slightly towards the higher to medium end, suggesting more in favour than against.

2.12
On the basis of the all the responses and rankings, an overall priority ranking for the areas can be derived as follows where 1=highest, and 8= lowest:
	Rank 
	Area

	1.

	South East Abbots Langley (Leavesden Park)

	2.
	West of South Oxhey (Little Furze)



	3.
	East Kings Langley (Employment Area)



	4.
	East Carpenders Park (Nursery)



	5.
	North East Maple Cross (Maple Lodge)



	6.
	South East Croxley Green (Croxley Business Park)



	7.
	East of Abbots Langley (Woodside)



	8. 
	North Croxley Green 




2.13
This ranking is broadly supported by the Sustainability Appraisal (SA) as far as the top (Leavesden) and bottom (N. Croxley) rankings go. There is more of a mixed picture for those in between with areas performing well on some criteria but not on others. This is referred to in more detail in Appendix 1. 
2.14
A range of other areas were put forward as alternative locations for housing (Q.6), the most popular being the Chorleywood and Moor Park areas. A number of landholders have put forward specific sites/areas of land forward for this purpose, most notably:
· West of Green Street, SE of Chenies Road, Chorleywood (20ha) 
· North of Abbots Langley, S of Toms Lane (20ha) 
· Griggs Field, Batchworth Heath (15ha) 
· Langleybury House/ School (10ha)
· Land off Love Lane, Abbots Langley (5ha)


Spatial Strategy and Broad Locations for Employment (Q.7-15)
12.15
The majority of respondents agreed with the release of some employment land, (Q7). The SA supports the principle of mixed use development and taking into account existing land uses and character, the SA considers that Leavesden and Croxley Business Park are more suited to release of land than at the Kings Langley Employment Area.
12.16
The location with the largest potential for releasing employment land (Q8) was seen as being Leavesden Park (a proportion of about 45%). This is supported by the SA, particularly given the over supply of offices emanating from this location. Smaller proportions of release of employment land were indicated for the other two main employment areas with the SA indicating that the release of land at Kings Langley should be relatively small. 
12.17
Where employment land is used for other purposes the most popular uses indicated include residential and community uses (Q.9). This is supported by the SA but in addition, land for services, amenity and open space also needs to be set aside to enable mixed use development to function viably.
12.18
In terms of the Maple Cross Employment area (Q10), there was overall support for employment uses to be extended onto the Maple Lodge site, although such support was not overwhelming (62/38% in favour).  The SA indicates that whilst there are environmental and accessibility constraints in this area, there is potential for the development of a viable mixed use scheme together with  improved services and amenities, though this should only be prioritised if carried out in conjunction with the residential development option (North East Maple Cross housing option -Q5).
12.19
If additional employment uses were planned for the Maple Lodge site, the most favoured type of use was office or light industrial land use (Q.11). The SA supports the provision of light industrial and warehousing development in the interests of employment diversity, although this should not be in close proximity to proposed residential areas and at furthest distance from Stockers Lake (i.e. it should be clustered to the north west of the site).
12.20
In terms of the East Carpenders Park Area (Delta Gain), there was almost a two thirds majority not to retain the area for employment use (Q12) and the most favourable alternative use was residential (Q13).  The SA notes that the area is accessible and there are relatively few environmental conflicts, though a flood zone does extend through the site. Whilst there are opportunities to promote the area as part of a viable mixed use development, the SA recommends that it is retained for employment use (offices), particularly if the area at East Carpenders Park is taken forward as a broad housing area (Q.5).
12.21
In terms of Rickmansworth Town Centre, there was support (two thirds in favour) of retaining existing office space (Q14). The most popular alternative use identified (Q15) was residential. The SA recognises that as there are many small offices throughout the town, particularly above shops, there are few direct environmental implications to redeveloping these sites. As such, it would be preferable for Rickmansworth Town Centre to retain its existing office space wherever possible so that it can continue to function as a viable mixed use development.

Spatial Strategy and Broad Locations for Retail (Q16-17)

12.22
There was a mixed response as to which key settlement should accommodate additional shopping growth (Q16), but there was most support for Option C (all five key centres) and Option D (one or two key centres only). If only one or two centres were earmarked for retail growth, there was strongest support (Q.17) for Abbots Langley, Rickmansworth and South Oxhey as centres where growth should be focussed. The SA indicates that Option C (all five key centres) is potentially the most sustainable in so far as encouraging the viability of all centres in the district, meeting everyday shopping needs, reducing the need to travel and spreading employment opportunities. 


Strategic Transport Issues (Q18-19)

12.23
The response indicates that the majority of respondents (Q.18) agree with the both the policy measures (eg. reduce congestion, increase accessibility by non- car modes of travel) and physical measures (eg. implementing the Croxley Rail Link, promoting cycling, controlled parking) put forward to improve the transport network in the district. The SA broadly supports the measures put forward, although all potential impacts would need to be assessed as part of balanced approach.  Alternative sustainable modes of transport should be developed alongside traffic and parking constraints. 
12.24
The response (Q.19) also lists specific measures which expand upon the measures already put forward in the consultation document; these indicate high support for improving the public transport network in the district, including implementation of the Croxley Rail Link. There is also support for highway improvement measures and increased parking provision in the district. The SA states that there is a slight lack of policy measures relating to environmental protection, increasing rural accessibility and accessibility for areas of social/ economic deprivation. The SA also advises the inclusion of physical measures relating to flooding and transport infrastructure, for example through highway improvement works including installation of Sustainable Urban Drainage Schemes (SUDS). It also supports the principle of sustainable freight distribution, Green Travel Plans and encouragement of hybrid vehicles. 

Generic Development Control Policies
12.25
The list of potential DC policies and criteria put forward in the consultation document was strongly supported. The SA undertakes a detailed assessment of each of the policy topic areas and criteria against the SA objectives. Only a small number are identified as being in potential conflict and recommendations are made in relation to developing each topic area/criteria further as part of the Preferred Options stage.   

12.26
A range of additional topic areas/criteria that should also be included were identified by both the respondents and the SA; these included education, transport and healthcare provision and sustainability policies in relation to energy efficiency, sustainable construction and preparing for climate change. 

Appendices
12.27
The responses also included a few comments on the Appendices to the Consultation document. This included comments on the clarity of the Key Diagram (Appendix 1), the accuracy of some of the access to services data used in the Settlement Appraisal (Appendix 5) and the need for the Vision and Objectives for the Core Strategy to be more ‘distinctive’ in relation to the local Three Rivers area.

Next Steps

12.28
The results of the Core Strategy: Supplemental Issues and Options consultation exercise will be used to inform the next stage of the Core Strategy; the ‘Preferred Options’. The Preferred Options will contain the Council’s proposed strategy in relation to all of the key planning issues identified in the consultation exercise.  It will also take into account the previous consultation undertaken in 2006 on the original Core Strategy Issues and Options. 

12.29
The Preferred Options stage will involve further public consultation. It is anticipated that this will take place in Spring 2008, by which time the final East of England Plan should have been finalised. The Preferred Options will also be informed by ongoing joint working between this district and adjoining and other Hertfordshire authorities in relation to housing and employment needs and land availability and the Hertfordshire Infrastructure and Investment Strategy.  

12.30
The broad areas in relation to housing, employment and retail development that are taken forward in the Core Strategy Preferred Options will also be translated into more specific sites as part of the Site Allocations Development Plan Document. Again it is anticipated that consultation on the Issues and Options version of this document will be carried out in Spring 2008. 

12.31
As the Core Strategy progresses through the processes towards adoption, it will carry increased ‘weight’ in the determination of planning applications, and will eventually supersede the existing Three Rivers District Plan.

3.
Options/Reasons for Recommendation
3.1
The Council is legally required to have a Core Strategy in place as part of its LDF. There is therefore no real alternative option to the Council preparing the document, submitting it for independent examination and finally adopting it.

3.2
It is recommended that the public consultation undertaken to date, in the form of the responses set out in Appendix 1, be noted and taken into account in preparing the ‘Preferred Options’ Core Strategy document.
4.
Policy/Budget Implications
4.1
The recommendations in this report are fully in accordance with the Council’s agreed policy as set down in the Strategic Plan to prepare the Local Development Framework.
5.
Financial Implications
5.1
  Preparation of the Core Strategy has been funded by the existing budget allocated for production of the Local Development Framework.
6.
Legal Implications
6.1
    The Council is legally required to have a Core Strategy in place as part of its LDF. Through the submission of its revised Local Development Scheme (project plan) to the Secretary of State earlier this year, the Council is further committed to its production. Failure to prepare a Core Strategy could lead to legal challenge and government intervention.

7.
Equal Opportunities Implications

7.1
Relevance Test

	Has a relevance test been completed for Equality Impact?

	Yes

	Did the relevance test conclude a full impact assessment was required?


	No  


7.2
Impact Assessment
  

What actions were identified to address any detrimental impact or unmet need? None required.
8.
Staffing Implications
8.1
  The Core Strategy has been prepared by Planning Policy team in collaboration with other parts of the Council, and supported by technical assistance from consultants as appropriate. 
9.
Environmental Implications
9.1
   The LDF will be concerned with protecting and enhancing the environment and mitigating the impacts of development. LDF documents will generally need to be accompanied by Sustainability Appraisal (SA) so that options are fully tested against environmental as well as social and economic criteria. An SA was carried out on each of the Options put forward for consultation identifying the impact of each option on the environment, the economy and social structure. The Appraisal will be used to help determine which Options are taken forward to the Preferred Options stage. 

10.
Community Safety Implications
10.1
The LDF will seek to ensure that new development will be designed to minimise opportunities for crime and anti-social behaviour.  
11.
Customer Services Centre Implications
11.1
  The CSC has been briefed to respond to requests for information on the Core Strategy/LDF generally.  
12.
Website Implications
12.1
The results of the recent public consultation exercise will be made available on the Council’s website. The website already contains a significant amount of information on the LDF and associated documents relating to the evidence base and sustainability appraisal. It will be regularly updated. As part of the recent consultation, respondents were also able to respond using Public Access. 
13.
Risk Management Implications
13.1
The Council has agreed its risk management strategy which can be found on the website at http://www.threerivers.gov.uk.  The risk management implications of this report are detailed below.
13.2
The subject of this report is covered by the Development Plans and Transportation service plan. Any risks resulting from this report will be included in the risk register and, if necessary, managed within this plan.
13.3

The following table gives the risks if the recommendation(s) are agreed, together with a scored assessment of their impact and likelihood: 

	Description of Risk
	Impact
	Likelihood

	1
	The quality and quantity of consultation work carried out to date under Regulation 25 may not be considered to be appropriate and may be challenged under the tests of soundness at the Examination stage of the Core Strategy, leading to a delay in adoption.
	III
	E


13.4
The following table gives the risks that would exist if the recommendation is rejected, together with a scored assessment of their impact and likelihood:

	Description of Risk
	Impact
	Likelihood

	2
	Not using the consultation work to date to inform the Preferred Options could lead to challenge under the test of soundness at the Examination stage.
	III
	C

	3
	Not preparing a Core Strategy could lead to legal challenge 
	III
	C

	4
	A delayed Core Strategy could jeopardise the award of future  Housing and Planning Delivery Grant
	III
	D

	5
	Delay of an adopted Core Strategy could lead to a delay in the adoption of other LDDs creating uncertainly in the planning process and/or appeals of planning decisions and costs awarded against the Council.
	III
	D


13.5
The risks above are already included in service plans:

13.6
The above risks are plotted on the matrix below depending on the scored assessments of impact and likelihood, detailed definitions of which are included in the risk management strategy. The Council has determined its aversion to risk and is prepared to tolerate risks where the combination of impact and likelihood are plotted in the shaded area of the matrix. The remaining risks require a treatment plan. 
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13.7
In the officers’ opinion none of the new risks above, were they to come about, would seriously prejudice the achievement of the Strategic Plan, and are therefore operational risks. The effectiveness of treatment plans are reviewed by the Audit Committee annually.
14.  
Recommendation

14.1
That subject to the views of the Sustainable Environment Policy and Scrutiny Committee, the Executive Committee is recommended to:


1.
Note the public consultation (Regulation 25) responses to the Core Strategy: Supplemental Issues and Options as set out in Appendix 1 of this report.


2.
Agree that the responses be used, together previous consultation and Sustainability Appraisal work, to inform the ‘Preferred Options’ stage of the Core Strategy, and the Issues and Options stage of the Site Allocations DPD.

Report prepared by: Renato Messere, Planning Policy Manager.


Background Papers


  
· Local Development Scheme (approved May 2007)
· Core Strategy Issues and Options document (June 2006)

· Core Strategy Supplemental Issues and Options document (July 2007)

· Statement of Community Involvement (July 2006)


The recommendations contained in this report DO constitute a KEY DECISION. 

APPENDICES / ATTACHMENTS
   


Appendix 1 - Consultation responses on Core Strategy: Supplemental Issues and Options (July 2007) 

Form A – Relevance Test – SPDs for Sustainable Communities and Amenity and Children’s Play Space in New Residential Developments
	Function/Service Being Assessed:


1. Populations served/affected:

√ Universal (service covering all residents)?

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Targeted (service aimed at a section of the community –please indicate which) ?

2. Is it relevant to the general duty? (see Q and A for definition of ‘general duty’)

Which of these three aspects does the function relate to (if any)?:

√ 1 – Eliminating Discrimination  

√ 2 – Promoting Equality of Opportunity

√ 3 – Promoting good relations   

Is there any evidence or reason to believe that some groups could be differently affected?


√ No
   

Which equality categories are affected?

3. What is the degree of relevance?

In your view, is the information you have on each category adequate to make a decision about relevance?

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No (specify which categories)

Are there any triggers for this review (for example is there any public concern that functions/services are being operated in a discriminatory manner?) If yes please indicate which:

√ No Not at present

4. Conclusion 

On the basis of the relevance test would you say that there is evidence that a medium or high detrimental impact is likely? (See below for definition)



 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No

Note: if a medium or high detrimental impact has been identified then a full impact assessment must be undertaken using Form B.

Completed forms should attached as an appendix to the relevant report and a copy sent to the Community Partnerships Unit in Corporate Development, Strategic Services.

Definition of Low, Medium or High detrimental impact.
For any one (or more) equality group the following evidence is found:

	
	Evidence may come from one or more of the following sources:

· Local service data
· Data from a similar authority (including their EIA)

· Customer feedback

· Stakeholder feedback

· National or regional research

	High Relevance
	There evidence shows a clear disparity between different sections of the community in one or more of:

· levels of service access;

· quality of service received; or

· outcomes of service.

	Medium Relevance
	The evidence is unclear (or there is no evidence) if there is any disparity in terms of:

· levels of service access;

· quality of service received; or

· outcomes of service.

	Low Relevance
	The evidence shows clearly there is no disparity in terms of:

· levels of service access;

· quality of service received; or

· outcomes of service.
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