  

  EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE – 29 MARCH 2010

PART   I   - DELEGATED   
9.  
LOCAL DEVELOPMENT FRAMEWORK CORE STRATEGY: SUBMISSION STAGE


(DCES) 

  This is a KEY DECISION because the matter would have an effect on two or more Wards in the District. 
1.
Summary
1.1
  To inform the Committee of the latest version of the LDF Core Strategy and to seek approval to move to the next stages.  Subject to consideration by the Executive Committee and subsequently by full Council, it is recommended that the Core Strategy is published in June 2010 for a statutory six week consultation period and afterwards is submitted to the Secretary of State (anticipated in September 2010). The publication of the Core Strategy for submission to the Government represents an important step in the journey of the Core Strategy towards its adoption.

1.2 
A report of this nature would normally be presented to the Sustainable Environment Policy and Scrutiny Committee (SEPSC) in advance of the Executive Committee. However, in order not to delay the production of the Core Strategy and the lack of any scheduled SEPSC meetings within a suitable timeframe, this has not been possible on this occasion.  The report does, however, refer to the recommendations made by the LDF Member Working Group at its meeting on the 10 March 2010 in relation to future housing supply and sites. 

2.
Details

2.1
Significant progress has been made on the LDF in recent years including: 

· Adoption of the Council’s Statement of Community Involvement (setting out the Council’s consultation standards for the LDF) 

· Preparation of several technical studies to inform the LDF (covering housing, employment, open space, retail, flood risk, infrastructure etc.)

· Adoption of two Supplementary Planning Documents (covering sustainability/climate change and open space/children’s play space) 

· Four rounds of public consultation on the Core Strategy, the latest culminating in the ‘Further Preferred Options’ published in November 2009

· Preparation of relevant Sustainability Appraisals (testing the likely impact of each LDF document on the environment, the economy and on society)

· Submission of five rounds of Annual Monitoring Reports (to test how policies are performing against relevant indicators).
2.2
Members will recall that the Executive Committee at its meeting on the 1 February 2010, approved an update to the Council’s Local Development Scheme. This is a project plan setting out which LDF documents will be produced and by when. The project plan was informed by discussions held with the Planning Inspectorate and the Government Office to review the scope, nature and timing of all the various LDF documents. In essence, we will now be progressing three main types of LDF documents, known as Development Plan Documents (DPDs): 

· Core Strategy DPD – setting out our long-term vision for future development in the District.  This includes a broad spatial strategy setting out how much development we will plan for, broadly where such development will be directed within the District and how we can deliver such development on the ground with our partner organisations. It also contains the most important or ‘core’ polices that are needed to help achieve sustainable development, including affordable housing. It is necessary that the Core Strategy be examined ahead of all other DPDs so that all documents are in accordance with the overarching Core Strategy. 

· Site Allocations DPD – allocating key land uses including housing, employment, Gypsies and Travellers, retail, education and employment sites. Considerable work and public consultation have already been carried out in relation to housing sites.  The housing work will be ‘banked’ pending further work and consultation on the other land uses and brought together as a single document covering all land use allocations. The Site Allocations DPD will be submitted to the Government once the Core Strategy has been through the examination process and declared ‘sound’.

· Development Management Policies DPD – setting out the ‘everyday’ policies required for assessing planning applications including detailed design, parking and amenity standards.  

The project plan has now been approved by the Government and has been published on our website (www.threerivers.gov.uk). 


Housing Sites

2.3
The subject of this report relates to the Core Strategy, which does not include the allocation of individual housing sites to meet future housing requirements. As set out above, this will now be covered in a future Site Allocations document.  Nevertheless before focussing attention on the Core Strategy, it is important to set out the current position regarding the selection of future housing sites particularly in light of recent public consultation. 

2.4
Members will recall that public consultation took place between November 2009 and January 2010 on specific housing sites in order to meet our regional housing targets to 2026. Almost 1900 responses were received. The headline results have been made available to all Members and are now on our website.  These were discussed at a meeting of the LDF Members Working Group on the 10 March 2010.  The Group noted the results and the fact that there was broad public support for the majority of the sites. The two key exceptions to this were in relation to the Killingdown Farm site, Croxley Green (9% in favour, 91% against) and Fairways Farm/Penfold Golf Course, Garston (47% in favour, 53% against). The Working Group also reviewed the nature of objections received in relation to these sites and in particular the impact of the proposed developments on the green belt. 

2.5
As a consequence, the Working Group has recommended that:

· In the case of the Fairways Farm/Penfold Golf Course (indicative capacity of 300 dwellings), this site be excluded from further consideration and not be taken forward as part of the Site Allocations document.

· In the case of the Killingdown Farm site, the larger site (indicative capacity of 160 dwellings) not be taken forward but that the original smaller site (indicative capacity of 30 dwellings), centred around the existing farm buildings, be taken forward as part of the Site Allocations Document.


The Executive Committee is asked to endorse these recommendations in taking forward the Site Allocations document. 

2.6
The Working Group will need to meet again to review the housing supply situation and, in particular, how the shortfall in supply arising from the above recommendations can be addressed through other means/sites. It is not anticipated at this stage that previously rejected sites will be reconsidered for inclusion as allocated sites. Further consideration on sites will take place throughout the course of the year and may involve further public consultation where new sites are identified, or changes are proposed to the original sites. At this stage, a final list of sites has yet to be agreed. The Group will also consider other land allocations for employment, Gypsy and Traveller accommodation, education, retail and open spaces.  It is important to note that the consultation undertaken to date on housing sites has now been ‘banked’ by the Council, and will be used to inform the development of the Site Allocations document. 


Core Strategy

2.7
The latest version of the Core Strategy is attached as Appendix 1. This has been informed by the previous work set out in paragraph 2.2, in particular from significant engagement with the public and statutory bodies, many technical studies and the testing of various options through independent sustainability appraisals.  The document is essentially a slimmed down and refined version of the Core Strategy: Preferred Options document that we consulted on in February and March 2009.  

2.8
The Core Strategy is split into the following elements:


Spatial Vision and Strategic Objectives

2.9
The spatial vision is about what Three Rivers should be like in 2026. The strategic objectives set out how the vision will be achieved. Taking into account local priorities, we see the District remaining a prosperous, safe and healthy place where people want and are able to live and work. We acknowledge that some growth in housing and jobs is needed to meet the requirements set out in the East of England Plan but want to ensure that future development is sustainable. This means, amongst other priorities, continuing to reduce our carbon emissions, providing more affordable housing and improving access to facilities and services. It also means working more collaboratively with our partners such as those on the Local Strategic Partnership (LSP). 


Spatial Strategy 

2.10
In order to accommodate the levels of growth required by the East of England Plan, we will continue to direct future development within our existing towns and villages and within brownfield locations in the urban area. However, through our spatial strategy we acknowledge that in due course some development will also be required in greenfield locations, on the edge of existing settlements and within the green belt.  Such development will, however, have to be fully justified and meet a range of sustainability criteria. 

2.11
Although specific sites will in future be set out in a separate LDF Site Allocations Document, we are required to set out within the Core Strategy in broad terms where such development should be located within the District. This includes the broad split between the major settlements and between the urban area and green belt land. Taking into account our spatial strategy, the nature of our settlements and the availability of future housing land, it is proposed that:

Housing provision will be made primarily from within the existing urban area (approximately 70% of total housing development between 2001-2026), and also from housing sites at the most sustainable locations on the edge of existing settlements in the Green Belt (approximately 30% of total supply between 2001-2026).
Housing development 2001-2026 across the District would be broadly distributed with:

· Approximately 15% in the Principal Town (Rickmansworth)

· Approximately 60% in the Key Centres (South Oxhey, Croxley Green, Abbots Langley, Chorleywood, Mill End, Leavesden and Garston)
· Approximately 24% in the Secondary Centres (Kings Langley, Carpenders Park, Moor Park and Eastbury, Maple Cross, Oxhey Hall)

· 1% in Villages (Bedmond, Sarratt)


Place-Shaping Policies

2.12
These policies set out in more detail how each of the main settlements will develop over time, taking into account their unique local characteristics. This  also includes identifying measures to improve infrastructure (transportation, community facilities, open space etc.) within each town and village. 


Core Policies

2.13
These are the key policies that will guide and direct development in the District, taking into account national and regional requirements and local priorities:

· Overarching Policy on Sustainable Development: ensuring that new development contributes to tackling climate change by increasing energy efficiency of buildings, using water and other natural resources wisely, recycling of materials and reducing food risk

· Policy on Reducing Carbon Emissions: requiring developers to submit C Plan energy statements to demonstrate how their developments reduce carbon emissions, including through the use of renewable energy

· Policies on Housing: ensuring a continuous supply of housing land, a range of types and sizes of homes and meeting the needs of Gypsies and Travellers (no specific housing or Gypsy and Traveller sites are indentified in the Core Strategy. These will be set out in a later Site Allocations document) 

· Policy on Affordable Housing: setting a target of 45% of all new housing to consist of affordable housing.  This will be achieved either through a commuted payment on small sites (1-9 dwellings) or direct provision on site through larger schemes (10+ dwellings)

· Policy on Employment: seeking a balance between homes and jobs in the District with some redistribution of employment land including some losses (to housing) at Kings Langley and Leavesden and gains (at Maple Cross). 

· Policy on Town Centres and Shopping: seeking to maintain the vitality and viability of existing centres in the District with some small scale increase in non-food retail provision where opportunities arise

· Policy on Transport: providing support for schemes such as the Croxley Rail Link, the development of a strategic cycle network and improvements to bus services to support existing and new developments

· Policy on Infrastructure and Planning Obligations: requiring providers to plan adequately for schools, health facilities, green infrastructure, transport facilities etc.; it highlights the need for a new secondary school in the Rickmansworth/WD3 part of the District as confirmed by Hertfordshire County Council (precise site to be progressed through the Site Allocations document) and requires developers as well to contribute to infrastructure. 

· Policy on Monitoring and Delivery: setting out a monitoring framework to ensure that the Core Strategy remains up to date. This also includes an Infrastructure Delivery Plan setting out what type of infrastructure is planned or needed, the agencies involved and timing of delivery. 


High Level Development Management Policies 

2.14
These are important general policies to help control development and determine planning applications. More detailed policies and guidance will be covered in a later Development Management Policies document and subsequent Supplementary Planning Documents.  The two key policies in the Core Strategy are: 

· Policy on Green Belt: protecting the extent of the existing green belt but recognising that some reviews of boundaries will be necessary to accommodate housing growth. Boundary changes will be set out in the Site Allocations document; however it is anticipated that coverage of the green belt in the District will fall by about 1% from 77% to 76%. This includes removal from the green belt of some land east of the film studios at Leavesden aerodrome. This was recommended to the Executive Committee by the Development Control Committee on 18 March 2010 (Application no. 10/0080/FUL – relating to the extension of the film studios). It refers to land identified as a potential future housing site in the Core Strategy Further Preferred Options document. 

· Policy on Design of Development: seeking a high level of design from all new development in relation to the character of the area, amenities of residents, designing-out crime etc.).


Next stages

2.15
Officers consider the document to be generally ‘sound’ in accordance with Government tests and requirements.  However, in order to add to the robustness of the document, it will be necessary to undertake the following steps:

· Carry out some limited and focussed consultation with the Local Strategic Partnership, particularly in relation to the Infrastructure Delivery Plan (mentioned in paragraph 2.13 above)

· Reflect on the findings of the Sustainability Appraisal of the Core Strategy 

· Feed in any further information arising from some technical studies which are drawing to an end

· Finalise the mapping requirements for the Core Strategy.

All of the above steps will be completed prior to the public consultation stage in June. It is not anticipated that there will be any major changes to the document attached as Appendix 1, but if there are any, they will be reported to full Council prior to public consultation. It is recommended that any minor changes that are necessary before public consultation, and subsequently before submission, are delegated to the Director of Community and Environmental Services in consultation with the Portfolio Holder for Housing and the Environment
2.16
In accordance with Regulations 27-30 of the Town and Country Planning (Local Development) (England) (Amendment) Regulations 2008, the Council will have to publish the Core Strategy and put it on consultation ‘deposit’ for a period of six weeks (anticipated in June/July 2010). This will enable representations to be made but only on issues of ‘soundness’, ie technical grounds relating to the form and content of the Core Strategy and procedures followed in accordance with Government tests.  This period of consultation should not be seen as a traditional form of consultation. We do not therefore anticipate making further changes to the document unless fundamental issues of soundness are raised. 

2.17
We anticipate the document will be submitted around September 2010, with an examination (public inquiry) by a Government appointed Inspector around January 2011, followed by adoption around July 2011. 

3.
Options/Reasons for Recommendation
3.1
The Council has a legal duty to progress its Local Development Framework. Consequently, there is 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 and the appended document represents the next logical stage in the evolution of the LDF as a whole. Therefore, subject to consideration by the Executive Committee and endorsement by full Council it is recommended that the Core Strategy be published and subsequently submitted to the Government. 

3.2
The Three Rivers LDF will eventually replace the Three Rivers Local Plan 1996-2011. Given the age of the Local Plan (adopted in 2001) and the emergence of new national and regional planning policy, the Council will increasingly face a risk of planning applications/appeals being determined without the full weight of an up-to-date statutory development plan. For that reason, and in order to fully reflect current local and community priorities, it is also considered prudent to approve the Core Strategy for interim development control purposes. This would mean that, where relevant, emerging policies in the Core Strategy could be treated as material considerations in the determination of planning applications/appeals, pending full replacement of Local Plan policies by adopted LDF documents.  Further guidance on this matter will be provided to the Development Control Committee/Development Management Officers in due course. 

4.
Policy/Budget Reference and Implications
4.1
The recommendations in this report are within the Council’s agreed policy as set down in the Strategic Plan to prepare the Local Development Framework to promote the theme of Sustainable Communities. 

5.
Financial Implications
5.1
The preparation of the LDF has been met by the revenue budget and supplemented as appropriate by Planning Delivery Grant (PDG) and Housing and Planning Delivery Grant (HDPG). Budgetary provision in 2010/11 and future years has been addressed as part of the setting of the budget by Council in February 2010. This includes approved revenue growth bids for continued funding of the Principal Planning Officer (£48,000 in 2012/13) and to cover the costs of the examination process (total of £200,000 between 2010/11 and 2012/13).  A recent award of HPDG (£127,000) will also contribute in part to the   work on the LDF during 2010/11.

6.
Legal Implications
6.1
The Council is legally required to have a Core Strategy in place as part of its Local Development Framework. This is covered under the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 and Town and Country Planning (Local Development) (England) (Amendment) Regulations 2008. Failure to prepare a Core Strategy could ultimately lead to legal challenge and Government intervention. The Core Strategy will in due course be examined by an independent Panel and policies will be tested for their ‘soundness’. In this regard, it is important that policies reflect national/ regional policy and the available evidence and that they can be realistically delivered.

6.2
In line with Local Authorities (Functions and Responsibilities) (Amendment) (no.2) (England) Regulations 20005, and the Council’s Constitution it is necessary for full Council to approve the Core Strategy before submission to the Secretary of State. 

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 work scheduled for the LDF will be carried out largely by the Development Plans service, working with other parts of the Council and other stakeholders such as the LSP partners.  The continued use of consultants will also be necessary to assist with technical work. 

8.2
The workload associated with the LDF is considerable. Successful growth bids for additional staffing resources reflect the identified need to boost staffing capacity in line with other similar authorities and to help deliver the LDF.  In line with the available budget, we are at present looking to recruit an additional planning officer to assist the team. 

9.
Environmental Implications
9.1
  The LDF will promote the Council’s priority to maintain a high quality local environment and reduce the carbon footprint of the District.    Each relevant document of the LDF must be tested by a sustainability appraisal process so that any environmental impacts of policies can be minimised.  A final Sustainability Appraisal document in relation to the Core Strategy will be published alongside the Core Strategy before being submitted. 
10.
Community Safety Implications
10.1
  None specific.

11.
Customer Services Centre Implications
11.1
  The CSC has been briefed to respond to requests for information on the LDF generally.

12.
Communications and Website Implications
12.1
Information about the LDF is included on the Council’s website. The latest version of the Core Strategy will be also made available on the website once prior to public consultation.    
13.
Risk Management and Health & 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.  

13.2
The subject of this report is covered by the  ASK   \* MERGEFORMAT Development Plans 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 (more specifically if a legal challenge is pursued), 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. An Inspector can direct an LPA to withdraw and redraft its Core Strategy, undertake further consultation and submit for re-examination.  
	III
	E


13.4
The following table gives the risks that would exist if the recommendation is rejected (more specifically if a legal challenge is not pursued), 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 


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 the LDF Core Strategy attached as Appendix 1 be referred to full Council with a recommendation that the document be approved for publication and submission to the Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government for public examination, following the required period of public consultation. 

14.2
That any minor changes necessary before publication, and as a result of public consultation before submission, are delegated to the Director of Community and Environmental Services in consultation with the Portfolio Holder for Housing and the Environment.

14.3
That the LDF Core Strategy be approved for interim development control purposes at the point of submission to the Secretary of State (anticipated in September 2010), subject to its approval at full Council and the outcome of subsequent public consultation.

14.4       That the recommendations from the LDF Member Working Group and the Development Control Committee as set out in paragraphs 2.5 and 2.14 in this report as noted and agreed by the Executive Committee. 

  

Report prepared by:
  Renato Messere, Head of Development Plans. 
                     Data Quality


Data sources:

                    The report makes reference to the LDF Core Strategy which is based on a wealth of data. The source of the data is varied and includes audited and non-audited data covering government statistics, consultation results and technical studies. This includes service request data provided from Pro-Active April 2009- Oct 2009 in relation to national indications (NI 154, NI 155).  


 ASK   \* MERGEFORMAT Data checked by: Joanna Bowyer, Senior Planning Officer and Renato Messere, Head of Development Plans.  ASK   \* MERGEFORMAT 

Data rating: 
	1
	Poor
	

	2
	Sufficient
	(

	3
	High
	(



Background Papers


  Local Development Scheme (March 2010) 


Core Strategy Preferred Options February 2009


Core Strategy Further Preferred Options November 2009


  The recommendations contained in this report DO constitute a KEY DECISION

APPENDICES / ATTACHMENTS

  Appendix 1 – Draft Core Strategy: submission version 

Form A – Relevance Test - 

	Function/Service Being Assessed:


1. Populations served/affected:

√ Universal (service covering all residents)? Yes.

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
   

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)

 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 be 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. 


\\Trdclgfs01\group share\Committee & DMU\executive\EX 2010\2010 03 29 agenda drafts\10 03 29 EX i - (09) local dev framwork .doc.11

