APPENDIX 1

‘Planning Your Future’

Core Strategy Issues and Options Consultation (Spring/Summer 2006) 

The responses to each key Issue and Options are considered in turn:

· The first table sets out the numbers supporting each Option. These are derived from both the tick boxes within the returned questionnaires and comments made in letters. The most popular Option is shaded.

· A brief summary of the all responses is then given. 
· A summary of what the initial Sustainability Appraisal said about the Options is then given.

· Finally, more detailed comments are also included. Where the comments have been made by representative stakeholders and other groups such as ‘statutory consultees’, an abbreviated reference is given to identify them; these are all listed at the end. Comments made by individuals have not been identified given the large numbers involved, but the source of all comments is available upon request.

Key Issue 1: Overarching Spatial Strategy; balancing homes and jobs and protecting the green belt  

Options 
Numbers supporting 

1a)  Provide required of new homes within existing policy  

       Framework


270

1b) If required new homes cannot be delivered through  Option    

      1a), allocate sites on surplus employment land 


206

1c) If required homes cannot be delivered through Option 1a), 

      promote mixed-uses development on surplus employment 

      land so that an element of employment land is retained  
222


Sustainability Appraisal

· Option 1a) outperforms the other alternatives particularly by ensuring that development is focused within the existing built-up settlements, close to existing services and public transport, and thereby reducing the need to travel. 

· However it is recognised that some employment sites, to be identified as part of future work, could be equally accessible and sustainable; the use of employment land also has merits of re-using previously developed land and creating thriving mixed use development. 

· Any option pursued in meeting the Regional Housing Allocation of 4000 dwellings between 2001 and 2021 is likely to have potential environmental impacts such as reducing water quality through increased surface run-off and pollution of water courses and mitigation measures will be needed to minimise these. 

Detailed comments

· Mixed use development supported and any new higher density residential development should be designed to a high standard (Ref: B)

· A combination of all three options is likely to be needed and a significant proportion of existing employment land in the Kings Langley area should be retained (Ref:D)

· All three options are supported as they all seek to prevent development on green belt land (Ref: E)

· The current policy framework is objected to and land other than within the existing built-up area with good access to services should also be considered for development, whilst protecting employment land (Ref: G)

· Urban capacity and landscape should be assessed. Housing growth should be directed to the settlements with some 9000 to 11000 population (Ref G)

· Protection of Green Belt is crucial both in its role as a green ‘lung’ and constraining further development within an ‘arid’ region (Ref: H) in order to safeguard precious underground water supplies from over-extraction and to safeguard agricultural land in order to produce locally grown food (Ref: I)

· The LDF strategy will need to take into account the East of England Regional Economic Strategy with its vision for the region as a leading economy with high and growing levels of wealth, increasing levels of economic participation and inclusion and sustainable and dynamic rural economies; this includes making provision for businesses (particularly based in science, technology, research and innovation) through the supply of high quality business premises in sustainable locations (Ref: M)

· Option 1b) is seen as the most appropriate strategy taking into account government policy and the identified oversupply of offices in the area; in this regard a specific employment site is put forward for redesignation from employment to residential use- the site owned by Standard Life is in the Croxley Business Park and borders Watford Borough Council (Ref: O)

· Option 1c) is supported particularly in respect of larger sites in the Green Belt such as Leavesden where mixed uses can be positively promoted in a sustainable manner particularly to reduce commuting; this could be achieved at Leavseden by reducing the amount of speculative B1 floorspace and creating a mixed use development including employment, film industry and possibly residential uses. (Ref: T)

· Options 1b) and 1c) are supported but the Council should also be flexible in its approach to windfall development in town centres or existing residential locations in order to reduce pressure on greenfield or countryside locations for development. (Ref: Q)

· Support is given for a policy of urban concentration with the proviso that identified sites within settlements respect local character, biodiversity interest and access to greenspace (Ref: S)

· Impact on local character should be identified by means of a Landscape Character Assessment (Ref: S and Ref: U)

· Any additional greenfield development that is required should be considered on the basis of what form of development is needed to sustain the countryside as well as where is should go (Ref S). 

· Landscapes of the highest quality such as the Chilterns AONB should be protected from inappropriate development that is potentially damaging (ref: S)          

· Support is given to Option 1a) but there is a recognition that there may not be sufficient urban sites available to meet the regional housing allocation; the shortfall in urban capacity could be met by Options 1b) and 1c) depending on the mix and type of sites that are available. (Ref U).

· The location of new housing should be subject to a sequential test for flood risk, avoiding high risk flood zone areas- the test can be undertaken as part of a Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA), which should consider groundwater and surface water flooding as well as fluvial flooding (Ref W)

· Agree with principle of development of previously developed land but overdevelopment can cause problems; for example overspill parking from Darvell’s yard in Chorleywood (Ref: X)

· The principle of residential development on employment land (Option 1b) is supported and established by means of the Junction Park/Carlsberg Tetley site in Hunton Bridge and recent appeal decision. This site should be allocated for a mixed use scheme but with a predominantly residential use (Ref AA)

· The location of new housing in the main urban area is supported but smaller settlements also need to growth to support the local communities; a balance is therefore needed in the distribution of housing (Ref: BA)

· Support for re-use of surplus employment sites for housing subject to qualitative and quantitative assessment but no need for mixed development on every site unless adequate market demand in the locality (Ref: BA)

· The options put forward are too rigid and all possible sites, including those in the Green Belt, should be examined sequentially (Ref: JA). A review of Green Belt boundaries is required to identify sustainable locations for development, particularly for schemes which can deliver substantial amounts of affordable housing, over and above levels normally sought (Ref: BA). 

· Should the Maple Lodge site, Maple Cross not come forward for employment use the Council should be aware that part of the site may be suitable for residential development (ref: CA) 

· Option 1c) is supported in accordance with the emerging East of England Plan which promotes mixed use development. The release of Green belt land to accommodate the proposed increase in regional housing allocation from 3600 to 4000 dwellings would not be supported by the East of England Regional Assembly (Ref: GA)

· There should not be a blanket policy of concentrating all new development on previously developed land (PDL) in order to protect the Green Belt as some sites on PDL can be of higher value for biodiversity and should be retained; it is important to assess sites against biodiversity and environmental asset information before making planning decisions

· The principle of mixed-use development should extend further; for example large retail development should include a residential element (Ref: J) 

Key Issue 2: Making efficient use of land whilst protecting character
Options 
Numbers supporting 

2a)   Require housing development to make full and effective use of land having regard to the character of the surrounding area


319

2b)   Require housing to meet specific density guidelines set on a settlement by settlement basis 


134

2c)   Require housing development to meet specific density guidelines based on accessibility
140

Sustainability Appraisal

· Option 2c) scores the highest overall particularly by linking the level of density with the level of accessibility so that the higher density of development is targeted in areas of highest accessibility to services and public transport, thus reducing the need to travel by car. 

· Whilst Option 2a) protects the character of the surrounding area by limiting residential density the negative consequence could be to direct additional housing to greenfield sites. 

· High density options can lead to social problems without careful attention to design but they are considered to make positive contributions towards the more efficient use of land and reducing need for greenfield development.

Detailed comments

· Well designed higher density flatted development with access to open space can be more attractive than smaller houses with inadequate gardens (Ref: B)

· Density should be commensurate with special character of each of the settlements (Ref: C) and surrounding character of each development (Ref: X)

· Density is too crude a measure; a better approach is one that relates to  overall design (Ref E)

· Density ranges should no be overly restrictive so as to impede the best use of land (Ref: G) 

· High rise flats can be obtrusive and detract from the quality of life of nearby dwellings (Ref: H)

· It is important that dwellings have access to open space both for amenity and for growing food (ref: I)

· Higher density should not always equate to flatted development; terraced housing can achieve comparable densities (Ref: J)

· The joint urban capacity study for Three Rivers, Dacorum and Watford shows that Three Rivers has fewer potential sites and it is therefore critical that full use is made of existing potential sites (Ref: T)

· Whilst density guidelines can provide some certainty to developers local areas vary dramatically and the most important issue is the need for high quality design rather than following a strict density policy (ref: Q)

· The role of new development in enhancing the landscape through its design and setting and in improving access to the countryside needs to be considered; this is particularly so in the case of development on the rural-urban fringe through sensitive design, scale, form and use of materials (Ref: S)

· In line with emerging government advice (draft PPS 3), indicative density ranges should be applied (option 2b) rather than an open ended approach (Option 2a) in order to maximise the efficient use of land; Options 2b) and 2c) could also be used in tandem whereby accessibility mapping can assist in identifying an appropriate density within the given range (Ref: U)  

· Increased site densities where there is potential is supported particularly on sites with good accessibility to public transport or local facilities and on previously developed or redundant land (Ref: AA and Ref: BA)

· A flexible approach is needed whereby higher densities can be achieved through good design, mix of house types and size, additional height of buildings, reduced parking and amenity space provision (Ref: BA)

· Appropriate density standards need to be set at the local level but reflecting national policy with regard to a minimum density of 30 dwellings per hectare across the board (Ref: GA)

· The flexibility of Option 2a) is supported as new development needs to be related to its local environment and a wide range of other policy considerations such as provision of green space and biodiversity issues as well as accessibility issues (Ref: HA)

· Infill development by speculators should be discouraged; if a property is pulled down it should be replaced by similar size and type replacement

Key Issue 3 Housing Needs 

Options 
Numbers supporting 

3a)  Require a range of types and sizes of homes to be 

       provided to meet identified needs.


347

3b) Require a range of types and sizes of homes to be 

      provided on housing developments of a certain size to 

      meet identified needs.


136

Sustainability Appraisal 

· A steady supply of housing is necessary to generate vitality, facilitate continued economic prosperity, help support local shops and services required by local residents and help achieve the aim of creating mixed and balanced communities. Both Options 3a) and 3b) help ensure that a range and mix of housing will be built in Three Rivers with positive impacts on social inclusiveness objectives and on reducing the levels of inward commuting. 

· Housing without the supporting employment opportunities however, could lead to an increase in out-commuting. New housing should be designed to a high quality and include a variety of dwelling types and sizes. The link between housing and employment growth will need to be monitored to ensure a housing/employment balance.     

Detailed comments

· Important for the overall aspirations for the mix of housing to be included in policy documents but development responds to the market and hence prescriptive types and sizes should not apply to all sites (Ref: G and Q)

· Most infill houses are overly priced and too large, this is a variance with the current need for affordable housing units at lower prices for first buyers. High rise flat units can be obtrusive and detract from quality of life of adjacent dwellings.(Ref H)

· Could people who do not own cars live together in a cul de sac, each home would need a place for bicycles.(Ref I)

· Strict policies regarding the type of housing delivered are not appropriate and may stop the delivery of new development (Ref Q)

· Considered that Local Planning Authorities should not have significant influence on this issue, and should not be in a position to impose a level of restriction on housing developments (Ref AA)

Key Issue 4: Affordable Housing

Options 
Numbers supporting 

4a)  Seek the provision of affordable housing on all 

       developments of 10 or more dwellings or more or on sites

       of half a hectare or more


169

4b)  Seek the provision of affordable housing on all developments of 10 or more or on sites of half a hectare or more and increase the element of affordable housing sought from 30% to 40%. 


178

4c)  Allocate some residential sites wholly or mostly for affordable housing  


218

4d)   Permit small scale affordable housing schemes within the village core areas of Bedmond and Sarratt on the basis of demonstrable local need


204

4e)   Permit the redevelopment of non-residential sites wholly or mostly for affordable housing 


89


Sustainability Appraisal

· No great distinction in environmental terms between the Options as the environmental implications in particular cannot be fully assessed at this stage, although they all score well in terms of Equity and Social Exclusion, Sustainable Prosperity and Growth and Revitalising Town Centres

· Option 4a) and 4b) are likely to lead to more affordable units coming forward although this is not certain due to financial viability particularly with Option 4b)

· Options 4c) and 4e) could also potentially deliver high numbers but the outcomes may be unsustainable in terms of not delivering balanced, inclusive and mixed communities in all areas

· Option 4d) will deliver needed rural affordable housing and help support and maintain thriving, sustainable rural communities

Detailed comments

· Provision of affordable housing must be treated as a priority (Ref: B) particularly in the South west Herts area where small affordable units are needed (Ref: H) as opposed to executive houses (Ref: X)

· Options 4c) and 4e) could lead to socially segregated concentrations based on income particularly on large sites; mixed developments are likely to be more socially desirable and practical (Ref: C, Ref:J, Ref: T, Ref: U, Ref: X)

· It is not appropriate to adopt a blanket policy as in Option 4e); Local Development Documents should identify what employment land should be retained and what land can be released (Ref:T)

· Preferable to have no threshold to avoid developments being adjusted in size in order to avoid the need to provide affordable housing  (Ref:C); all development should include some form of affordable housing (Ref: X)

· The threshold of 10 units in Options 4a) and 4b) is below the basic threshold of 15 set out in draft government guidance (PPS 3) (Ref: E) but aspirations for lower thresholds and higher percentages are generally consistent with the draft East of England Regional Spatial Strategy (GA)

· The shortfall of affordable housing should be met on undeveloped and market sites; the threshold and percentage of affordable housing on market sites will depend on local circumstances, the wider context and individual solutions (Ref: G and Ref: T) and flexibility is needed to enable each case to be treated on its merits and negotiations to take place, taking into account an up to date Housing needs Assessment (Ref: AA)

· The supply of high quality and affordable housing is important in promoting sustainable development, urban renaissance and rural vitality (Ref:M)

· Increased requirements and for affordable housing lower thresholds will impact significantly on the viability of many schemes and lead to fewer sites coming forward (Ref: AA), particularly through windfall sites; existing thresholds should be retained (Ref: Q)

· Option 4d) is supported but often ‘rural exception sites’ need to be developed in partnership with some market housing to make them viable (Ref: Q)

· Forms of tenure such as shared ownership should be considered as a means of affordability (Ref: X) 

· The lowering of affordable housing thresholds will only make a marginal difference to increasing supply of affordable housing; a step change can be achieved by relaxing policy on some sites that would not otherwise have been released to come forward, but only where a substantial amount of affordable housing over and above current proportions can be secured (Ref: BA)

Key Issue 5: Gypsy and Traveller Needs

Options 
Numbers supporting 

5a)  Make additional provision in the district for gypsy and 

       traveler pitches focusing on the extension of existing sites

       and/or the development of new sites 
176

5b)  Determine any application for gypsy sites on the basis of meeting a range of criteria relating to the site, access to services and impact on residential amenities and the environment 


295


Sustainability Appraisal

· Both options score well in terms of social inclusiveness objectives and in promoting balanced and integrated communities

· Limited information in terms of potential site location, accessibility and development characteristics mean that a number of the sustainability objectives cannot  be assessed at this stage

Detailed comments

· Support is given to the consistent approach taken by the south-west Herts authorities on this issue in their Issues and Options papers (Ref: E)

· As part of the identified need, careful strategic planning and community consultation will be required (Ref: G)

· Like everyone else, gypsies have human rights and councils should not adopt a ‘NIMBY’ attitude towards site provision; gypsies can add to the social fabric and quality of life within suburban areas; however some anti-social behavior associated with gypsies will need to be carefully managed and enforced  (Ref: H)

· The extent of Three Rivers’s role in meeting identified future need should be informed by both the nature of the need and the ongoing study into potential site locations  and will need to be progressed through cross-authority commitment (Ref: U)

· The East of England Regional Assembly is commissioning research to as part of a single issue review of the Regional Spatial Strategy to identify pitch numbers for the region and for individual authorities and/or sub-regions; part of the process will be to review existing needs assessments to test consistency, robustness and interrelationships and to develop technical work that will need to be taken into account to inform decision making on pitch numbers (Ref:U)

· In advance of the regional policy context for gypsy and traveler provision the East of England Regional Assembly support proactive policies to deliver sites where information on needs is available (Option 5a) (Ref: GA)

Key Issue 6: Towns and Local Shopping Centres  

Options 
Numbers supporting 

6a)  Encourage retail development within existing shopping 

       areas, if appropriate to the character and function of these

       centres


305

6b)  Greater protection of town and local shopping centres 


134

6c)  Let local demand decide the mix of uses within  town

       centres and shopping centres

 
154 

6d)  Plan for any additional retail floorspace that is identified to

       meet need
67 


Sustainability Appraisal

· Options 6a and 6b score particularly well in relation to impacts on greenfield land and sites, integration with public transport, opportunity for modal shift, reducing the number of trips and trip length and providing good access to local facilities. If successfully implemented Option 6a is likely to provide positive economic benefits by delivering retail space and providing further employment opportunities. 

· Option 6c scores well in relation to revitalising town centres, impacts on greenfield land, employment opportunities and accessibility. Recognition that retail and leisure markets offer a good opportunity to enhance the vitality and viability of town and local centres. 

· Option 6c acknowledges the importance of providing a full range of employment and leisure uses within the town and local centres thus contributing to creating an ‘all day’ town/local centre economy. Option 6c will help create a vibrant and mixed-use town/local centre core. Not withstanding the role of A3 (restaurants and cafes) and A4 (drinking establishments) uses play in delivering vibrant town/local centres, the restriction of bars and public houses may be required as these uses can often be a nuisance to local residents and lead to an increase in anti-social behaviour.  

Detailed comments

· As internet and catalogue shopping on the increase only essential new shopping development should be considered. (Ref B).

· The encouragement of retail development within existing shopping areas would help avoid the creation of vacant units or developments overpowering local amenities. (Ref C).

· The primary purpose of town and local centres should remain retail. The retail assessment and further consultation should identify existing provision, catchment areas and under provision. (Ref G).

· We have enough supermarkets, the heart of towns and villages in SW Herts are being ripped out by the spread of huge supermarkets. (Ref H).

· Town and local shopping centres should be vibrant, clean, no empty shops and the minimum of traffic. (Ref I)

· To prevent the development of clone towns, the Local Authority might support small distinctive traders i.e. through business rate concessions or rent subsidies through planning policies. (Ref J).

· Retail development in the appropriate location can add to facilities available to the local community and reduce the need to travel. (Ref T).

Key Issue 7: Delivering improved and more integrated transport systems 

Options 
Numbers supporting 

7a)  Maintain existing car parking standards for new 

       development.


211

7b)  Review parking standards for new developments. 


79

7c)  Review the car parking zones which determine how much

       parking should be provided as part of new development


122

7d) Effectively promote alternative modes of transport and 

      integration of systems


254

7e) Require all new developments, regardless of size, to b

      be located in accessible locations


116

Sustainability Appraisal

· Importance of modal shift away from the private car towards other sustainable modes of transport is highlighted; central to this should be a supportive parking strategy that encourages new investors and employers. Key criterion of option 7a) is ease of access to public transport and services, which will help limit car use and benefit landscape and townscape quality, air quality and human health objectives.

· Uncertainty over  impact of Option 7b) on air quality and traffic flows as high parking standards are likely to make driving an appealing option to the detriment of air quality, human health, physical severance, traffic accidents and congestion and therefore the Districts’ environment and consequent ability to attract inward investment. 

· High parking standards could lead to the need for further transport infrastructure in the form of new roads, likely to increase flood risk by increasing the area of impermeable surfaces and reduced flood storage capacity. Climate change effects will also increase rates and volumes of flow, increasing the risk of localised flooding. New road scheme development could also lead to the disturbance of known or undiscovered cultural heritage resources and negative impacts on the landscape. 

· Limiting car parking provisions could benefit air quality, energy consumption and reduce land take (i.e. space for parking), but may have adverse effects on accessibility (including rural accessibility), the economy and the vitality of the town and local centres (i.e. shortage of parking could act as restraint to local businesses). The preferred option approach should seek a balance between restricting traffic flows and improved accessibility to town and local centres and ensure that alternative sustainable modes of transport are in place before lowering standards.

· Option 7d) will help increase the modal share of public transport and help reduce car based journeys having beneficial impacts on energy consumption, air quality (by reducing emissions and greenhouse gas emissions) and encourage healthy lifestyles by supporting walking and cycling. It would also increase accessibility to employment opportunities and open space and leisure facilities.        

Detailed comments

· Less regulation of parking in places like Chorleywood, encourage people to come in and shop, make it easier for residents.,

· Provision of bike facilities supported including possibly free bike servicing? (Ref B)

· Unless a development is situated within walking distance of public transport, car numbers will be commensurate with household size, therefore if there is not enough garage space or off street parking this will result in on road parking. (Ref C)

· Parking and trip generation should be area and site specific, however there should be embargos on sites that perform poorly on accessibility (Ref G)

· Car parking is a problem, severe restrictions and opportunistic parking inside roads in Croxley Green and elsewhere should be applied. (Ref H)

· Somehow reduce the number of cars and vans on the roads (Ref I)

· Support option 7b, but any review should only be to reduce parking provision. (Ref J)

· Parking standards would most effectively and efficiently be addressed within either the detailed development policies DPD or alternatively within SPD. Standards should be consistent with those set out in PPG13. (Ref R)

· Parking standards should be applied flexibly, particularly on larger sites which offer the ability to tailor made parking solutions based on the needs of component parts of the development and interaction between them (Ref T)

· Option 7(e) - would be useful to define the term "frequent bus routes" (Ref U)

· S106 monies should be spent in parish and not outside area, the lack of parking in new developments is presently one of the biggest problems (Ref X)

· A flexible approach is required to car parking standards to allow reduced provision where developers can demonstrate market demand. Rigid parking standards will not achieve a significant reduction in car use and do not encourage alternative modes of travel. Failure to make improvements to public transport provision undermines policies to reduce car use. There will be circumstances where it is appropriate to develop sites even though they may not be in the most accessible location. We therefore do not support the blanket approach of issue 7e (Ref BA)

· The options are broadly consistent with the objectives of the Regional Transport Strategy- In taking this issue forward the Council should ensure it has regard in particular to policies SS16, T2, T13 and T16 draft EoE Plan; the strengthening the policy approach towards promotion of public transport and reducing the need to travel is recommended (Ref GA)

· Requests that cycle routes be included in the core strategy including proposal maps. Suggests a hierarchy of road users to be included. Requests before and after assessments on all developments on the changes to the levels of services to cyclists, and requests 20mph limits in residential areas (Ref IA)

· Safer routes to schools supported including walking buses

· Accessibility is important but should not prevent the development of sites which are suitable in all other aspects (Ref JA)

· On road parking causes much obstruction to vision and traffic flow so why can a garage be replaced by house extension when little or no parking space exists on the house land 
· Free parking should be maintained for shoppers in town and local centres but curtailed in out of town developments 
NB. A number of transport related comments are also picked up under Issue 12- services and infrastructure provision

Key Issue 8: Increasing opportunities for good health through improved sport, leisure and open space and better access to facilities

Options 
Numbers supporting 

8a)  Seek to implement fully the actions identified as part of the

       open space and recreation study.
201 

8b)  Require housing developers to contribute towards the 

       provision of sports facilities, amenity and children’s play 

       space


398

Sustainability Appraisal

· The options score either neutral or positively against the SEA/SA objectives. Beneficial impacts occurred in terms of accessibility, open space targets, air quality, and employment opportunities. Retaining and protecting open space and increasing accessibility to leisure facilities will bring commercial benefits and help to provide a good quality environment which encourages investment by helping to retain existing businesses and attracting potential investors to the District.    

· The enhancement and protection of public open spaces will also enhance human health by providing an area where people can walk, socially interact, encourage community gathering and social cohesion.
Detailed comments

· Subsidise sport facilities eg. sports teams especially for children 

· The principle of open space, sport and recreation provision and/or contributions is well established, this should be on an area and site specific basis. 

· Residential developers should contribute to amenities, they earn huge amounts and at least 10% should enhance adjacent area. 

· Cemeteries including green burials should not destroy old pastures or ancient woodland, nearly all UK’s flowering meadows have been lost, we must keep all that remain. 

· A new section should be created for Arts, Culture and Tourism.  This will allow consideration to be given to present and future cultural facilities for drama, music, arts development and theatre including at Watersmeet Theatre in Rickmansworth and The Centre, South Oxhey; the provision and protection of cultural facilities should be included as a Key Issue. 

· Recommends changes to wording of both options to include "to improve the quantity and quality of natural and semi natural greenspace" 

· CTC have devised a cyclist training scheme which could be used; there is a lack of cycle training in secondary schools in the district and developers should contribute through section 106 agreements (Ref: IA) 

· The lack of sports facilities is a major concern and travel to them causes traffic. 

· Request for public open space (Romilly Drive Park) to be allocated for football clubs exclusive use (Ref: KA)

Key Issue 9: Protect important wildlife sites and species and maintain the distinctive landscape character of the district through the protection and management of the landscape

Options 
Numbers supporting 

9a)  Protect important wildlife sites and species and maintain 

       the distinctive landscape character of the district through 

       the protection and management of the landscape


460

Sustainability Appraisal

· Option 9a is judged to have positive benefits in relation to the landscape/ townscape, biodiversity, air quality, human health, water quality, social well being and the economy objectives. 

· Protecting the District’s natural environment and landscape will enhance the area as an attractive business location and will subsequently help economic growth and vitality through attracting potential investors. 

Detailed comments

· Support given, but should promote the improvement of wildlife sites. Maintenance and preservation of established areas of tranquility is essential and Chiltern AONB should be explicitly acknowledged with appropriate protection policies (Ref C)

· Objectives should also refer to enhancement of biodiversity and landscapes. PPS3 for eg. points to enhancement of biodiversity, not simply maintenance/retention of what there is (Ref E)

· Support option 9a, but policy should assist the provision of wildlife corridors as set out in the recommendations of the Hertfordshire Biodiversity Program (Ref F)

· Support the principle of option 9a, but recommend that assessment of biodiversity and landscapes should be undertaken to ensure that decisions are evidence based (Ref G)

· Support option 9a as SW Herts is a wonderful disparate area of wildlife sites and landscape character, more SSSIs should be created along the lines of Croxley Common Moor and Stockers Lake. (Ref H)

· Option 9a supported as it is important to protect and enhance the region’s landscapes and environmental assets (Ref M)

· Batchworth Heath has been missed off the list of Local Nature Reserves - only six are listed. Suggest alternate wording for 4th paragraph "distinctive mix of rural and urban areas, with wildlife habitats including woodland, grassland and wetland within a range of land form and use from farmland to commons and parkland (Ref U)

· Reference should be made to the Landscape Character Assessment of the District and the role it can play in informing planning or land management decisions (Ref U)

· Support option 9a and also encourage inclusion of the following - provide buffer zones to water courses, native planting, bird/bat boxes in buildings, SUDS, restore natural river banks, deculvert rivers, green roofs (Ref W)

· Disappointed only one option and suggest several options and policies should be included (Ref HA)

· Far more attention should be paid by TRDC and developers to wildlife and biodiversity issues 

Key Issue 10: Achieving a measurable reduction of pollution and green house gas emissions

Options 
Numbers supporting 

10a) New development will be required to be designed and 

        built sustainably, to ensure that greenhouse gas 

        emissions are minimised


299

10b) All new major developments required to ensure that at 

        least 20% of their energy requirements are met on site 

        through renewable energy sources
368 

Sustainability Appraisal

· Significant emphasis on the need for high quality and sustainable design will make a positive contribution to landscape and townscape quality and the wider public realm.

· Increasing energy efficiency is a key consideration. The requirement for all new major developments to meet 20% of their energy requirement on site under Option 10b is applauded. However it is considered that the Preferred Options Paper could show further commitment to energy efficiency by setting a target: all new major development achieve EcoHomes/BREEAM Very Good or Excellent rating. 

Detailed comments

· Air quality within the District is variable, every effort should be made to maintain high air quality and further development of the M25 should be opposed. Energy audits of completed developments should be made to ensure compliance with 10b. (Ref C)

· Targets for renewable energy use may best be determined through the current county wide discussion. Any figure chosen (suggested 20% on major developments) will be arbitrary, but the consistent Hertfordshire approach may be of mutual benefit and certainly easier for developers to understand. (Ref E)

· Construction must include a high level of thermal insulation, this is the easiest way to reduce energy requirements which in turn reduces greenhouse gas emissions. (Ref F)

· Potential pollution sources should be closely controlled because of the inherent conflict between environmental protection and development, a region wide target for renewables should be introduced. (Ref G)

· Why restrict (b) to major developments, why can’t every new building include some renewable energy feature. (Ref J)

· Increase in housing will mean more sludge to be treated;Thames Water may have to invest in suitable technologies. (Ref N)

· Option 10b) is considered to be onerous as it is not always possible to provide such facilities in new development; the figure of 20% also appears to be far in excess of any other such proposals in other Authorities emerging LDF and the inclusion of such figures within new planning documents is yet to be fully endorsed by government- there needs to be an element of flexibility and any such policy should be criteria based to ensure that it can be applied appropriately. (Ref R)

· Option 10b) should be expressed as a maximum and not a minimum. 20% is very challenging and setting a minimum isn't realistic in the light of current building regulations and technology available- 20% is unrealistic. (Ref T)

· The County is supportive of the approach which seeks to ensure all new development should meet the 20% of its energy requirements from renewable sources, however this might best be phrased as an objective the achievement of which would need to be demonstrated on a site by site basis - The Building Futures Programme provides information which could be integrated into the LDF. (Ref U)

· Support fact that council has developed its own guide covering best practice and would very much like to be involved in this and would support the guidance being taken forward as part of the LDF process. (Ref W)

· Energy efficiency should be paramount for new development. Option 10b)- should apply to ALL developments not just major ones. (Ref X)

· Renewable energy schemes and Section 106 agreements will make some schemes unviable, should be considered on a site by site basis. (Ref AA)

· Option 10a is considered  too vague and not achievable on some sites; 10% is a good starting point. (Ref BA)

· Fully support the inclusion of a core policy along the lines of options 10b. The following wording is highlighted as an example of how this may be translated into a policy: ‘All non-residential or mixed use developments (new build, conversion, or renovation) above a threshold of 1,000m2 will be expected to provide at least 20% of their energy requirements from onsite renewable energy generation. All residential developments (new build, conversion, or renovation) of 10 or more units will be expected to provide at least 20% of their energy requirements from onsite renewable energy generation.’ (Ref EA)

· All major developments should be required to install greywater recycling/reuse schemes.

· Help and subsidies should be given for installing solar powered heating and micro generation.  

· Relaxing policy on appearance and character of buildings to allow for more energy efficient designs, sympathetic appearance is a luxury which must come second to energy efficiency in the future. 
Key Issue 11: A holistic approach to waste management

Options 
Numbers supporting 

11a)  All new developments will be required to use an element 

         of recycled or reclaimed materials as part of construction


331

11b) All new developments will be required to provide facilities 

        on site to allow the recovery and recycling of materials 

        wherever possible
401

Sustainability Appraisal

· Options 11a and 11b will have benefits in terms of minimising waste produced, enabling the re-use of previously developed land, reducing agricultural land and soil loss; it will also provide employment opportunities in waste management, help reduce fly tipping as well as potential for reducing the health impacts of the transport of waste. 

· Nevertheless, there remains a risk that Option 11b could have adverse impacts on the townscape. The extent to which these adverse impacts could be mitigated will depend to some degree on the location of the waste management facilities. Many of the potential impacts can be considered as site specific, therefore careful choice in site location will be essential in order to minimise any adverse impacts. 

Detailed comments

· Support option 11b and add that there must be scope for recycling of office waste e.g. brochures (Ref B)

· This is a blunt policy that should be more general and be region-wide (Ref G)

· Suggest that given the huge energy input of new building, conversion should be preferred to development, unless the latter is more energy efficient on cradle to grave assessment (Ref J)

· Options 11a and 11b are supported as requiring use of recycled materials would help stimulate the markets and drive the recycling industry (Ref N)

· Object to options 11a and 11b as setting a percentage for recycled content of new development is not always achievable or viable in every new development, particularly small schemes- some flexibility is required as the need for such facilities will vary by area (Ref R and BA)

· Consideration will also need to be given to whether including such facilities as part of any new developments could result in the potential impact on existing or proposed neighbouring residential properties by way of noise and disturbance (Ref R)

· Support for Options 11a and 11b but recognition that larger sites lend themselves more easily to sustainable construction methods (Ref T)

· Options 11a and 11b are consistent with policy ENV10 draft EoE Plan. In taking this issue forward, would expect to see a hybrid of the options (Ref GA)

· Option 11a supported, use of sustainable materials in development, including recycled materials, should be encouraged 

· The Chorleywood recycling site 2 miles from anywhere, why not put it in the Ferry car park, make district easier to live in, work in and shop in, cut council tax

· General support for existing Council recycling services but request for their expansion 

· Government needs to direct manufactures and supermarkets to use less, or biodegradable packaging

· The provision of waste bins and their maintenance as part of development needs to be better considered

Key Issue 12: Facilitating the provision of services and infrastructure to meet the needs to existing and new development, to include schools, health facilities (working with the Primary Care Trust), the emergency services and transport 

Options 
Numbers supporting 

No specific Options were put forward for consultation as the Issue will need further investigation with key infrastructure and service providers. 

The public were nevertheless asked for their comments on this issue in terms of both existing experience and future requirements. 


n/a



Sustainability Appraisal 

This issue will be assessed at the Preferred Options stage.

Detailed comments

Bus services

· Bus services poor in some areas are poor eg. within parts of Chorleywood (bottom of Dog Kennel lane), Eastbury, Croxley Green (Byewaters estate), Oxhey Hall, Maple Cross, Rickmansworth (upper Cedars estate) 

· Poor access between principal town of Rickmansworth and surrounding areas of Sarratt, Abbots Langley and South Oxhey

· Poor access between outlying parts of the district and Watford General Hospital

· Need more, smaller ‘hopper’ type buses

· Difficult to get information about bus routes; no active promotion of services

· Need to improve community transport

· Need to increase availability of buses in evening and weekends particularly for children and elderly who do not have access to cars

· Better coordinated provision particularly along main corridors between uses needed (Ref: X)

Road infrastructure

· Rush hour traffic/school run is terrible in some parts eg. in Croxley Green

· Need to work with rail operators to reduce cost of parking at stations for commuters

· Need better traffic management schemes (but not just humps)

· Need safer cycling routes and other cycling-friendly infrastructure and training to help children and young people access schools and other services (Ref:IA)

· Transport Impact Assessments submitted by developers on major schemes need to make greater reference to cycle design standards (Ref:IA)

· Need Croxley Rail Link sooner rather later

Leisure services

· Need a swimming pool in Abbots Langley/Bedmond area

· A leisure centre needed closer to centre of Rickmansworth (William Penn not easily accessible)

· Need more facilities for teenagers eg. by providing a youth club in Chorleywood

· Lack of play areas in the Northwood/Moor Park area

· Existing children’s play areas not being looked after and being taken over by abusive teenagers

· Must be adequate amenity land to meet the need for play areas and sports facilities (Ref: D)

· King George v playing fields in Mill End should not be taken for a leisure centre, a travesty if this were to happen.
Fire service

· Concern about proposed closure of fire stations and other cuts in service

Health facilities 

· More and better health facilities such as GPs needed and availability increased outside 9-5

· more mobile health facilities needed (Ref B)

· Closure of Popes Rd clinic has reduced access to child health service and loss of toddler group in Abbots Langley

· Difficult access to hospitals such as Watford General Hospital (Ref: X) and parking

· Need to develop a health tariff system for new development to improve community healthcare by way of financial payment or land for facilities 

· Provision of primary care is crucial as is mental care (Ref: H)

Education 

· Local primary schools are over subscribed; eg in Chorleywood 

· Many schools are admitting pupils from outside district and consequently local children have to travel further eg. children are being transported from Carpenders Park to Borehamwood

· Shortage of secondary school places particularly in west Rickmansworth

· College provision inadequate; uncertainty over future of West Herts college and existing courses do not meet demand

· The provision of green spaces with biodiversity interest should also be considered as an educational opportunity and mechanisms should be in place to secure these and other biodiversity gains (Ref:HA)

Police service

· Problems of accessing police outside 9-5; for eg. in South Oxhey 

· Need village ‘bobbies’ back 

· More police needed in Maple Cross, Mill end and Chorleywood; they need to be more visible and more efficient

· More CCTV needed eg. in Chorleywood which can be secured through section 106 agreements
Utilities Infrastructure 

· Particular concern about lack of water supply (Ref: D) and impact of new houses on supply and sewerage system

· Development will need to include adequate water supply and sewerage infrastructure (Ref: W) and this will need to be phased in (over 3-5 years) in order to allow sufficient lead-in time for infrastructure to respond to new development (Ref: N) 

· Number of new houses should be limited as there are now restrictions on water use, this can only get worse if even more people come into the area. 

· The pressure of new development on existing water supplies must be a high priority when granting planning permission. 

· Future building plans will need to have water shortage in mind; it is appalling that water companies are still losing water from leaking pipes. 

· Local authorities should ensure that delivery of housing and other strategic regional requirements are is not compromised by unrealistic expectations about the future availability of infrastructure; a suggested policy is recommended for the Core Strategy (Ref: N)

· Local authorities should also take into account any land that may be required by utility infrastructure providers (Ref: N)

· Existing and new developments should incorporate water efficiency measures (grey water and rainwater recycling) and Sustainable Urban Drainage schemes (SUDs) to deal with surface water run-off

· Infrastructure must be adequate for existing as well as new development (Ref: D)

· A clear and flexible telecommunications policy should be introduced in the LDF to take into account both the need for expansion of apparatus and the need to minimise the environmental effects (Ref: Z)

General 

· Houses should not be built until facilities and services are in place

· Issue of providing staff for services, need more key worker housing locally

· The development of an Infrastructure policy is highly desired (Ref: C)

· Local area audits of services and infrastructure can contribute to the strategic picture and hence enable a holistic approach (Ref: G)

· The Council should include in its Section 106 requirements an obligation towards improving NHS infrastructure by means of a financial payment based on an agreed tariff or by obliging land to be made available for community health facilities (Ref: K)

· Development Plans should contain guidance on community facilities and infrastructure requirements including the need for new prison developments, which should be identified through the prison system; whilst there are no specific proposals for new prison development in the district a criteria based policy should be developed to deal with any future proposals (Ref: L)

· The redevelopment of major sites such as Leavesden can bring opportunities for joint ventures with the landowner, PCT and education authority to  provide social facilities in areas of need, beyond the normal S.106 provisions (Ref: T)

· When considering policies, Government advice states that planning obligations should not be utilised to address existing shortfalls but  should be linked to impacts related to developments (Ref: Q)

· A development led approach to infrastructure provision is supported, though realistic costs of provision are required; an element of flexibility and prioritisation is required in deciding which services and infrastructure should be funded (Ref: BA)

· The responsibility for obtaining planning gain such as for cycling infrastructure needs to be clarified between districts and the County Council so that more can be obtained (Ref: IA)

· The provision of childcare and fire hydrants also needs to be considered as part of development contributions (Ref: LA)

· Support to retain existing libraries

Key Issue 13: Reduce crime rates and fear of crime through good design, increased police resources and improved access to training facilities provided by the Learning and Skills Council and other agencies

Options 
Numbers supporting 

13a) Promote ‘safer by design’ development and seek

        contributions from developers towards police 

        infrastructure and services


340

13b)  Seek local recruitment and training policies with major 

         employers coming into the District.


251

13c)  Seek the provision of youth facilities as part of new 

         development.


286


Sustainability Appraisal

· Options 13a, 13b and 13c all make a positive contribution to social inclusiveness objectives as well as positive benefits in relation to human health, employment opportunities, the economy and the vitality of town and local centres.   The Issues and Options Paper scores positively against the reduce crime and fear of crime objective, particularly through Option 13a which promotes design measures to reduce crime.  

· The adoption of local recruitment and training policies in Option 13b and the proposed community facilities in Option 13c will provide for further employment opportunities in the town and local centres and help improve the skills base of the Three River’s population and help develop a skilled workforce. 

Detailed comments

· More services needed for young people together with the development of a community focus needed to reduce crime

· Provision of evening and weekend activities and schemes for 11 to 16 year olds who are non achievers at school, ie alternative challenges/opportunities.

· Improving services generally could help undermine crime by providing  alternatives/opportunities to replace anti social behaviour arising from unchallenging places to go and nothing better to do

· Council must be pro active in penalising parents of nuisance youths who live in Council housing; providing social facilities on it's own is not enough. 

· High priority should be given providing better social facilities for young people hence reducing behaviour at source

· Get rid of prisons to resolve crime - stop young people from becoming criminals by providing  youth facilities

· The provision of diverse facilities for young people can be a major factor in diverting many of them from crime and misbehaviour. An important contribution to this can be the provision of "Outreach Workers".

· Safer by design accreditation should be encouraged (Ref: G)

· Public service subsidy is a difficult area to justify particularly if there is no evidence that development will increase crime and disorder; the provision of youth facilities should form part of the wider community considerations.(Ref G)

· Youth crime is a major problem, suggest mosquito devices and CCTV and robust policing (Ref H)

· No "Cold Callers" would reduce crime in residential areas (Ref I)

· There may be locations or larger schemes that justify provision of the items identified by questions 13a, 13b and 13c, though this will not be appropriate in all cases (Ref BA)

Comments relating to policing infrastructure are also picked up in Issue 12- Access to services and infrastructure

Key Issue 14 Conservation and heritage

Options 
Numbers supporting 

14a)  Protect and enhance the historic environment by resisting

          the loss of important buildings and ensuring that the new

          development respects the character of the historic 

          environment


465


Sustainability Appraisal

· Option 14a recognises the need to protect local character and to protect and enhance locally important sites and buildings with positive benefits in relation to social well being, human health, townscape, the economy and the vitality of town and local centres. 

· It is important to protect and enhance Three River’s townscape as it acts as an important lure for new residents and businesses.  

Detailed comments

· Option 14a supported; there is insufficient knowledge by the public of the extent of Three Rivers’ historic environment and conservation areas, public awareness should be increased and the public encouraged to support and protect heritage - the Environmental Forum could be utilised through its member organisations. (Ref C)

· Support for option 14a and add that Croxley Green Barn should be taken over from Joan of Arc school and run by TRDC (Ref H)

· Support option 14a, but reference should also be made of archaeological remains, as well as important buildings; it would also be prudent to mention that Three Rivers has over 300 extant archaeological sites of national and local importance in addition to the 3 scheduled monuments (Ref U)

· Support the protection and enhancement of the historic environment; loss of important buildings should be assessed on the condition and contribution the building makes to the area (Ref AA)

· Is it too late to implement Option 14a) ?

· Support option 14a as in the past Abbots Langley has lost many of its historic houses 

· Support option 14a as should prevent existing dwellings which add to the diversity and character of an area being demolished for luxury apartment developments- Character is easily lost and individual interesting buildings cannot be replaced 

· Support option 14a as in the past old buildings have been allowed to deteriorate 
Vision and Objectives

Vision:  

In essence, future development in Three Rivers must secure balanced development for homes and jobs which safeguards the environment, maintains the green belt, secures good services, and facilities for all and achieves a sustainable transport system.



Objectives: 
· To balance the need for homes and jobs by providing sufficient land to meet a range of local housing needs and to maintain a prosperous local economy

· To increase levels of affordable housing in the District 

· To make efficient use of previously developed land and to fully protect the Green Belt and open countryside  

· To deliver improved and more integrated transport systems and to reduce the need to travel by locating development in accessible locations

· To maintain the vitality and viability of town and local shopping centres

· To protect and maintain biodiversity and landscapes

· To achieve a measurable reduction of pollution and greenhouse gas emissions through sustainable design of development

· To facilitate the provision of services and infrastructure to meet the needs of existing and new development, to include schools, health facilities (working with the Primary Care Trust), the emergency services, and transport

· To reduce crime rates and fear of crime through good design, increased police resources and improved access to training facilities provided by the Learning and Skills Council and other agencies

· To increase opportunities for good health through improved sport, leisure and open space and better access to facilities

· To achieve a holistic approach to waste management by minimising waste and optimising recycling opportunities

· To protect and enhance the historic environment



Summary of Responses

· Relatively few comments were received specifically on the Vision and Objectives partly because they are all embodied within the key Issues and Options themselves. 

· General support for Vision and objectives, but some changes/additions requested (see below)
Detailed comments

· The vision is supported but the statement should be more positive and make provision to improve the environment not just to safeguard it. (Ref W)

· Vision supported but should be worded "safeguard and enhance the environment and biodiversity” (Ref HA)

· The Core Strategy should set out a clear vision for development up to 2021, not simply identifying constraints, but rather setting out a framework for development including identification of social and physical infrastructure requirements that are to be delivered (Ref BA)

· Support for vision and objectives, but the Green Belt should be reviewed as there it may cover parcels of land which would be better developed to meet housing and other needs (Ref JA)

· Water and water management should feature more greatly in terms of flood risk, water quality, water resources, groundwater and effect on wildlife (Ref: W)

· Objectives should aim for housing development with complementary development of employment opportunities and service provision.

· Suggest rewording of the objective "To deliver a sustainable and more integrated transport system…” to "To achieve a measurable reduction of pollution and green house gas emissions through sustainable design of development and by achieving a sustainable transport system".

Comments on other Issues

· Development control policies should be kept to a minimum and do not need to repeat regional and national policies (Ref: BA)

Abbreviated References

Ref A: Cllr. Michael Colne (Hertfordshire Police Authority)

Ref B: Sue Stibbs (Chorleywood Parish Council)

Ref C: Harry Davies (Three Rivers Branch CPRE)

Ref D: Abbots Langley Parish Council

Ref E: Richard Blackburn (Dacorum Borough Council)

Ref F: Cllr. D. J. Nobbs (Chipperfield Parish Council)

Ref G: David Bainbridge (Wellcome Trust c/o Bidwells)

Ref H: David Wynne- Jones (Croxley Green Parish Council)

Ref I: Wendy Few

Ref J: Graham Everett

Ref K: Graham Bell (Watford and Three Rivers PCT)

Ref L: Kevin Gleeson (NOMS/ HM Prison Service c/o Lambert Smith Hampton)

Ref M: Natalie Blaken (EEDA)

Ref N:Georgie Cook (Thames Water)

Ref O: Helen Greenhalgh (Standard Life Investments c/o Indigo)

Ref P: Kevin Watson (Indigo)

Ref Q: David Ames (Linden Homes (Chiltern) c/o David Ames Associates)

Ref R: Mrs Cassie Fountain (WM Supermarkets Plc c/o Peacock and Smith)

Ref S: Graham King (The Countryside Agency) 

Ref T: Mike Derbyshire (MEPC c/o Hepher Dixon)

Ref U: Laura Langley (Hertfordshire County Council)

Ref V: David Allison (Croxley Green Parish Council)

Ref W: Keira Murphy (Environment Agency)

Ref X: Mrs Y Merritt (Chorleywood Parish Council)

Ref Y: Vicky Bishop (Watford Borough Council)

Ref Z: Carolyn Wilson (Mobile Operators Association)

Ref AA: Amit Malhotra (Fairview New Homes c/o RPS Planning)

Ref BA: Mark Hendy (Barton Willmore)

Ref CA: Cameron Judson (Thames Water c/o The Development Planning Partnership)

Ref DA: Rose Freeman (The Theatres Trust)

Ref EA: Abigail Dodds (British Wind Energy Association)

Ref FA: Cllr. Les Mead (TRDC)

Ref GA: Ishaku Maitumbi (EERA)

Ref HA: Charles Williams (English Nature)

Ref IA: Peter Loader (CTC)

Ref JA: Elizabeth Lawrence (Elizabeth Lawrence Ltd)

Ref KA: Amanda and Hugh O’Neill (Oxhey United Youth Football Club)

Ref: LA: Morag Saunders (Hertfordshire County Council)

Minutes from the Area Forums attended

Notes of a meeting of the Sarratt Area Forum held on Wednesday 20 September 2006 at The Village Hall, The Village Green, Sarratt from 7.30pm to 9.30 pm.

Present:- 

Councillors Tony Barton (Chairman)



Also in attendance:- County and District Councillor Leonard Spencer

Officers: 

Karl Murdoch (Head of Environment)




Peter Kerr (Chief Development Plans and Transportation     

                                Officer)





Fiona Austin (Committee Manager)

Guest speaker:


Sgt Ian Malaugh

Around 40 members of the public in attendance.

ITEM 3: PLANNING YOUR FUTURE 


The Chairman introduced Peter Kerr, Chief Development Plans and  Transportation Officer at Three Rivers District Council.  His presentation outlined the following points:-

· That the Local Development Framework (LDF) would replace the Three Rivers Local Plan 1996-2011 and be current until 2021.

· The Core Strategy would be the most important part of the LDF. It would need to conform with Regional Spatial Strategy (East of England Plan) which proposed that 4,000 new homes to be provided in the District up to 2021.  This figure was dictated to the District and the Council had no control over it.

· That important issues to be considered were:-

Settlements
Heritage

Housing
Travel


Economy
Waste

Open Space
Shops and Services

Natural Landscape
Planet

There had been public consultation, and whilst the official deadline had passed for responses, he advised the meeting that any further completed questionnaires would be considered (copies were available at the meeting).  Initial feedback from the questionnaires was as follows:-

· General support to protect the greenbelt – if we had to build more homes, space should be found in existing urban settlements.

· Recognition that surplus employment use land, could be used for housing.

· Strong support for new housing developments that respected the character of the surrounding area.

· Support for a range of housing that met identified needs

· Increase affordable housing.  He asked the meeting for their views on affordable housing for Sarratt and whether it should be ring fenced for Sarratt residents.

· Strong support to permit small local rural developments if they meet specific needs.

· Recognition that Gypsy and Traveller site(s) needed to be found.

· Support to keep existing shopping centres.

· Mixed views about un-let shops to have non-retail uses.

· Support for new residential developments to contribute to sports facilities, amenity and children’s play space.

· Support for sustainability issues.

· Support for sustainable power to be included in new developments, recycling facilities on site, for housing designs that reduce crime.

Q – What was the penalty if the 4,000 homes were not built?


If the LDF did not demonstrate how the additional homes were to be provided, the Secretary of State’s Inspector would revise the plan to ensure that the extra dwellings were built.

Q – What initiatives were proposed to improve the provision of affordable housing and housing for key workers?

County Councillor Leonard Spencer advised the meeting that the majority of affordable housing was low cost rented housing for those assessed as being in need.  Should more affordable homes be built in Sarratt, those re-housed there might come from other parts of the District and have no connection with Sarratt.

A member of the public stated that the LDF should set controls so that affordable housing was only offered to people with a local connection.  He made a further comment that Sarratt, which once had several local shops, now had just one which offered a good service and was profitable.  Due to the increase in supermarket shopping, the LDF should make a judgement about how many shops were sustainable.  For example it was better to have 20 profitable shops offering a small range of useful services, than 40 which did not.

A representative of the Parish Council stated that before any proposal for further affordable housing in Sarratt was considered, a survey should be circulated to every household to canvass the views of villagers.  The survey would need professional advice to ensure it contained the right information and questions.

County Councillor Leonard Spencer made suggestions about further local concerns for the LDF:- was the conservation area in Sarratt broad enough? Should the LDF make specific statements about menages, horse exercisers and the conversion of stables to residential in the village.

At a meeting of the   Chorleywood Local Area Forum held at the Chorleywood War Memorial Hall, Common Road, Chorleywood, on Monday 10 July 2006 from 7.30pm to 9.45pm.

Present:



  Councillor Martin Trevett (Chairman)

Ward Councillors:
Chris Brearley CB





Harry Davies





Leonard Spencer


Officers:

Steve Farrell, Senior Planning Officer





Alison Page, Environmental Protection 

                                                    Manager, Fiona Austin, Committee Manager




 Evelyn Glasgow, Anti-Social Behaviour  

                                                    Officer




 PC Steve Cook





 PCSO Steve Jacobs

ITEM 2: LOCAL DEVELOPMENT FRAMEWORK – HOW IT AFFECTS THE RESIDENTS OF CHORLEYWOOD

The Senior Planning Officer gave a presentation to residents which covered the following points:-

· That the Local Development Framework (LDF) would replace the Three Rivers Local Plan 1996-2011 and be current until 2021.

· The Core Strategy would be the most important part of the LDF. It would need to conform with Regional Spatial Strategy (East of England Plan) which proposed that 4,000 new homes to be provided in the District up to 2021. 

· That important issues to be considered were:-

Settlements
Heritage

Housing
Travel


Economy
Waste

Open Space
Shops and Services

Natural Landscape
Planet

He encouraged residents to complete the consultation document, “Planning Your Future”, if they had not already done so.

The Chairman advised the Forum that Government set the amount of housing to be built in the area by 2021 and this was not in the Council’s control.

Q
Could District Council’s in the South East club together to petition government that this level of development was not sustainable?

A
This was happening to some extent.  Other Districts were required to build five times the number of homes required of this District.  However the District would then be squeezed by the growth on its borders.

Q
Can we expect wind power generators on properties in 20-30 years time, and would there be a statement about this in the LDF?

A
Yes it was possible and there would be planning controls over unsightly micro turbines.  Through the LDF there could be the opportunity to force large scale developments to consider alternative power sources. 

Q
Would there be a policy on light pollution in the LDF?

A
Controls based on Government guidance would be included in the LDF.  Development Control Committee already place restrictions on external lighting where necessary.

Q
The 4,000 new homes in the District would be broken down into how many of each type?

A
An Urban Capacity Study was jointly commissioned by Three Rivers District Council and Watford Borough Council in January 2005. This made assumptions about the size and type of homes which could be accommodated, and banded areas within the District accordingly.  It was not a proscriptive document but would enable the Council to influence the density of some proposed developments.

Q
How many flats were there in the conversion of the Hotel by the Station, and would there be adequate parking?

A
Subject to confirmation, the Senior Planning Officer thought it was likely to be 24 dwellings as developments of 25 and above were subject to greater controls.  Parking provision was based on the existing Government guidance and the Local Plan.

Q
Were backgarden developments classified as “brownfield”  

           sites?

A
Yes.  Councillor Leonard Spencer added that the current Local Plan had strict controls over such developments.

Q
The questions in the consultation were vaguely worded, making it difficult to make a response?

A
The issues were complex and meetings such as Local Area Forums enabled them to be explained face to face.  At each step of the process there would be further consultation with residents, but this was a new process which was being laid down by Government.  The next stage would be to consider this Council’s preferred options.

Q
What would be the penalty if the District did not achieve the government target to build 4,000 homes?

A
In the preceding five years the District had exceeded the number of new homes required by Government and this had contributed to reduce the number required by 2021.  The Chairman added that the Council had no control over the number of planning applications it received.  If the Council refused to permit further developments because it did not wish to build 4,000 new homes in the District, applications would likely to be granted at appeal stage.

Q
Three large scale developments were mentioned in the presentation – how would the composition of homes in a large development be decided?


A
The Council could influence the size and number of dwellings in developments of 25 or more properties.  The Council had issued a moratorium on developments of more than 10 dwellings, unless the proposal met certain criteria. 

At a meeting of the Watford Rural Local Area Forum held on Monday 17 July 2006 at the Parish Council Offices, Oxhey Drive, South Oxhey from 7.30pm to 9.30pm.

Present: 
Councillor Nena Spellen (Chairman)


District Councillors: Mary Connolly, Kerron Cross, Francis Durham,   

                                       Alison Scarth

            District/County Councillor: Roy Clements

In attendance:
Sergeant John Anderson


Sarah Calcutt, Police Community Support Officer


Karl Murdoch, Head of Environment


Claire May, Planning Officer


Sarah Haythorpe, Committee Manager

ITEM 3.
LOCAL DEVELOPMENT FRAMEWORK – HOW IT WILL AFFECT LOCAL RESIDENTS

The Planning Officer gave a presentation to residents which covered the following points:-

· The Local Development Framework (LDF) would replace the Three Rivers Local Plan 1996-2011 and would be current until 2021 and would provide a long term vision;

· The Core Strategy would be the most important part of the LDF and would need to conform with Regional Spatial Strategy (East of England Plan) which proposed that 4,000 new homes to be provided in the District up to 2021. 

· Encouraged residents to complete the consultation document, “Planning Your Future”, if they had not already done so to ensure greater community involvement.

· The consultation would finish at the end of July with the preferred options compiled in the Autumn for a second consultation.  Following the consultation the preferred options would be submitted to the Secretary of State in early 2007 for adoption by the end of 2007

· Local Development Framework would show what would be built throughout the District but still protecting the Green Belt but providing a balance of homes and jobs in the district

· Improved access to Sports and Open Spaces protecting our heritage transport systems integration reducing waste increasing recycling monitoring shopping centres, environmental issues, conserving resources providing sufficient services and infrastructure to new houses.

In response to a question from a Member of the Public on why the Local Development Framework needed to be updated, the Planning Officer advised it was in response to new Government guidelines.

The Forum was advised that the Council had received 380 responses to the consultation out of a possible 83,000.  Councillor Roy Clements was concerned that the Council had received such a disappointing response to the consultation and suggested that the Council reconsider the consultation process.

The Planning Officer agreed the response had been disappointing considering the importance of the consultation.  Councillor Nena Spellen suggested that the consultation period be extended beyond the end of July.

PCSO Sarah Calcutt advised that the Police were holding a visual audit in South Oxhey on 20 July and suggested that the consultation document could be handed out to local residents at this event.

Councillor Francis Durham questioned if the public would have an input into the decision on the preferred option and if the comments would be considered.  The Planning Officer advised that the results from the consultation would be analysed and the preferred option would be identified from the responses received.

A member of the Parish Council advised that residents in the Watford Rural Parish perceived that the decision would be made by the Council, residents views would not be taken into consideration and it would be a waste of time to complete the form.  The Planning Officer said that the preferred option would only be identified from the information provided from the public consultation and from members of the public who had completed the questionnaire.

Notes of the meeting of the Abbots Langley Local Area Forum   held at Hillside Hall, School Mead, Abbots Langley on   Thursday 29 June 2005 from 7.30pm to   9:30pm.

Present:
  Councillor Stephen Giles-Medhurst (Chairman)

    Ward Councillors: -
Susan Bartrick, David Major, Paul Goggins Kate   

                                         Turner  and Chris Whately-Smith.

Officers: -


Peter Kerr

Chief Development Plans and 

                              Transportation  Officer




Gloria Gillespie
Residential Standards Manager




Joanne Stewart 
Committee Manager

Also in attendance:-Inspector George Holland 
Herts Constabulary




  Sergeant John Anderson
Herts Constabulary   
Apologies for absence were received from   Councillors Sara Bedford, Joy Mann and Keith Peutherer

ITEM ON NEW PLANNING POLICIES FOR THREE RIVERS 

The Chief Development Plans and Transportation Officer gave a presentation on the Local Development Framework, which would influence new planning policies for The Three Rivers District. 

Residents raised concern over the amount of homes that were due to be built in the district. The Chief Development Plans and Transportation Officer explained that the government had imposed targets of around 4000 extra homes which need to be built in the district by 2021. The Local Development Framework was to ensure that residents would be consulted and asked for their views regarding planning policies. It was stated that a moratorium had been put in place to safeguard the district from over-development. Residents questioned whether local infrastructure providers such as water suppliers could cope with the demand of new properties. The forum was notified that water companies were consulted as part of the development process. 
Summary of Responses





General support for continuing to direct new development within the existing built up settlements and away from green field and green belt land 


Recognition that surplus employment land could be used if necessary, at least in part, for housing 





Summary of Responses 





Strong support for new housing development to respect character of the surrounding area; more in favour of assessing developments on their merits than setting specific density standards for particular locations





Summary of Responses





General support for the need to increase the amount of affordable housing that can be secured through new development by increasing the proportion of affordable housing required and requiring it from more (smaller) sites


Particular support for allocating sites wholly or mostly for affordable housing and permitting small scale housing schemes in rural areas to meet local need





Summary of Responses





Strong support for a full range of housing to be provided to meet identified needs; this includes providing a range of dwelling sizes and dwelling types including specialist housing for elderly and those with mobility disabilities 





Summary of Responses





Recognition that additional provision in the district is needed to meet gypsy and traveller needs but more in favour of dealing with planning applications for gypsy sites on ad hoc basis rather than allocating new sites or extension to existing sites (reactive rather than proactive)





Summary of Responses





Support for continuing to guide retail development within existing shopping areas subject to it being appropriate to the character and function of those areas, although mixed views about the flexibility of shops to be able to change between retail and non-retail uses





Summary of Responses





General support to maintain the existing parking standards for new development which are based on how accessible the location is to public transport and services


Strong support to deliver improved and more integrated transport systems particularly by promoting alternative modes of transport to the car





Summary of Responses





General support for LDF to plan for additional space and/or improvements where deficiencies in the District have been identified (though recent Open Space and Recreation Study) 


Strong support for continuing to require new residential development to contribute towards the provision of sports facilities, amenity and children’s playspace both directly on site and through commuted payments





Summary of Responses





Strong support towards protecting important wildlife sites and species and landscape but also to enhance where possible





Summary of Responses





General support for development to be ‘sustainable’ in terms of energy efficiency, water conservation and waste management and recycling


Strong support for new policy on requiring all new major developments to provide at least 20% of their energy requirements through renewable energy sources





Summary of Responses





Strong support for new development to use recycled or reclaimed materials as part of  new development


Strong support for new developments to provide recycling facilities on site such as composters and bottle banks





Summary of responses





Many general comments received expressing concern about the state of existing infrastructure and services (schools, health facilities, transportation, policing, utilities etc.) and their ability to meet demands of new development





Summary of Responses





General support for all options for reducing crime through initiatives such as local recruitment and training policies with major employers and the provision of youth facilities as part of new development and especially through the design of new development (‘Safer by Design’)





Summary of Responses





Strong support for the protection and enhancement of all aspects of the historic environment included listed and locally listed buildings and the character of conservation areas. 


The need to protect areas of archaeological importance also identified.
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