EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE – 1 DECEMBER 2008
SUSTAINABLE ENVIRONMENT POLICY AND SCRUTINY COMMITTEE– 13 JANUARY 2009
PART   I -   DELEGATED  
12.
LOCAL DEVELOPMENT FRAMEWORK  - CHANGES TO CORE STRATEGY DEVELOPMENT PLAN DOCUMENT: ‘PREFERRED OPTIONS’ 

(DCES)
1.
Summary

1.1
The Core Strategy ‘Preferred Options’ were considered by the Executive Committee (20.10.08) and Sustainable Environment Policy and Scrutiny Committee (6.10.08). Previous reports highlighted a small number of gaps and uncertainties that were dependent on the results of on-going studies. This report sets out changes to the technical document that are considered necessary in order to reflect up to date information and circumstances. The Committee is recommended to agree the changes, prior to public consultation in early 2009.
2.
Details
2.1
The Executive Committee previously agreed that any final minor changes to the ‘Preferred Options’ in advance of public consultation could be delegated to the Director of Community and Environmental Services, in consultation with the Portfolio Holder (subject to those changes being previously e mailed to all Members of the Executive Committee). However some of the changes proposed in this report are considered to be of sufficient importance to warrant them being formally considered by the Executive Committee. 
2.2               The schedule attached as Appendix 1 sets out the proposed changes to the Core Strategy technical document. When looking at these changes, Members are asked to refer back to the large document that was appended to the Executive Committee report on the 20.10.08. Further hard copies of this document will be available in the Members Room.  The schedule identifies:

· Which part of the document is proposed to be altered

· What the change is

· Why the change is required. 

                    The schedule includes one key proposed change:
                     Little Oxhey Lane, Carpenders Park

2.3                Members will recall that the site was identified as one of the six larger sites for future housing development. The site is shown on the map in Appendix 2.  At the Sustainable Environment Policy and Scrutiny Committee (6.10.08), there was some concern expressed by Members that the site could be reserved by the landowner for future cemetery use. Although earlier land search enquiries had revealed no information about this, officers have carried out further investigations. 
2.4                It is understood that the freehold of the land in question is owned by the London Borough of Brent.  As shown on the map in Appendix 2, land to the north is reserved for the expansion of the existing Carpenders Park Lawn Cemetery. Land to the south is leased to the existing nursery on a long lease, but nevertheless ‘reserved’ by Brent for future cemetery use, should the need arise. 
2.5                The London Borough of Brent has been asked to clarify its position on whether or not it would support the designation of the southern part of the site, around the nursery, for future housing development. It will formally consider the matter on the 3.12.08, however officers will be able to give a verbal update on Brent’s likely resolution at the Executive Committee meeting. It is important that the position is clarified before public consultation takes place as councils should only consult on sites where there is a reasonable prospect that they will come forward for development. 
2.6                It is recommended that the final decision as to whether to retain, alter or remove the Little Oxhey Lane site as a larger housing site be delegated to the Director of Community and Environmental Services, in consultation with the Portfolio Holder. 
                     Other matters
2.7               One significant outstanding matter to be resolved prior to public consultation relates to affordable housing, and in particular the targets that should be set within the Core Strategy. A further report on this will be presented to the Sustainable Environment and Scrutiny Committee and Executive Committee in the January 2009 cycle. The report will be informed by the results of on-going  studies and discussions. 

Next steps

2.8
Subject to committee endorsement of the changes to the ‘Preferred Options’ as set out in this report, it is proposed that full public consultation takes place for  at least six weeks throughout February and March 2009.  This will be carried out through various means, in accordance with the Council’s adopted Statement of Community Involvement. In this regard, Members’ aspirations to consult widely and fully in all parts of the district have been noted.   
2.9
The responses from consultation will help shape the next stages of the Core Strategy. These include the ‘Publication’ and ‘Submission’ stages in 2009 and ‘Adoption’ in 2010.
3.
Options/Reasons for Recommendation

3.1
The Council has a legal duty to progress its Local Development Framework. There is therefore no real alternative option to the Council preparing the document, submitting it for independent examination and finally adopting it. The Core Strategy is the most important part of the LDF. 
3.2
Therefore subject to comments made by the Sustainable Environment Policy and Scrutiny Committee, the Executive Committee is recommended to approve the proposed changes as set out in Appendix 1. 
4.
Policy/Budget Implications
4.1
  The recommendations in this report reflect Council policy as stated in the Strategic Plan to prepare a Local Development Framework for Three Rivers.
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 and this will continue throughout 2008/9. The anticipated costs of the examination process will be addressed as part of current and future budgetary processes. 
6.
Legal Implications
6.1
The Council is legally required to have a Core Strategy in place as part of its Local Development Framework. Failure to prepare a Core Strategy could ultimately 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
Work on the LDF is being met from existing staff within the Development Plans Service and external consultants.  The Core Strategy has already involved significant input from other parts of the organisation. 
9.
Environmental Implications
9.1
The ‘Preferred Options’ will be tested as part of the sustainability appraisal process. A sustainability appraisal report will be also be published and made available at the time of public consultation.

10.
Community Safety Implications
10.1
None specific. 
11.
Customer Services Centre Implications
11.1
CSC staff will be fully briefed prior to commencement of the public consultation exercise.   
12.
Website Implications
12.1
Full details of the consultation will be made available on the Council’s website. 
13.
Risk Management and Health and Safety Implications

13.1
The Council has agreed its risk management strategy which can be found on the website at http://www.threerivers.gov.uk. In addition, the risks of the proposals in the report have also been assessed against the Council’s duties under Health and Safety legislation relating to employees, visitors and persons affected by our operations.  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 process undertaken on the Core Strategy is not found to be ‘sound’ when it comes to the Examination process. 
	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
	Any delay in progress on the Core Strategy could lead to uncertainty in the planning process and potential increase in planning appeals.
	III
	C


13.5
Of the risks above the following are already included in service plans:

	Description of Risk
	Service Plan

	2
	A delay in the delivery of the LDF.
	Development Plans and Transportation


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
The Executive Committee is recommended:

A. That subject to the views from the Sustainable Environment Policy and Scrutiny Committee, it approves the proposed changes to the Core Strategy ‘Preferred Options’ technical document, as set out in Appendix 1, for public consultation purposes. 
               B.  That in relation to the Little Oxhey Lane site at Carpenders Park, the final decision as to whether to retain, alter or remove the site as one of the larger housing sites be delegated to the Director of Community and Environmental Services, in consultation with the Portfolio Holder. 


Report prepared by:
Renato Messere, Development Plans Manager.  

Background Papers

Reports to Executive Committee (20.10.08) and Sustainable Environment and Scrutiny Committee (6.10.08, 4.11.08).                     


APPENDICES / ATTACHMENTS

Appendix 1: Schedule of proposed changes to Core Strategy ‘Preferred  

                    Options’ technical document. 
                    Appendix 2: Map of Little Oxhey Lane, Carpenders Park. 


Appendix 3: Form A Relevance Test.
Appendix 3
Form A – Relevance Test - 

	Function/Service Being Assessed:


1. Populations served/affected:

√ Universal (service covering all residents)? Yes. 
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?


All. 

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?

Yes.
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)



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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