PLANNING COMMITTEE – 22 JUNE 2017

PART I - DELEGATED

6.  

  

  

  
  17/0416/FUL - Demolition of existing hall and provision of 17no. units of temporary residential accommodation with associated car parking and landscape works, at 
WRVS BURY HALL, BURY LANE, RICKMANSWORTH, HERTFORDSHIRE, for Three Rivers District Council


 (
(DCES)

	Parish: Batchworth Parish  

  
	Ward: Rickmansworth Town    

  

	Expiry Statutory Period:  31.05.2017  

  
	Officer: Claire Westwood   

	
	

	Recommendation: APPROVAL subject to conditions

Reason for consideration by the Committee: The applicant is Three Rivers District Council.  ASK   \* MERGEFORMAT 



Update:

A preliminary report was considered by Members at the Planning Committee meeting on 20 April 2017.  The application was discussed in detail at this time with the main material planning considerations raised relating to (in summary):
a) Character, Design & impact on Heritage Assets – including impact on Conservation Area, Listed Building, The Bury Open Space and area in general; need to protect historic boundary wall; excessive density; design and materials.
b) Parking/Access – including level of parking; provision of accessible spaces; impact on surrounding highway network.
c) Environmental & Amenity Issues – including lack of amenity space; impact on amenity of future occupiers; impact on neighbouring amenity; impact on trees; flooding/drainage.
d) Other – including loss of community facility; comments from Crime Prevention Design Advisor including in relation to CCTV and lighting.
Members requested that officers seek clarification on these and other points raised and that the report be updated accordingly before being returned to a future meeting.
Amended plans have been submitted to clarify the external materials proposed and include an access ramp to the ground floor.  Neighbours have been re-notified for 21 days (expired 12 June 2017).
1.
Relevant Planning History

Application Site

1.1
  16/2278/PREAPP - 18 no modular flat units comprised of ten one bedroom seven two bedroom and one laundry unit designed to sympathetically fit surroundings for Homelessness needs in TRDC. Closed.
The Coach House (south east of application site)

1.2
11/1964/FUL - Demolition of the existing office building (Class B1) and the construction of a three-storey building to provide 8 one-bedroom and 4 two-bedroom flats (Class C3) together with ancillary parking, landscaping and boundary treatment.  Refused December 2011.  Subsequent appeal allowed.  Permission implemented.

2.
Site Description

2.1
 ASK   \* MERGEFORMAT The site is a linear form with a width of approximately 19 metres adjacent to the boundary with Bury Lane and projecting to the south for a depth of approximately 55 metres.  There is an area of grass to the north of the site closest to Bury Lane with the remainder of the site occupied by a single storey hall comprising a part flat and part pitched roof.  There is currently some space for vehicles to park to the east of the building adjacent to the access road serving The Coach House and public car park, with further car parking available in the adjacent car park.

2.2
As noted above, to the east of the site is an access road serving The Coach House and public car park.  The Coach House is a new 3 storey residential building comprising 12 flats (replacing previous Class B1 office building).  To the west of the site is an access drive serving The Bury, a Grade II Listed Building containing flats.  This access also serves as a public footpath which wraps around the south of The Coach House in the direction of St Mary’s Church to the east.  Beyond the access to the west is The Bury Open Space.

2.3
To the north west of the site set back from Bury Lane is Bury Meadows, a road containing 4 storey flats with a flat roofed design.  Bury Mews to the street frontage is 2 storey residential development of a more traditional design with hipped roofs and gable ends.

2.4
To the north east of the site there is a terrace of residential properties on Bury Lane adjacent to the access road.  The rear gardens of these properties adjoin the northern boundary of the public car park; some properties have garages at the rear which are accessed from the public car park.  No. 11 is located adjacent to the access road and closest to the application site, this dwelling includes ground floor flank glazing but no glazing to the first floor flank elevation.  The properties within the terrace have a stepped rear building line and are at a slight angle, orientated towards the application site.

2.5
The application site is located within the Rickmansworth Town Centre Conservation Area.  The site is located within walking distance of transport links and services/facilities in Rickmansworth Town Centre.
3.
Description of Proposed Development
3.1
  Planning permission is sought for the demolition of the existing building and erection of a single building of modular construction to provide 17 units for use as temporary residential accommodation.  The Design and Access Statement sets out that the accommodation is required in response to the District’s pressing need for emergency accommodation.  The application proposes a permanent structure to provide temporary accommodation.
3.2
The building would be largely sited on the footprint of the existing building (to be demolished) and would have a length (north to south) of approximately 33 metres (approximately 36 metres including external stairs) and width (east to west) of approximately 14 metres including a covered external walkway to the west elevation of the building.  The building would be set back approximately 16 metres from Bury Lane.
3.3
The building would be two storeys incorporating a pitched roof with gables to the north and south ends.  It would have a maximum ridge height of approximately 10.3 metres and eaves height of approximately 6 metres.  Access to the units would be from the western elevation, with each independently accessed from an external (covered) walkway.  An access ramp to the northern end of the building would provide access to the ground floor walkway.  External covered stairs at the north and south ends of the building would provide access to the first floor walkway.   Each unit would have a door and window to the west elevation and a single window to the east elevation.  
3.4
The materials proposed are:


Roof – red plain clay tiles;


Walls – red/orange facing bricks (ground floor) and stained black timber waney edge boarding (first floor);


Windows – black PVC;


Fascias – black PVC.

3.5
To the north of the building 8 car parking spaces are proposed, including 1 disabled space.  These would be served from the existing access roads either side of the site.  Parking for 6 bicycles would be provided under the external staircases.  A small landscaped area would abut the boundary with Bury Lane, with existing trees in this location retained.  Additional planting is indicated to the western site boundary.  A refuse area enclosed by 1.8 metre timber fencing is also proposed.  

3.6.
The building would include 17 units.  The submitted layout plans indicate that this would comprise of 15 x 2 bedroom units and 2 x 1 bedroom units, however, the applicant has advised that it is anticipated that the 15 2 bed units will predominantly be used as 1 bedroom units with the second bedroom providing living space.  This is in recognition that the main household composition of homeless applicants in the District is single people/couples with one child.  Where there are more children or a couple and children, the second room would be used as a bedroom.  Occupiers of the units would have flexibility as to how they use the rooms.  Whilst the building would be inspected and cleaned weekly, there would be no caretaker/manager on site permanently.
3.7
There would be 9 units at first floor level and 8 units at ground floor level.  A shared laundry and store and plant room would also be provided at ground floor level.

3.8

The application is accompanied by:
· Planning Statement
· Design and Access Statement (including Flood Risk  Sequential/Exceptions Test; Energy and Sustainability Statement; Heritage Assessment)
· Flood Risk Assessment

· Drainage Strategy Technical Note

· Transport Statement

· Biodiversity Checklist and accompanying Ecological Appraisal

· Tree Survey Report.
4.
Consultation
4.1.
Statutory   Consultation
4.1.1
 ASK   \* MERGEFORMAT Affinity Water – [Advisory Comments]

Thank you for notification of the above planning application. Planning applications are referred to us where our input on issues relating to water quality or quantity may be required.


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


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


For further information we refer you to CIRIA Publication C532 "Control of water pollution from construction - guidance for consultants and contractors".

4.1.2
Conservation Officer – [No objection in principle, further consideration to be given to detailed design/materials]

Relevant policies:

The Rickmansworth Conservation Area is a designated heritage asset. The Planning (Listed Building & Conservation Areas) Act 1990 requires special regard to the desirability of preserving or enhancing the character or appearance of a conservation area.

The 1993 Rickmansworth Conservation Area Appraisal is an important document and highlights the traditional character of the Conservation Area, and its listed and locally listed buildings, as an important character. 

Bury Lane is highlighted in The 1993 Rickmansworth Conservation Area Appraisal, which together with Church Lane is at the heart of the medieval core of the town. The Appraisal also identifies Bury Lane as an area for improvement.

DM3 The Historic Built Environment. (July 2013)

Within Conservation Areas development will only be permitted if the proposal:

i)  Is of a design and scale that preserves or enhances the character or appearance of the area;

ii) Uses … materials… that are appropriate to the local context;

iii) Retains historically significant … elements of the area’s established pattern of development, character and historic value.

National Planning Policy Framework:

NPPF para. 64 states: Permission should be refused for development of poor design that fails to take the opportunities available for improving the character and quality of an area and the way it functions.

NPPF 131: In determining planning applications local planning authorities should take account of:

•             The desirability of new developments making a positive contribution to local character and distinctiveness

Para 132: When considering the impact of a proposed development on the significance of a designated heritage asset, great weight should be given to the asset’s conservation ... Significance can be harmed or lost through alteration or destruction of the heritage asset ... As heritage assets are irreplaceable, any harm or loss should require clear and convincing justification.

NPPF 137: Local planning authorities should look for opportunities for new development within Conservation Areas and World Heritage Sites and within the setting of heritage assets to enhance or better reveal their significance.  Proposals that preserve these elements of the setting that make a positive contribution to or better reveal the significance of the asset should be treated favourably.

The NPPF core principles firstly are to always seek to secure high quality design and second, conserve heritage assets in a manner appropriate to their significance so that they can be enjoyed for their contribution to the quality of life of this and future generations.

Discussion 

The former Royal Voluntary Service site in Bury Lane is a building of no special architectural character or historic interest. Historic map regression shows that from the 1870s to the 1930s this site was open woodland north of The Bury and was not developed until the 1960s. The precise date of this current building is not shown on the available historic maps, although a reference in a historic deed may suggest the current building was built in 1966.

The current RVS building is mainly single storey with a low wing facing Bury Lane. It is therefore not highly prominent in terms of its scale. However, it is a dilapidated and shabby building of a very plain design that is not a positive feature in the Conservation Area. Given its location in a very sensitive site in the heart of the Conservation Area and close to a number of listed buildings, including St. Mary’s Church and The Bury, it is considered that the current building detracts from the Conservation Area. Opportunities do exist to preserve or enhance the Conservation Area, through for example the replacement of the existing building with a building of higher quality design.

The adjoining Coach House (which was allowed on appeal - 11/1965/CAC ) is a three- storey building, of rectangular plan with gable projections to the front and rear. This new residential building replaced a former office building. The Inspector concluded that this new building would be a sympathetic addition to this part of the Conservation Area; it would have a greater degree of visual interest than the existing one without competing through scale, design or materials with The Bury or otherwise detracting from its setting (or that of the Listed Buildings fronting Church Lane).  

Given also that this fairly new building does form an integral part of the Conservation Area in terms of its historical association to the area and the shape and form of its building plot, it would therefore be appropriate to use the Coach House as a reference point for any new building in the vicinity.  Whilst a straightforward repeat of this building may not be appropriate any new design should have regard to the materials of the Coach House, the articulation and articulation of other buildings in the Conservation Area (including facing bricks, timber boarding and roof tiles).

This proposed new building is of a similar footprint and scale to the Coach House. However, consideration should be given as to whether the proposed design of the new building could be further enhanced by adding some level of articulation in elevational terms. This may simply be achieved by varying the repetition and rhythm of design elements, rather than any changes to the building format itself.  Consideration should also be given as to whether more ‘traditional’ materials should be used instead of the proposed modern materials (grey concrete roof tiles, white upvc windows, grey cladding and red facing brickwork). Materials that are more natural in appearance (with those used on the Coach House as a reference point) could be considered but a sympathetic appearance can still be used by using appropriately textured and coloured modern materials. These can be agreed by appropriate condition. 

Conclusion 

In principle, this proposal is acceptable and should be welcomed to replace the existing low quality building. It is compatible with relevant Local Plan policies, the Rickmansworth Conservation Area Appraisal and the NPPF. Whilst some further consideration could be given to detailed design and materials as set out above, which could be secured by appropriate condition, there is no objection in principle to the new building which will be a significant improvement on the current building and will enhance the area. 

4.1.3
Environment Agency – [Advisory comments]

Thank you for consulting us on the above application. In this case the proposed development is in Flood Zone 2, and will fall under our Flood Risk Standing Advice (FRSA) therefore you will need to first follow the Sequential Test/Exception Test requirements to ensure you are satisfied that the proposals pass the Sequential Test. Then you will need to use the ‘vulnerable developments’ and ‘what to check in an assessment’ sections of our flood risk standing advice to review the submitted flood risk assessment. 


Advice 


The site lies within an area surrounded by Flood Zone 3a, defined by the 'Planning Practice Guidance: Flood Risk and Coastal Change' as having a high probability of flooding where access and egress from the development would be flooded.


Although the site itself is located within Flood Zone 2 and is not expected to be flooded in a 1 in 100 year event, the area around this site is expected to be flooded. During a flood, residents trying to leave the site would be at considerable danger from the floodwater itself and also from various other hazards such as underwater drops and waterborne debris. The journey to safe, dry areas completely outside of the 1 in 100 chance in any year including an allowance for climate change floodplain would involve crossing areas of potentially fast flowing water. Those venturing out on foot in areas where flooding exceeds 100mm or so would be at risk from a wide range of hazards, including for example unmarked drops, or access chambers where the cover has been swept away. 


The submitted Flood Risk Assessment states that a safe route of access and egress will be possible, but this will need to be demonstrated from all new units to an area wholly outside the 1 in 100 chance in any year including an allowance for climate change floodplain. Where this cannot be achieved, an emergency flood plan should be agreed with the local authority.


Safe access and egress routes should be assessed in accordance with the guidance document FD2320 (Flood Risk Assessment Guidance for New Developments). Strategic Flood Risk Assessments (SFRA) are undertaken by local planning authorities as part of the planning process. The SFRA may contain information to assist in preparing your assessment of the access and egress route. Applicants should consult the SFRA while preparing planning applications.
4.1.4
Environmental Health – No response at time of writing.
4.1.5
Environmental Protection – [No objection]

Advised verbally that no objection to the siting of the refuse storage area which would be of an appropriate size.

4.1.6
Fire Protection Department – [Advisory Comments]
ACCESS AND FACILITIES 
1. Access for fire fighting vehicles should be in accordance with The Building Regulations 2010 Approved Document B (ADB), section B5, sub-section 16. 

2. Access routes for Hertfordshire Fire and Rescue Service vehicles should achieve a minimum carrying capacity of 18 tonnes. 
3. Turning facilities should be provided in any dead-end route that is more than 20m long. This can be achieved by a hammer head or a turning circle designed on the basis of Table 20 in section B5. 

WATER SUPPLIES 
4. Water supplies should be provided in accordance with BS 9999. 

The water supply appears satisfactory.

5. This authority would consider the following hydrant provision adequate: 

· Not more than 60m from an entry to any building on the site. 

· Not more than 120m apart for residential developments or 90m apart for commercial developments. 

· Preferably immediately adjacent to roadways or hard-standing facilities provided for fire service appliances. 

· Not less than 6m from the building or risk so that they remain usable during a fire. 

· Hydrants should be provided in accordance with BS 750 and be capable of providing an appropriate flow in accordance with National Guidance documents. 

· Where no piped water is available, or there is insufficient pressure and flow in the water main, or an alternative arrangement is proposed, the alternative source of supply should be provided in accordance with ADB Vol 2, Section B5, Sub section 15.8. 

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

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

4.1.7a
HCC Flood Risk Management Team – [Initial objection]

Thank you for your consultation in relation to the above planning application for the demolition of existing hall and provision of 17no. units of temporary residential accommodation with associated car parking and landscape works, at WRVS Bury Hall, Bury Lane, Rickmansworth, WD3 1DX.


We understand this application seeks full planning permission for a major development, and we are happy to find Flood Risk Assessment and Drainage Strategy prepared by Peter Brett Associates LLP, reference 40523/4001, dated February 2017, in support to this application. 


However this does not provide a suitable basis for assessment to be made of the flood risks arising from the proposed development.


We therefore object to the grant of planning permission and recommend refusal on this basis for the following reasons.


As a drainage assessment is required under the NPPF for all Major Planning Applications as amended within the NPPG from the 6 April 2015, in order for us to advise the Local Planning Authority that there is no flood risk from surface water, it should include as a minimum:

1. Detailed calculations of existing surface water storage volumes and flows. 

2. Detailed post development calculations/ modelling in relation to surface water are to be carried out for all rainfall events up to and including the 1 in 100 year including +40%  an allowance for climate change (for brownfield sites we require pre- and post-development run-off rates and volumes).

3. Full detailed drainage plan including location of SuDS measures, pipe runs and discharge points, informal flooding (no flooding to occur below and including the 1 in 30 Year rainfall return period). All drawings to be ‘final’ not ‘preliminary’ or ‘draft’.

4. Detailed modelled outputs of flood extents and flow paths for a range of return periods up to the 1 in 100 year + climate change event and exceedance flow paths for surface water for events greater than the 1 in 100 year + climate change. 

5. Full details of any required mitigation/ management measures of any identified source of flooding.

6. Evidence that if the applicant is proposing to discharge to the local sewer network, they have confirmation from the relevant water company that they have the capacity to take the proposed volumes and run-off rates. 

7. Justification of SuDS selection.

8. Details of required maintenance of any SuDS features and structures and who will be adopting these features to the lifetime of the development. 


Overcoming our objection

We acknowledge the existence of ‘Approach to further work’ in Technical Note in the Drainage Strategy. However all the works listed there should be done and results should be included and submitted in support to this application. 

The applicant should explain if there is an existing system, how it works and if it is intended to be used. The applicant must demonstrate when connecting to the local surface water sewer that the Water Company accepts the proposed discharge rate. As LLFA, we need to ensure that all the opportunities to improve the situation on site and in the surrounding of the development have been considered.


Informative to the LPA

We recommend the LPA to obtain a maintenance plan that explains and follows the manufacturer’s recommendations for maintenance or that it follows the guidelines explained by The SuDS Manual by CIRIA. A maintenance plan should also include an inspection timetable with long term action plans to be carried out to ensure efficient operation and prevent failure.

The LLFA has produced a surface water drainage advice webpage which contains a Developers Checklist and Guide, HCC SuDS Policies and reference to other technical guidance. We ask that the LPA advises the applicant to review this information prior to submitting a surface water drainage strategy.


http://www.hertsdirect.org/services/envplan/water/floods/surfacewaterdrainage/
The applicant can overcome our objection by submitting a surface drainage assessment which covers the deficiencies highlighted above and demonstrates that the development will not increase risk elsewhere and where possible reduces flood risk overall, and gives priority to the use of sustainable drainage methods.

If this cannot be achieved we are likely to maintain our objection to the application. 


We ask to be re-consulted when the amended surface drainage assessment will be submitted. We will provide you with bespoke comments within 21 days of receiving formal reconsultation. Our objection will be maintained until an adequate FRA has been submitted.

4.1.7b
Further comments following the submission of an updated Drainage Strategy:
Thank you for your re-consultation in relation to the above planning application for the demolition of existing hall and provision of 17no. units of temporary residential accommodation with associated car parking and landscape works, at WRVS Bury Hall, Bury Lane, Rickmansworth, WD3 1DX.

We understand this application seeks full planning permission for a major development, and we have assessed the Flood Risk Assessment and Drainage Strategy prepared by Peter Brett Associates LLP, reference 40523/4001, dated February 2017 and the subsequent Technical Note no. TN001 – Rev A, dated 15th March 2017, submitted to support to this application.  However the information provided to date does not provide a suitable basis for an assessment to be made of the flood risks arising from the proposed development.

We therefore object to the grant of planning permission and recommend refusal on this basis for the following reasons.

Details of how surface water arising from a development is to be managed is required under the NPPF for all Major Planning Applications as amended within the NPPG from the 6 April 2015.  Therefore for the LLFA to be able to advise the Local Planning Authority that there is no flood risk from surface water an application for full planning permission should include the following:

1. Detailed calculations of the existing surface water storage volumes and discharge flows for the development site.

2. Detailed post development calculations/modelling in relation to surface water for all rainfall events up to and including the 1 in 100 year return period, this must also include a +40% allowance for climate change.

3. A detailed drainage plan including the location of all SuDS features, pipe runs and discharge points.  If areas are to be designated for informal flooding these should also be shown on a detailed site plan.  It should be noted that the drainage system should be designed to accommodate all surface water up to and including the 1 in 30 Year rainfall return period.  Please note all drawings to be the final design.

4. Detailed modelled outputs of flood extents and flow paths for a range of return periods up to the 1 in 100 year plus climate change event and exceedance flow paths for surface water for events greater than the 1 in 100 year + climate change.

5. If the drainage proposals are to infiltrate to ground then evidence of permeability should be provided and test must be conducted in accordance with BRE Digest 365.

6. Full details of any required mitigation or management measures for any identified source of flooding.

7. Evidence that if the applicant is proposing to discharge to the local sewer network that they have confirmation from the relevant water company or sewer network operator that they have the capacity to take the proposed volumes and runoff rates.

8. Details of any required maintenance of any SuDS features and structures and who will be adopting these features for the lifetime of the development.  Please note that for residential development the lifetime is 100 years

Overcoming our objection



1 and 2:




We acknowledge the existence of Micro Drainage calculations for the 1 in 100 year event plus climate change allowance.  We require the overall run-off rate and the required storage volume to ensure that the proposed drainage strategy (all SuDS features) can attenuate for all rainfall events up to and including the 1 in 100 year plus climate change event. 

Pre-development and post-development surface water calculations should take account of the whole site area not just impermeable areas. The runoff rates that are generated by the whole site should be provided, this should include all rainfall events up to and including the 1 in 100 year plus climate change event. Permeable areas will generate runoff at greenfield rates, and this will need to be managed by the proposed drainage scheme therefore the required attenuation volumes and run-off rates should reflect this.



3 and 4:



We acknowledge that the applicant has provided the Underground Utility & CCTV Survey drawing, dated January 2017 and the Proposed Surface Water Drainage drawing, drawing no. 40523/4001/001, dated 15.03.2017.  However the soakaways which are listed as a part of the drainage strategy in the report should be included on the drawing, as well as any pipes and proposed discharging points from the proposed development.  We need to ensure that the drainage strategy for the proposed development is feasible.

If there will be informal flooding within the site, these areas need to be identified on a development layout plan, showing the extent and depth of the flooding and under what rainfall event the flooding will occur.  No flooding should occur at and below the 1 in 30 year rainfall event.  It should be demonstrated that any flooding above this can be managed within the site without increasing flood risk to the proposed properties and the surrounding area.  Both the 1 in 100 year and the 1 in 100 year plus climate change extents, depths and volumes should be established.  Routes of exceedance will also need to be assessed and identified for rainfall events that exceed the 1 in 100 year plus climate change event.

As the site lies in a Groundwater Source Protection Zone 1 we recommend a minimum of two SuDS management stages should be provided to manage any potential contaminants arising from surface water runoff from the car parking areas and access roads.  This is because the LPA needs to be satisfied that the proposed development will not have a detrimental impact to the water quality of any receiving surface water body with regards to the Water Framework Directive.

As the Lead Local Flood Authority, it is our responsibility to assess the acceptance of any soakaway included as part of a SuDS scheme with respect to its ability to effectively discharge through infiltration to the ground.  However from a water resources and quality standpoint you should contact the Environment Agency as to the suitability of this method of discharge at this location.

5:


Where infiltration is proposed as the main means to discharge surface water runoff we would expect as a minimum the permeability on the site to be confirmed with permeability tests to establish at the outset the feasibility of the proposed drainage strategy.  Tests should be conducted to BRE Digest 365 Standards and should also record the ground water levels on the site.  If infiltration is not feasible then an alternate scheme based on attenuation with discharge to either a watercourse or to a surface water sewer should be provided.  We need to make sure that the drainage strategy for the proposed development is feasible and can be implemented.  We acknowledge the applicant has proposed the use of cellular storage in the drainage scheme, however there appears to be no discharge from this structure, therefore we assume that infiltration is proposed.  Without working infiltration (supported by BRE Digest 365 Standards infiltration tests) we are not able to state if the proposed drainage scheme is feasible.


6:


We require full details of any required mitigation or management measures of any identified source of flooding supported by detailed modelling.


7:


If a discharge is proposed to a surface water sewer we require confirmation from the water company or sewer network operator that they are satisfied to receive the proposed discharge at the proposed rates and volumes.  As this is for a full planning application we require that this confirmation should be provided prior to the approval of planning permission to ensure that the proposed scheme is feasible.  An agreement in principle rather than a formal permission at this stage would be acceptable.


8:


The applicant will need to satisfy the LPA that the proposed drainage scheme can be adopted and maintained for its lifetime by providing a maintenance plan, detailing key operations and management.  The maintenance of soakaways and the cellular storage structure must be appropriate to prevent the risk of failure or reduction of its capacity.  Underground and any mechanical features are likely to carry a higher risk as a result of poor maintenance.

For further advice on what we expect to be contained within the FRA to support a full planning application, please refer to our Developers Guide and Checklist on our surface water drainage webpage:

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

Informative to the LPA

We recommend the LPA to obtain a maintenance plan that explains and follows the manufacturer’s recommendations for maintenance or that it follows the guidelines explained by The SuDS Manual by CIRIA. A maintenance plan should also include an inspection timetable with long term action plans to be carried out to ensure efficient operation and prevent failure.

The applicant has stated that the issues raised in the previous objection letter and re-iterated in this one will be resolved at the detailed design stage post receipt of the planning approval.  However without these details confirmed the LLFA cannot with any certainty advise the LPA that the approach to drainage being proposed is acceptable and will effectively manage surface water to the required standards on the development site.  As this is a redevelopment of this site with a change to a more vulnerable use it is the LLFA’s view that these issues should be resolved before planning permission is given.

The applicant can overcome our objection by submitting information which covers the deficiencies highlighted above and demonstrates that the development will not increase risk elsewhere and where possible reduces flood risk overall, and gives priority to the use of sustainable drainage methods.

If this cannot be achieved we are likely to maintain our objection to the application. 

We ask to be re-consulted when the amended surface drainage assessment will be submitted. We will provide you with bespoke comments within 21 days of receiving formal reconsultation. Our objection will be maintained until an adequate FRA has been submitted.

4.1.7c
Further comments following receipt of additional information:

Following our response sent on 22nd of March we will maintain our objection, as the objection points were not addressed in the additional information submitted by the applicant. 

The applicant can overcome our objection by submitting information which covers the deficiencies highlighted above and demonstrates that the development will not increase risk elsewhere and where possible reduces flood risk overall, and gives priority to the use of sustainable drainage methods.

If this cannot be achieved we are likely to maintain our objection to the application. 

We ask to be re-consulted when the amended surface drainage assessment will be submitted. We will provide you with bespoke comments within 21 days of receiving formal reconsultation. Our objection will be maintained until an adequate FRA has been submitted.

4.1.8
HCC Footpath Section – No response at time of writing.
4.1.9
HCC Waste & Minerals Team – [No objection]
I am writing in response to the above planning application insofar as it raises issues in connection with minerals or waste matters. Should the District Council be minded to permit this application, a number of detailed matters should be given careful consideration. 

Government policy seeks to ensure that all planning authorities take responsibility for waste management. This is reflected in the County Council’s adopted waste planning documents. In particular, the waste planning documents seek to promote the sustainable management of waste in the county and encourage Districts and Boroughs to have regard to the potential for minimising waste generated by development. 

Most recently, the Department for Communities and Local Government published its National Planning Policy for Waste (October 2014) which sets out the following: 

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

Policy 1: Strategy for the Provision for Waste Management Facilities. This is in regards to the penultimate paragraph of the policy; 

Policy 2: Waste Prevention and Reduction: & 

Policy 12: Sustainable Design, Construction and Demolition. 

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

Waste Policy 12: Sustainable Design, Construction and Demolition requires all relevant construction projects to be supported by a Site Waste Management Plan (SWMP). This aims to reduce the amount of waste produced on site and should contain information including types of waste removed from the site and where that waste is being taken to. Good practice templates for producing SWMPs can be found at: 

http://www.smartwaste.co.uk/ or http://www.wrap.org.uk/category/sector/waste-management. 

SWMPs should be passed onto the Waste Planning Authority to collate the data. The county council as Waste Planning Authority would be happy to assess any SWMP that is submitted as part of this development either at this stage or as a requirement by condition, and provide comment to the District Council.
4.1.10
Hertfordshire Ecology – [No objection]
Hertfordshire Ecology has no biological records (species or habitat) for this application site. The site itself is predominately hardstanding with a single one story building. There are numerous Local Nature Reserves and Local Wildlife Sites within the vicinity of the application site; however it is unlikely that the development will directly impact on these. There are some records of bats from within the vicinity. 
The Ecology Report submitted with the application has provided evidence that the building on site is of low bat roost suitability and should not be of further material concern. There is a single tree covered in dense ivy which could be hiding features suitable, however the ecologist has suggested a practical form of mitigation which should not require the need for an EPS Licence. I am in general agreement with the approach that ecologist is suggesting and advise that the applicant fully implement the recommendations made. 

The ecologist has also suggested several biodiversity enhancements which would help meet the principles of the NPPF. The applicant has indicated that they are willing for the landscape plan to be designed with the input of TRDC and produced as a condition of the development. I would recommend encouraging a majority of native trees and shrubs are used and that amenity grassland is supplemented with a wild meadow mix to increase the amount of pollen bearing plants.
4.1.11
Hertfordshire Highways – [No objection, conditions requested]

Notice is given under article 18 of the Town and Country Planning (Development Management Procedure) (England) Order 2015 that the Hertfordshire County Council as Highway Authority does not wish to restrict the grant of permission subject to the following conditions:

Conditions:-
Condition (access design) The development shall not commence until full details of the proposed access arrangements onto the existing highway network have been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The details are to include all kerbing, footway, drainage and street lighting works adjacent to the existing highway access on the north-west corner of the site to deliver safe vehicular and pedestrian movements between the site and the main road network. Reason;-To minimise danger, obstruction and inconvenience to users of the highway in accordance with Policies CP1 and CP10 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) and Policy DM13 and Appendix 5 of the Development Management Policies LDD (adopted July 2013).

Condition (construction management):- The development shall not begin until full details of all proposed construction vehicle access, movements, parking arrangements and wheel washing facilities have been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The relevant details should be submitted in the form of a Construction Management Plan. 
Reason;-To minimise danger, obstruction and inconvenience to users of the highway in accordance with Policies CP1 and CP10 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) and Policy DM13 and Appendix 5 of the Development Management Policies LDD (adopted July 2013).

I recommend inclusion of the following Advisory Note (AN) to ensure that any works within the highway are carried out in accordance with the provisions of the Highway Act 1980.

AN1. Construction standards for works within the highway: The applicant is advised that in order to comply with this permission it will be necessary for the developer of the site to enter into an agreement with Hertfordshire County Council as Highway Authority under Section 278 of the Highways Act 1980 to ensure the satisfactory completion of the access and associated road improvements. 

The construction of such works must be undertaken to the satisfaction and specification of the Highway Authority, and by a contractor who is authorised to work in the public highway. Before works commence the applicant will need to apply to the Highway Authority to obtain their permission and requirements. Further information is available via the website http://www.hertfordshire.gov.uk/services/transtreets/highways/ or by telephoning 0300 1234047.

Highway comments:-

This application proposes the demolition of an existing hall and the provision of 17 units of temporary residential accommodation, car parking and landscaping. 
The details submitted for consideration include a Transport Statement document providing information on the following aspects of the development:
Highway Access and Parking.

Vehicular access for the proposed development is shown on Drawing No. CSA-T355-PA.03 Rev C. This indicates access to the proposed on-site car parking from two existing access roads which join the highway network on Bury Lane. This road is classified as a Local Access Road within Hertfordshire’s road hierarchy and operates on a one-way basis (east to west). Daytime parking restrictions are in place along the Bury Lane site frontage. The development proposes eight on-site car parking and six cycle parking spaces. These parking provisions will be assessed by the Local Planning Authority in relation to its current parking standards. The existing on-street parking restrictions in place on the local highway network are expected to minimise any migration of excess on-site parking demand to the adjacent highway.

The vehicular access on the north-west corner of the site is narrow and the Highway Authority is concerned that vehicles required to make the left turn from Bury Lane may not complete the turn in one movement and could result in vehicles reversing back into the path of approaching traffic. The Highway Authority suggests that the introduction of a kerbed build out at this corner of the site could assist vehicle movements into the site by encouraging a larger turning circle. 

Trip Generation and Distribution.

The Transport Statement presents trip generation rates from the TRICS database relating to the proposed use of the site. The calculation of net peak hour vehicular trips associated with the development has assumed a zero trip generation from the previous use of the site. The assessment therefore predicts an increase in the number of car based trips generated by the proposed development during the a.m. and p.m. peak travel periods. These changes are not considered to be significant to the flow of traffic on the adjacent highway. The trip rates identified in the Transport Statement are considered appropriate for the location of the site and the conclusions reported in terms of the predicted vehicle trips are not disputed by the Highway Authority. 
The one-way operation of Bury Lane will distribute all development generated vehicular trips to the west (via Bury lane and Ebury Road) onto the major road network.

Sustainable Travel Modes.

The National Planning Policy Framework requires that decisions on development proposals should consider whether opportunities for sustainable transport modes have been taken up and also that safe and suitable access to the site can be achieved for all people.
 
The site is located within a 0.5km walk of Rickmansworth rail station providing good access to London and Amersham / Great Missenden to the north-west.
Existing bus stops are available close to the site on Church Street but are not served by frequent services. Access to more frequent services is available in the town centre (within a 200m walk).

The limited on-site car parking provision will generate a high number of pedestrian movements to and from the site. The development provides wheelchair accessible accommodation but there is no indication of the intended routes for these users along and across Bury Lane. The lack of a footway along the north frontage of the site is a concern as there is no safe refuge for pedestrians and wheelchair users to wait to cross to the main footway route on the north side of the road. The Highway Authority suggests that the introduction of the kerbed build out identified above (in conjunction with dropped kerb access) onto Bury Lane at the north-west corner of the site could deliver a suitable refuge for pedestrians to cross the road. Complementary dropped kerbs should also be provided on the north channel of Bury Lane.

Highway Summary.

The Highway Authority requests that further consideration is given to the highway access arrangements with particular reference to pedestrian crossing movements of Bury Lane.

Formal consideration of all construction vehicle movements is also required to ensure that any inconvenience to users of the adjacent highway is kept to a minimum. The Highway Authority therefore does not raise any objection to the application subject to confirmation of the suggested planning conditions and advisory note identified above.
4.1.12
Hertfordshire Property Services – [No comments to make]
Herts Property Services do not have any comments to make in relation to financial contributions required by the Toolkit, as this development is situated within Three Rivers' CIL Area A and does not fall within any of the CIL Reg123 exclusions.  Notwithstanding this, we reserve the right to seek Community Infrastructure Levy contributions towards the provision of infrastructure as outlined in your R123 List through the appropriate channels.
4.1.13
Herts. Archaeology – [No objection]
The proposed development is almost completely on the footprint of the existing Bury Hall, a structure of no great age.  In this instance I consider that the development is unlikely to have a significant impact on heritage assets of archaeological interest, and I have no comment to make upon the proposal.
4.1.14
Herts. Constabulary – [Advisory comments]
The police are neither for nor against the application, but designing out crime will be important for the success of such a project, if planning permission is granted.


1. Crime Risk: 


Homeless persons are often the most vulnerable people in society and need protecting.  Unfortunately such buildings for short term shelter for the homeless can be targeted by offenders who do not wish to see such accommodation in the area.  Additionally such residents don’t always look after the temporary property they are in and can cause anti-social behaviour (ASB).  Although this is not always the case, depending on the type of homeless persons accommodated.   

Part 7.51 of the Design and Access Statement (DAS) says about the identified urgent need to provide such short term accommodation, and that because it will be similar to a hostel or hotel there will be less demand for on-site amenity.  As well as homeless persons, will this include those people escaping from domestic violence, who are often targeted by their former partners?  
There will be the need to design in protection for the residents as well as CCTV to help deter crime and assist police in any investigation.

2. Secured by Design part 2 physical security:  

Because of the crime risk this development should be built to the physical security of Secured by Design part 2, which is the police approved minimum security standard and also achieves ADQ (Building Regulation regarding security).   This would involve:
a. All exterior doors to be certificated by an approved certification body to BS PAS 24:2012, or STS 201 issue 4:2012, or STS 202 BR2, or LPS 1175 SR 2, or LPS 2081 SR B.  
b. Ground level exterior windows and 1st floor walkway windows, to be certificated by an approved certification body to BS Pas 24:2012.  All glazing in the exterior doors, and ground floor and 1st floor walkway windows to include laminated glass as one of the panes of glass.  

These standards are entry level security and meet the Secured by Design part 2 physical security standard.   Building to the physical security of Secured by Design, which is the police approved minimum security standard, will reduce the potential for burglary by 50% to 75% and achieve ADQ.  The applicants to seek Secured by Design certification to this standard when it is built.  

3. Additional Security:  For the security of the building and of any residents I would also expect to see the following;

a. Stairs to and from the first floor walkway:  CCTV must cover the stair access and walkway to deter ASB and crime, as well as youths running up and down the walkway to the annoyance of the residents at 1st floor and ground level.  


b. Cycle parking secure:  This will need to be secured for security of the cycles and provide protection against the weather if cycle use is to be encouraged.


c. The 1st floor walkway to be robust and solid construction:  This is so anyone walking on the walkway does not cause noise to the annoyance of residents.  Unfortunately such outside walkways are generally of a light construction that makes walking on them noisy. 
Also the balustrade should be visually permeable to also help deter ASB etc. (as shown on the elevation plans).

d. Laundry room and store security: These will need access control and CCTV coverage to prevent damage and theft.

e. CCTV:  There will be a need for CCTV to cover the exterior of the development, the 1st floor walkway and underneath, as well as the cycle parking and laundry and store. Such CCTV will need appropriate lighting for the CCTV during the hours of darkness.

f. Management of the site:  What is proposed?   Hostels type accommodation will need a site manager, not only for the protection of the properties but also of the residents and to deal with problems.

4. Informative:  I would ask that if planning permission is granted that all of the above is brought to the attention of the applicants by way of informative.  There will be the need to design out crime, protect the vulnerable residents and assist police in any post incident investigation. 

I hope the above is of use to you in your deliberations and will help the development achieve that aims of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF).  

· 69 – re safe and accessible environments where crime and disorder, and the fear of crime, do not undermine quality of life or community cohesion.

& the National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) under ‘Design’

· 010 – re Sec 17 of the Crime and Disorder Act 1998 – to prevent crime & disorder.

· 011 – re taking proportionate security measures being a central consideration to the planning and delivery of new developments and substantive retrofits.
And CP1 and CP12 of Three Rivers Core Strategy.
However, in the meantime, if you or the applicants have any queries about crime prevention design in relation to the proposals then please feel free to contact me. 

4.1.15
Herts. & Middlesex Wildlife Trust – No response at time of writing.
4.1.16
Herts. Public Health – No response at time of writing.
4.1.17
Historic England – [No objection]
On the basis of the information available to date, we do not wish to offer any comments. We suggest that you seek the views of your specialist conservation and archaeological advisers, as relevant. 

It is not necessary for us to be consulted on this application again, unless there are material changes to the proposals. However, if you would like detailed advice from us, please contact us to explain your request.
4.1.18
Housing Officer – [No objection]
I support this application based on our temporary housing needs.

4.1.19
Integrated Accommodation Commission – No response at time of writing.
4.1.20
Landscape Officer – [No objection, conditions requested]
4.1.20a
Initial comments:
The site is within the Rickmansworth Town Centre Conservation Area. This protects all trees with a girth at breast height of >75mm.

A tree survey report, carried out to the standards of British Standard 5837:2012 Trees in relation to design, demolition and construction-Recommendations, has been provided by Patrick Stileman Ltd dated 31 January 2017. 

Whilst I concur with the tree classifications within this report, we still need further information on whether the root protection areas of the adjacent mature trees will be jeopardised by deeper strip foundations, use of existing foundations, no foundations, or piling.

Until we have confirmation on foundation type within the RPAs I cannot comment further.

The trees marked to be removed, on drawing number CSA-T355-PA.03 C, are low grade and the planned landscaping compensates for their loss. The parking for 8 cars is outside any RPAs however the bicycle and refuse area are within the RPA of a good quality Yew tree located at the entrance. A no dig solution must be used if it is intended to be within the RPA of this Yew tree.
4.1.20b
Further comments:

I am writing further to the consultation response dated 21st March from Daniel Monk.

I can confirm that I am happy for the trees T10 (Goat Willow) and T11 (small Tulip tree) to be removed. T10 although identified as a category B1 tree in the accompanying Tree Survey Report, is noted as only just crossing the B grade threshold. T11 is a category C grade tree with a significant basal growth limiting the retention span in any event.

Trees 4, 6, 8 and 9 are significant and adjacent to the site. Their RPAs are not impacted on by the proposed building and as such provided suitable tree protection measures are imposed; there is no reason to suggest that these trees would be damaged by the development of the site.

Tree 13 is a significant Yew tree which should be protected during the course of construction. Any development in this area including new surfacing within the RPA of this tree should be no-dig. 

Tree 1 a Lime to the southern end of the proposed modular block will potentially be impacted upon by the proposals. The RPA of this tree is encroached upon by the modular building footprint by up to 4.0m. While this could potentially impact on the health of the tree, the fact that the building is modular means that there is more scope to design the foundation so as to avoid any significant damage to the rooting system of this tree.

I would as a result request that the following conditions are imposed:

Arboricultural Method Statement – CR100A

No development or other operation shall commence on site until a scheme (herein called the Approved Method Statement of Arboricultural Works Scheme) which indicates the construction methods to be used in order to ensure the retention and protection of tree, shrubs and hedges growing on or adjacent to the site has been submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority, in particular details of the foundation design of the southern end of the accommodation block needs to be provided to demonstrate that damage to the RPA of the adjacent Lime tree T1 is minimised.

No operations shall commence on site in connection with the development hereby approved (including tree felling, pruning, demolition works, soil moving, temporary access construction, or any other operation involving the use of motorised vehicles or construction machinery) until the tree protection works required by the approved scheme are in place on site.

The fencing or other works which are part of the approved scheme shall not be moved or removed, temporarily or otherwise, until all works including external works have been completed and all equipment, machinery and surplus materials removed from the site, unless the prior approval of the local planning authority has first been sought and obtained.

Reason: To ensure that the protected trees are not affected during construction of the development hereby permitted, in the interests of visual amenity and in accordance with Policies CP1 and CP12 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) and Policy DM6 of the Development Management Policies LDD (adopted July 2013).

Tree Protection Scheme- Details – CR098

No operations (including tree felling, pruning, demolition works, soil moving, temporary access construction, or any other operation involving the use of motorised vehicles or construction machinery) shall commence on site in connection with the development hereby approved until the branch structure and trunks of all trees shown to be retained and all other trees not indicated as to be removed and their root systems have been protected from any damage during site works, in accordance with a scheme to be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.

The protective measures, including fencing, shall be undertaken in accordance with the approved scheme before any equipment, machinery or materials are brought on to the site for the purposes of development, and shall be maintained until all equipment, machinery and surplus materials have been removed from the site.  Nothing shall be stored or placed within any area fenced in accordance with this condition and the ground levels within those areas shall not be altered, nor shall any excavation be made, without the written consent of the Local Planning Authority. No fires shall be lit or liquids disposed of within 10.0m of an area designated as being fenced off or otherwise protected in the approved scheme.

Reason: To protect the visual amenities of the trees, area and to meet the requirements of Policies CP1 and CP12 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) and Policy DM6 of the Development Management Policies LDD (adopted July 2013).

No Felling or Lopping – CR097
No trees, hedgerows or shrubs within the curtilage of the site, except those shown on the approved plan(s) or otherwise clearly indicated in the approved details as being removed, shall be felled, lopped or pruned, nor shall any roots be removed or pruned without the prior consent of the Local Planning Authority during development and for a period of five years after completion of the development hereby approved. Any topping or lopping approved shall be carried out in accordance with BS: 3998 (2010) ‘Recommendations for tree works’. Any trees, hedgerows or shrubs removed or which die or become dangerous, damaged or diseased before the end of a period of five years after completion of the development hereby approved shall be replaced with new trees, hedging or shrub species (of such size species and in such number and position as maybe agreed in writing), before the end of the first available planting season (1st October to 31st March) following their loss or removal.
4.1.20c
Further comments (in response to concerns raised at April Planning Committee regarding removal of T10 and T11):

The site is protected by virtue of being within the Rickmansworth Conservation Area.

I have not objected previously to the proposed removal of T10 (Goat Willow) and T11 (small tulip tree) as part of the proposals.

T10 the Goat Willow is identified as a category B1 tree in the accompanying Tree Survey Report is noted as only just crossing the B grade threshold. T11 is a category C grade tree with a significant basal wound which would limit the retention span in any event.

Category C trees are considered to be trees of low quality which should not impose significant constraints on the design layout and if necessary can defensibly be shown for removal in order to facilitate good design. If category C trees can be satisfactorily retained within the proposed layout then consideration should be given for this.

The Arboricultural consultant has identified T10 the Goat Willow as just crossing the B grade threshold. He has argued in his report that category B trees are classified as trees of moderate quality, which covers a large range. Frequently they are specimens for retention, however some can be of insufficient value to impose significant design constraints and removal of such trees may be defensible in order to promote good design (usually on the basis that mitigation is provided elsewhere on the site in the form of a high quality new planting).T10 has been identified as one of these trees. 

The Tulip Tree T11 is only quite a young tree and as such would be relatively easy to replace with an advance nursery stock tree of a similar size and for this reason I would agree with his comments.

I would like to see the remaining Category B trees retained and protected as part of the proposals, particularly the Yew tree (T13) at the frontage with Bury Lane. It would be appropriate to require a soft landscaping scheme as part of the proposals and this would include tree planting.

4.1.21
LDF – Transport – No response at time of writing.
4.1.22
Local Plans – [No objection]
The site is not allocated as a housing site by the Site Allocations Local Development Document and as such is not currently identified as part of the District’s planned housing supply. However the site can be considered as a windfall site, having regard to the relevant polices in the Local Plan. As the site had been previously used as a community hall, it is on previously developed land. 

Policy CP2 of the adopted Core Strategy (2011) states that applications for windfall sites will be considered on a case by case basis having regard to:

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

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

iii. infrastructure requirements and the impact on the delivery of allocated housing sites

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

The Spatial Strategy identifies Rickmansworth as the Principal Town and states that new development within Three Rivers will be directed towards previously developed land and infilling opportunities within the urban area of the Principal Town and Key Centres. This strategy is supported by policy PSP1 which states that future development will predominantly be focused on sites within the urban area. The proposed site is on previously developed land and therefore complies with this policy. The site is sustainably located within walking distance of Rickmansworth Town Centre and has access to a range of shops and services including public transport routes. There is an identified need for housing provision for the homeless, and this development will significantly help meet those needs. As the proposal is for the redevelopment of an existing town centre location, the majority of the required infrastructure is already in place. The annual monitoring report highlights the need for affordable housing within the district, by providing affordable housing for the homeless this proposal will help meet the housing target. The development therefore meets all the criteria set out in Policy CP2.

Policy CP3 of the adopted Core Strategy (2011) states new development will provide a range of house types and sizes to reflect the existing and future needs of the Three Rivers population and the characteristics of housing in the area. The proposal helps meet the future needs of the District’s homeless population and provides the housing type most suited to their needs. Policy CP3 goes on to state that this includes provision of specialist accommodation which will be encouraged in suitable and sustainable locations. The proposed units for the homeless are considered specialist accommodation, and the site is in a suitable and sustainable location, as highlighted above.

Policy CP4 of the Core Strategy states that all new development resulting in the net gain of one or more dwellings will be expected to contribute to the provision of affordable housing. Around 45% of all new housing needs to be affordable, and as the proposal is providing housing for homelessness needs it can be considered to be providing 100% affordable housing.

Policy DM8 Flood Risk and Water Resources of the adopted Development Management Policies LDD (2013) states that development will only be permitted where it would not be subject to unacceptable risk of flooding, and a Flood Risk Assessment is required for proposals for development proposals of 1 ha or more in Flood Zone 1, and for proposals for all new development in Flood Zones 2 and 3. Part of the site is located within Flood Zone 2, therefore a Flood Risk Assessment will be required.

The Flood Risk Vulnerability Classification, in the National Planning Practice Guidance, defines housing as being a ‘more vulnerable’ type of development. This means that such developments should be steered away from areas covered by Flood Zone 3, which is classed as a high probability of flooding. The site is located within Flood Zone 2, and as such is not considered high risk.

This application helps meet homelessness needs within the District, and is supported in principle. 
4.1.23
National Grid – No response at time of writing.
4.1.24
NHS England – No response at time of writing.
4.1.25
NHS Herts. Valleys – No response at time of writing.
4.1.26
Thames Water – [Advisory Comments]
Waste Comments:

Surface Water Drainage - With regard to surface water drainage it is the responsibility of a developer to make proper provision for drainage to ground, water courses or a suitable sewer. In respect of surface water it is recommended that the applicant should ensure that storm flows are attenuated or regulated into the receiving public network through on or off site storage. When it is proposed to connect to a combined public sewer, the site drainage should be separate and combined at the final manhole nearest the boundary. Connections are not permitted for the removal of groundwater. Where the developer proposes to discharge to a public sewer, prior approval from Thames Water Developer Services will be required. The contact number is 0800 009 3921. Reason - to ensure that the surface water discharge from the site shall not be detrimental to the existing sewerage system. 

Legal changes under The Water Industry (Scheme for the Adoption of private sewers) Regulations 2011 mean that the sections of pipes you share with your neighbours, or are situated outside of your property boundary which connect to a public sewer are likely to have transferred to Thames Water's ownership.  Should your proposed building work fall within 3 metres of these pipes we recommend you email us a scaled ground floor plan of your property showing the proposed work and the complete sewer layout to developer.services@thameswater.co.uk to determine if a building over / near to agreement is required.

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

Water Comments:

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

4.1.27
TRDC Traffic Engineer – No response at time of writing.
4.1.28
Hertfordshire Gardens Trust – [Objection]

1. The NPPF rightly puts great emphasis on the quality of design, which is especially important within the setting of a Listed building, such as The Bury. The housing now lying between the WRVS Hall and the Bury, although new, does respect the setting of the Bury to some extent and is of acceptable quality. The proposals contained within this proposal show no such quality and would appear to be an over-development of the site which is in a prominent position on the historic approach to the Bury.

2. There are remains of earthworks from a previous formal garden and much designed planting of perhaps the Victorian era. We are aware of formal gardens for the Bury in the nineteenth century and it is likely that the Bury was set in a designed landscape from much earlier. It was also part of the 17th century view from Moor Park, framed by an avenue, of the church (spire constructed by the Moor Park owner to highlight the view). We are concerned that the significance of these garden remains and their importance as part of the setting (and therefore significance) of The Bury will be diminished by the proposed development.

3. There is little attempt at landscaping the site, it being completely filled with  units; with 2 trees removed and no replacements proposed for the section nearest Bury Lane. We would suggest that more effort be put in to landscaping the area near Bury Lane on the pedestrian access and also the area between the units and the apartments/ The Bury rather than be limited to the small area shown.

4.2
Public Consultation

Initial Consultation

4.2.1
Number consulted: 120  

4.2.2
No responses received: 41, comprising of;
· 35 objections

· 3 support

· 1 petition with 111 names titled; “We are writing to the council planning department with our concerns on a potential application regarding the above site in Bury Lane (within a conservation area)”.
· 1 petition with 248 names titled; “We the undersigned, request that Three Rivers District Council halt the current proposal for the RVS Hall site on the Bury, and conduct a full and fair consultation with the residents of Rickmansworth Town Ward and users of the community hall, as to their opinions on the future use of this site”. 
· Letter from Solicitors acting for Porker Ltd (owner of the adjacent Coach House) raising concerns regarding the process and consideration of the application by Members at Committee in April 2017; concerns regarding heritage issues and lack of analysis in preliminary committee report.

4.2.3
Site Notice: Expired 30.03.2017
4.2.4
 ASK   \* MERGEFORMAT Press Notice: Expired 31.03.2017  ASK   \* MERGEFORMAT   
4.2.5
Summary of Responses
4.2.5a
Objections
Understand need and support providing homes in the area, however, this is not appropriate location; Have alternative sites been considered?; There are more suitable sites; Not a long term solution; Unclear whether the proposal is to provide units of temporary residential accommodation in a temporary or a permanent built structure; Application unclear; TRDC should sell site to professional developer.
Current hall has been used by local community for various activities; We should be encouraging community use and not removing facilities that provide support; Disappointed that alternative community hall is not being provided; Object to demolition of existing building and loss of existing facilities; Last non faith hall in Rickmansworth; Run down nature of building should not justify unacceptable redevelopment; Removal of hall not identified in Core Strategy; Site not allocated for development; Policy DM12 seeks to protect facilities and provide new facilities; Policy DM12 states that where a use is no longer viable, supporting information will be required – this should be made available to the public.
No consideration for and out of character with Conservation Area; Detrimental to character and appearance of Rickmansworth Town Centre Conservation Area; Does not preserve or enhance; Importance of Conservation Area identified in Council’s own Conservation Area Appraisal; Too much development in Rickmansworth (including proposals for Beesons Yard and Travis Perkins); Overdevelopment; Visual intrusion; Size, bulk, height and density are inappropriate; External staircases not in keeping; Bland design; Utilitarian appearance; Unarticulated elevations; Inappropriate materials; Footprint 50% greater than existing building; Design and materials out of keeping; Poor quality design; Adjacent development (Coach House) was amended to find acceptable scheme; Coach House application was refused by committee due to harm to Conservation Area; Negative impact on setting of Listed Buildings (including The Bury and buildings on Church Street); Site is at gateway to Listed Building; Negative impact on setting of historic boundary wall; Obstruct views of historic parish church; Impact on views between listed buildings on Church Street, current building is not prominent in these views; Loss of gap has impact on setting of Listed Buildings and character and appearance of Conservation Area; Inappropriate to compare to the Coach House; Reduce ‘air of seclusion’; Impact on parkland setting; Does not respond to its sensitive location; Contrary to local and national policy and does not pass statutory tests in Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990.
Don’t object to demolition.


Overcrowding; Understood there were rules/legislation regarding plot size and number of occupants; Does not meet Nationally Described Space Standards (NDSS); If an HMO should comply with relevant policies/standards; No lounges or daytime living accommodation; No space for storage e.g. prams, bikes etc; No external space; Safety concerns if children play in car park; Will there be pets?; Is the Bury Open Space going to be used as a garden?; Negative impact on public realm and Bury Open Space.

Overlooking of neighbouring properties, including from external stairs and walkways.

Inadequate parking; Exacerbate existing parking problems in town; Increased congestion; One way road; Parking permits should not be issued; Increased traffic; Highway and pedestrian safety concerns; Inadequate footways; Lack of lighting at night; Transport Statement inaccurately states that no accidents.

Impact on wildlife; Increased noise and light pollution; Flood Risk Assessment and Drainage Strategy inadequate; Loss of trees.


Concerns for own safety; Intended residents may require high level of supervision.


Increased demand for education, library and health facilities; Pressure on drains and other services; Inadequate refuse storage; How would facility be managed?

Contrary to adopted policies; Contrary to Conservation Area Appraisal; There should have been greater consultation; Should apply same assessment as all applications.
4.2.5b
Support

Much need for this type of housing; Central location near Council offices, transport and services.


If I was local to area and became homeless through no fault of my own I would be happy to be offered temporary accommodation here within the District.

Proposed layout serves necessary functions allowing maximum number of people to be assisted.


Further Consultation
4.2.6
Neighbours were re-notified on 22 May (expired 12 June 2017) following the receipt of amended plans providing clarification regarding materials and the introduction of an access ramp.
4.2.7
No. of further responses received: 7 (6 objections, 1 support)
4.2.8
Summary of further responses received:
4.2.8(a)
Objections


Reiterate all initial objections.
Acknowledge need, however, site is unacceptable; Not a long term solution; Land should be sold to professional developer; Loss of hall; Concern re cost of other halls.
Inappropriate design; Permanent fixture; Existing building is single storey; While changes to materials are an improvement, ‘wavy’ timber cladding is contrived and incoherent; Black uPVC windows are an improvement but do not address concerns regarding inappropriateness of uPVC; Materials changes do not address concerns regarding lack of articulation; Would still read as large unbroken roof and elevations; Harm to Conservation Area and setting of Listed Buildings; Gables of greater width than Coach House which had been used as comparison; ‘Sense of seclusion’ previously identified as a key aspect of the character and appearance of this part of the Conservation Area; External stairs out of keeping; Contrary to policy; Dominate access to The Bury.
Location and size of rooms not suitable; Poor living conditions; Lack of play areas; Not suitable for families; Increased pressure for local services such as schools and doctors.
Inappropriate pedestrian access; Insufficient parking; No provision for bicycles or prams; Refuse area not sufficient size.
Impact on neighbouring amenity including loss of privacy and light; Balconies overlooking The Bury access and grounds.
Floor Risk Assessment and Drainage Strategy inadequate.


Inadequate consultation.
4.2.8(b)
Support

There are comments stating that The Rickmansworth and District Residents Association (RDRA) object to this application. That body has not sought the views of all of its members in taking that stance, having only provided a petition opposing it.
5.
Reason for Delay
5.1
  To respond to points raised at April 2017 Planning Committee.
6.
Relevant Planning Policy, Guidance and Legislation
6.1
  

    

    The   Three Rivers Local Plan
The Core Strategy was adopted on 17 October 2011 having been through a full public participation process and Examination in Public. Relevant policies include Policies PSP1, CP1, CP2, CP3, CP4, CP6, CP8, CP9, CP10 and CP12.

The Development Management Policies Local Development Document (LDD) was adopted on 26 July 2013 after the Inspector concluded that it was sound following Examination in Public which took place in March 2013. Relevant policies include DM1, DM3, DM4, DM6, DM8, DM9, DM10, DM11, DM12, DM13 and Appendices 2 and 5.

The Site Allocations LDD was adopted in November 2014 having been through a full public participation process and Examination in Public.
The Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) Charging Schedule (adopted February 2015).

6.2
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)

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

6.3
Other

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

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

Rickmansworth Conservation Area Appraisal and Character Assessment (1993): The Conservation Area was designated in 1974 (and extended in 1980 to include the Victorian development of the town).

Hertfordshire County Council Waste Core Strategy and Development Management Policies Development Plan Document (2012).  Policy 12 is relevant.
7.
Planning Analysis
7.1
  Principle of Development

7.1.1
The proposal is to provide 17 units for temporary residential accommodation to address homelessness need in Three Rivers.

7.1.2
The application site is not identified as a housing site by the Site Allocations LDD (adopted 2014) and as such it is not currently identified as part of the District’s housing supply.  The site should therefore be considered a windfall site.

7.1.3
Policy CP2 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) states that applications for windfall sites will be considered on a case by case basis having regard to;

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

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

7.1.4
The Spatial Strategy identifies Rickmansworth as the Principal Town and comments that new development will be directed towards previously developed land and appropriate infilling opportunities within the Principal Town and Key Centres as these have been identified as the most sustainable locations in the District.  

7.1.5
The Core Strategy sets out the long term Spatial Vision for Three Rivers and the strategic policy objectives required to deliver that vision.  Spatial Vision priority (c) is; ‘to improve access to housing and affordable housing for communities across the whole District’.
7.1.6
Strategic Objective S4 within the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) seeks to balance the community’s need for future homes by providing sufficient land to meet a range of local housing needs.

7.1.7
Policy CP1 (Overarching Policy on Sustainable Development) of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) advises that all development in Three Rivers will contribute to the sustainability of the District.  This means taking into account the need to:


d) Make efficient use of land by guiding development onto previously developed, brownfield land…

7.1.8
Policy CP3 (Housing Mix and Density) requires that proposals take into account the range of housing needs in terms of size and type of dwellings.  This includes provision of specialist accommodation.  Policy CP4 relates to affordable housing provision.  
7.1.9
It is recognised that there is a significant need for temporary residential accommodation within the District.  There are currently 90 households in temporary accommodation, with 52 of these accommodated outside of the District.  Whilst not an identified housing site, the site is previously developed and within a highly sustainable town centre location.  The site is within short walking distance of shops and services including the Council offices.  In accordance with Policy CP3, the proposal helps meet the future needs of the District’s homeless population and provides the housing type most suited to their needs in a suitable and sustainable location.  The Local Plans officer has noted that the annual monitoring report highlights the need for affordable housing within the District and that by providing affordable housing for the homeless, the proposal will help meet the housing target.  As such, there is no objection in principle to the nature of the development proposed subject to compliance with other relevant planning policies. 
7.1.10
Policy CP6 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) advises that the Council will support development that sustains parts of the District as attractive locations for business and provides for a range of small, medium and large business premises.  Policy DM12 of the Development Management Policies LDD (adopted July 2013) advises that proposals for the redevelopment of sites resulting in the loss of community facilities or services will only be permitted where the Council is satisfied that the existing facility can be satisfactorily relocated; where there is no demand or the use concerned is not economically viable; the premises cannot be readily converted to another community facility or the facility which will be lost will be  adequately supplied or met by an alternative location, served by sustainable modes of transport. 
7.1.11
The site is not an allocated employment site.  It is also noted that the building which is not currently occupied would require substantial investment and that the previous main user, the WRVS, are now operating from an alternative site within the District.  Given the constraints of the site, it would not be feasible for the hall to be relocated within the site as part of the development.  Concerns regarding the loss of the hall are noted, however, there are a number of other comparable facilities available for hire within the District.  The document ‘Halls for Hire’ (May 217) around TRDC which is available on the Councils’ website includes details of over 50 premises (including 17 within Rickmansworth) with rooms for hire which would be accessible, including by public transport.  It is not considered that the proposal would conflict with Policy DM12 of the Development Management Policies LDD (adopted July 2013).
7.1.12
Policy CP4 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) requires that all new development resulting in the net gain of one or more dwellings will be expected to contribute to the provision of affordable housing.  As the development would provide housing for homelessness need it would provide 100% affordable housing.  A condition on any grant of consent would require that the accommodation is only occupied by persons that are registered with the Local Authority as being homeless.
7.2
Character/Street Scene/Design

7.2.1
Policy CP1 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) seeks to promote buildings of a high enduring design quality that respect local distinctiveness and Policy CP12 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) relates to design and states that in seeking a high standard of design the Council will expect development proposals to 'have regard to the local context and conserve or enhance the character, amenities and quality of an area'.  Development should make efficient use of land but should also respect the 'distinctiveness of the surrounding area in terms of density, character, layout and spacing, amenity, scale, height, massing and use of materials'; 'have regard to the local context and conserve or enhance the character, amenities and quality of an area' and 'incorporate visually attractive frontages to adjoining streets and public spaces'.
7.2.2
In terms of new residential development, Policy DM1 of the Development Management Policies LDD (adopted July 2013) advises that the Council will protect the character and residential amenity of existing areas of housing from forms of new residential development which are inappropriate for the area.  Development will be only be supported where it can be demonstrated that the proposal will not result in:
i. Tandem development;

ii. Servicing by an awkward access drive which cannot easily be used by service vehicles;

iii. The generation of excessive levels of traffic;

iv. Loss of residential amenity;

v. Layouts unable to maintain the particular character of the area in the vicinity of the application site in terms of plot size, plot depth, building footprint, plot frontage width, frontage building line, height, gaps between buildings and streetscape features (e.g. hedges, walls, grass verges etc.)

7.2.3
The proposed building would be largely sited on the footprint of the existing hall and would not result in tandem development.
7.2.4
In relation to (ii) and (iii), the Highways Authority has raised no objections subject to conditions (as discussed in more detail below).  There are existing vehicular accesses to the east and west of the proposed building that would be used to serve the development.  Whilst the Transport Statement identifies that there will be an increase in the number of car based trips generated by the proposed development during the a.m. and p.m. peak travel periods, the Highways Authority does not consider that these changes would be significant to the flow of traffic on the adjacent highway.
7.2.5
Residential amenity is discussed at section 7.4 below.

7.2.6
The character and layout of the area is mixed in terms of the size and style of buildings and includes the existing single storey part pitched, part flat roofed building within the application site; traditional 2 storey Victorian terraces; Listed Buildings such as the Grade II Listed Bury and other Listed Buildings on Church Street including The Feathers Public House; the 3 storey Coach House with brick and timber cladding to its exterior; and 4 storey flats with a flat roofed design in Bury Meadows.
7.2.7
The site is a linear form with a width of approximately 19 metres adjacent to the boundary with Bury Lane and projecting to the south for a depth of approximately 55 metres.  There is no consistent plot size or depth within the immediate vicinity, with considerable variation as evident on the site location plan.  There is similar variation in terms of building footprints and frontage building lines.  The proposed building would be largely sited on the footprint of the existing building (to be demolished) and would have a length (north to south) of approximately 33 metres (existing building 26 metres) and width (east to west) of approximately 14 metres including a covered external walkway to the west elevation of the building (existing building 12 metres).  The set back of properties from Bury Lane varies.  The terrace dwellings to the east are sited close to the road whereas the existing hall is set back approximately 24 metres.  Whilst the set back would be reduced, the proposal would retain a set back of approximately 16 metres to Bury Lane, reducing its prominence and with landscaping retained to the site frontage.    It is not considered that the proposal by virtue of its plot size, depth, footprint or building frontage would result in a layout that was unable to maintain the particular character of the area.
7.2.8
The proposed building would be 2 storeys incorporating a pitched roof with gables to the north and south ends.  It would have a maximum ridge height of approximately 10.3 metres and eaves height of approximately 6 metres.   Whilst the existing building is single storey with a maximum of height of 4.7 metres (3 metres to the flat roof element), as previously noted, buildings in the area range from single to four storeys in height and as such it is not considered that a building of the height proposed would be out of character.  Whilst external stairs/walkways are not prevalent in the immediate vicinity, there are external stairs to the rear of buildings on the High Street and there are existing external platforms (balconies) evident including to The Forge and Ebury Court (both on Bury Lane).
7.2.9
Guidance in Appendix 2 of the Development Management Policies LDD (adopted July 2013) advises that development should be set in from flank boundaries at first floor level by 1.2 metres to ensure appropriate spacing and prevent a terracing effect.  Whilst not directly relevant given the particular site circumstances with access roads adjacent to both the eastern and western boundaries, it is noted that the proposed building would be sited 2 metres from the western boundary and between 1 – 11 metres from the eastern boundary and spacing would therefore be maintained around the building.
7.2.10
There would be an increase in the upper massing of built form on the site, however, the gaps between buildings to the east, south and west would reflect that existing.  The gap to the north would be reduced by approximately 8 metres, however, as previously noted a generous set back to Bury Lane of approximately 16 metres would be retained.

7.2.11
In relation to streetscape features, there is an existing wall to the northern site boundary with Bury Lane.  This existing feature is proposed to be retained and it would be appropriate to require by condition details of how this feature would be protected during construction.  There is an existing area of grass between the building and Bury Lane; there are some trees within this area, although the majority are concentrated towards the frontage of the site closest to Bury Lane.  Some existing trees are proposed to be removed to facilitate the proposed works (landscape considerations discussed below), however, a landscaped area would be retained adjacent to Bury Lane with additional planting proposed to the western site boundary.

7.2.12
Materials proposed include red/orange facing bricks (ground floor) and stained black timber waney edge boarding (first floor) to the elevations with red plain clay tiles to the roof.  Windows and fascias are indicated as black uPVC.  Samples and details of all external materials would be required to be submitted by condition.
7.2.13
Subject to conditions, the proposal would not therefore appear significantly out of character with the area in the vicinity of the application site. It would not appear unduly prominent in the street scene or result in adverse impacts on the character or appearance of the area. The proposal would therefore be acceptable in this regard in accordance with Policies CP1 and CP12 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) and Policy DM1 and Appendix 2 of the Development Management Policies LDD (adopted July 2013).
7.3
Impact on Heritage Assets
7.3.1
The site is within Rickmansworth Town Centre Conservation Area and an area of Archaeological Significance.  The site is close to The Bury (a Grade II Listed Building, once the manor house and now containing flats).  Beyond the car park to the east are other Grade II Listed Buildings on Church Street including St Mary’s Church and The Feathers Public House and a Locally Important Building No. 32 Church Street.  The Conservation Area and Listed Buildings are designated heritage assets.  The Rickmansworth Town Centre Conservation Area Appraisal and Character Assessment (1993) notes that the Conservation Area is mixed in terms of its character, comprising residential and commercial buildings of varied age and design.  The document identifies the historic importance of Bury Lane and Church Street as being at the heart of the medieval core of the town and contributing positively to the Conservation Area.
7.3.2
Within a Conservation Area, the Council has a duty to pay special attention to the desirability of preserving or enhancing the character or appearance of that area, in accordance with Section 72 of the Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas Act (1990).  Chapter 12 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) sets out guidance relating to conserving and enhancing the historic environment.  It notes that local authorities should take account of the desirability of sustaining and enhancing the significance of heritage assets; the positive contribution that conservation of heritage assets can make to sustainable communities; and the desirability of new development making a positive contribution to local character and distinctiveness.
7.3.3
When considering the impact of proposed development on the significance of a designated heritage asset (such as a Conservation Area or Listed Building), the NPPF notes that great weight should be given to the asset’s conservation; the more important the asset, the greater the weight should be.
7.3.4
Paragraph 133 of the NPPF advises that;


“Where a proposed development will lead to substantial harm to or total loss of significance of a designated heritage asset, local planning authorities should refuse consent, unless it can be demonstrated that the substantial harm or loss is necessary to achieve substantial public benefits that outweigh that harm or loss…”

7.3.5
Paragraph 134 of the NPPF advises that;

“Where a development proposal will lead to less than substantial harm to the significance of a designated heritage asset, this harm should be weighed against the public benefits of the proposal, including securing its optimum viable use”.

7.3.6
Policy CP12 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) advises that the Council will expect development proposals to ‘conserve and enhance natural and heritage assets’.

7.3.7
Policy DM3 (The Historic Built Environment) of the Development Management Policies LDD is applicable.  In relation to Conservation Areas, Policy DM3 advises that development will only be permitted if the proposal;

i. Is of a design and scale that preserves or enhances the character or appearance of the area.

ii. Uses building materials, finishes, including those for features such as walls, railings, gates and hard surfacing, that are appropriate for the local context.

v. Does not harm important views into, out of or within the Conservation Area.

7.3.8
Policy DM3 also requires that the Council will preserve the District’s Listed Buildings.  Development should not adversely affect the setting of any adjacent Listed Building.

7.3.9
In relation to demolition within Conservation Areas, Policy DM3 advises that consent for demolition will only be granted if it can be demonstrated that the structure to be demolished makes no material contribution to the special character or appearance of the area.  Similarly, consent for demolition will not usually be granted unless permission has been granted for the redevelopment of the site.

7.3.10
The existing building is of plain design and in poor condition and is not considered to be a positive contributor within the Conservation Area.  The Conservation Officer has commented that the existing building detracts from the Conservation Area.  As the existing building does not make a positive contribution to the character or appearance of the Rickmansworth Town Centre Conservation Area, no objection is raised to the demolition of the existing building subject to consideration of a suitable replacement.  

7.3.11
The proposed building would be of comparable scale to that existing in terms of its width.  It would be sited closer to the northern site boundary, but would maintain comparable distances to the east, south and west boundaries.  Its footprint would be greater due to the increased depth (north to south) of the proposed building and there would also be a significant increase in the upper massing due to the introduction of a first floor level (the existing building being wholly single storey in its form).  The building would have a rectangular footprint with large gables to both ends.  It is noted that gables are an existing feature within the immediate vicinity, including to the terrace to the east and Coach House to the south.  The north and south gable ends would be broken up to some degree by the lower projecting roofs over the proposed external stairs.  There would be some articulation to the western elevation, which would include external walkways at both levels.  The eastern elevation would include windows to all units, although these would be flush within the elevation.

7.3.12
The Conservation Officer raised concerns regarding the proposed materials, particularly grey concrete roof tiles and white uPVC windows.  They also suggested that consideration should be given as to whether the proposed design could be enhanced by adding some level of articulation in elevational terms.  In response, the plans have been amended to introduce a red plain clay roof tile and black uPVC windows.  It is considered that clay tiles of the colour proposed would be appropriate and would respond to the materials palette of neighbouring buildings.  Whilst windows would still be of uPVC, the use of black frames would appear less stark against the brick and timber boarding to the elevations.  It is also noted that the Conservation Officer acknowledges that a sympathetic appearance can be achieved by using appropriately textured and coloured modern materials.  Whilst the plans have been updated, it would be appropriate to require the submission of details/samples of external materials by condition on any grant of consent.
7.3.13
The Bury (a Grade II Listed Building) is located to the south of the application site and proposed building, with The Bury Open Space to the west and south of the site.  A distance of approximately 40 metres would be maintained between the southern end of the proposed building and The Bury.  Whilst the increase in upper mass within the application site may have some impact on views of The Bury from Bury Lane, The Bury is approached via the existing access to the west of the application site and from The Bury Open Space and the proposal would have limited impact on views of The Bury from these locations.  It is not considered that the proposal would adversely affect the setting of The Bury in this regard.  The Rickmansworth Town Centre Conservation Area Appraisal and Character Assessment comments that the Bury Open Space provides an air of seclusion away from the busy centre of the town.  The proposed development would be separated from The Bury Open Space by the existing access drive and would not project beyond the application site boundaries or encroach onto the open space.  It is not considered that the proposed development would have a detrimental impact on the air of seclusion provided by the Bury Open Space.

  7.3.14
There are views of the application site between The Feathers Public House (Grade II Listed) and No. 32 Church Street (Locally Important Building).  The single storey nature of the existing building is such that there are limited views of the existing built form with views of The Bury Open Space beyond the site.  The proposed building would be set back approximately 70 metres from Church Street.  It would be visible between the existing buildings.  However, spacing of approximately 7.4 metres would be achieved between the northern flank of The Coach House and southern end of the proposed building such that views through to The Bury Open Space would be maintained.  It is not considered that the proposed development would harm the setting of The Feathers Public House.
7.3.15
The existing building is not a positive feature in the Conservation Area and does not make a positive contribution to its character and appearance and there is no in principle objection to its loss.  The proposed replacement building would be of increased prominence, largely due to its two-storey form; however, it would not be at odds with other development within the Conservation Area.  The comments, including those of the Conservation Officer regarding additional articulation are noted; however, the materials have been amended to ensure a more appropriate appearance and there would be some articulation to the elevations, particularly the northern, western and southern elevations through the overhanging roofs and external stairs and walkways.  There are examples of other external platforms (balconies) within the Conservation Area including to The Forge and Ebury Court (both on Bury Lane).  Sufficient spacing would be maintained to ensure no adverse impact on the setting of any Listed Building would arise, although it is acknowledged that there would be some impact on views within the Conservation Area.  
7.3.16
As previously noted, paragraph 134 of the NPPF advises that; “Where a development proposal will lead to less than substantial harm to the significance of a designated heritage asset, this harm should be weighed against the public benefits of the proposal, including securing its optimum viable use”.  It is considered that the proposed development would cause less than substantial harm to the designated heritage assets (the Rickmansworth Town Centre Conservation Area), however any such harm would be outweighed by the substantial public benefits of the proposed development.  There is a significant need for affordable housing for the homeless within the District and the proposal will help meet this need.
7.3.17
In summary, it is considered that the proposed development would cause less than substantial harm to the designated heritage asset (the Rickmansworth Town Centre Conservation Area), but that the harm would be outweighed by the substantial public benefits of the proposed development.  The proposed development would therefore be considered to accord with Policy DM3 of the Development Management Policies LDD (adopted July 2013) and the NPPF.
7.3.18
Historic England have been consulted and have advised that it does not wish to comment on the application, it recommend that the views of relevant specialist advisors (e.g. conservation and archaeology) are sought as appropriate.

7.3.19
Whilst the comments of Hertfordshire Gardens Trust are noted, it is not a statutory consultee in this instance as the application does not affect any registered Garden or Park.
Impact on Archaeological Significance:

7.3.20
The application site falls within an area of known Archaeological Significance as identified in the Local Plan and Policy DM3 of the Development Management Policies LDD (adopted July 2013) seeks to safeguard heritage assets with archaeological interest.  
7.3.21
The County Archaeologist has been consulted and has raised no objection to the proposed development as they do not consider that the proposal will have a significant impact on heritage assets of archaeological interest.  As noted above, Historic England has advised that they do not wish to comment on the application.
7.4
Residential Amenity
7.4.1
One of the core planning principles listed in the NPPF (paragraph 17) is that planning should; 

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

7.4.2
Policy CP12 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) states that the Council will expect development proposals to;

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

7.4.3
Design guidelines for residential development are set out in Appendix 2 of the Development Management Policies LDD (adopted July 2013).  New development should take into consideration impacts on neighbouring properties, both within and surrounding the development.  Distances between buildings should be sufficient so as to prevent overlooking, particularly from upper floors.  As an indicative figure, 28 metres should be achieved between the faces of single or two storey buildings backing onto each other.  Mitigating circumstances such as careful layout and orientation, screening and window positions may allow a reduction of distances between elevations.  
Amenity of Neighbouring Occupiers:

7.4.4
The Coach House, a 3 storey residential building comprising 12 flats is located to the south east of the site.  The Coach House is orientated with its main elevations facing east and west and with limited fenestration in the southern and northern flank elevations.  There would be a separation distance of approximately 10 metres between the buildings at the closest point (south east corner of proposed building and north west corner of the Coach House).
7.4.5
Given the off-set siting of the Coach House relative to the application site, the separation between the buildings and the favourable siting of the Coach House to the south east of the proposed building, it is not considered that the development would result in harm to the amenities of occupiers of the Coach House by virtue of overshadowing or loss of light.
7.4.6
In terms of overlooking, the two buildings do not face each other directly but are orientated such that there would be oblique views from eastern and southern elevations of the proposed development towards the northern and western elevations of the Coach House.  The northern elevation of the Coach House includes (at ground floor level) a front door, kitchen/living room window and bedroom window.  The kitchen/living room is also served by patio doors to the western elevation and there is a second window in the eastern elevation serving the bedroom.  At first floor level there are 2 windows serving an open plan kitchen/living area; this area also benefits from a window in both the eastern and western elevations.  At second floor level there is 1 window serving a bedroom which is also served by rooflights.  No openings are proposed in the southern flank elevation of the proposed development.  An external covered staircase would provide access to/from the first floor level of the proposed development, however, the associated walkway would be located to the rear (west) of the building and there would be no external platform to the southern elevation that would facilitate opportunities for overlooking.
7.4.7
The western elevation of the proposed development would include a number of windows at ground and first floor levels.  With the exception of 1 ground floor window that would serve a plant room, the windows would all serve a bedroom and would be the sole window to that room.  As previously noted, there would be opportunity for oblique views towards the Coach House, however, given that the openings would not be directly facing each other it is not considered that they would result in demonstrable harm through overlooking.
7.4.8
The closest residential neighbours are those two-storey dwellings to the east on Bury Lane.  The closest dwelling is separated from the site by the access road and the properties are also at a slight angle facing towards the application site and with their private rear gardens running parallel to the eastern flank elevation of the proposed development.  No. 11 Bury Lane would be located approximately 8 metres from the proposed building at the closest point (north east corner of proposed building to south west corner of No. 11).  There are no first floor flank windows to No. 11, however, there are 2 ground floor flank windows.  These ground floor windows face directly onto the existing access road serving the car park and Coach House and therefore experience a degree of overlooking from pedestrians and cars currently.
7.4.9
No. 11 Bury Lane is located to the north east of the application site and the indicative street scenes indicate that whilst the proposed building would have a comparable eaves height, the ridge height would be approximately 2 metres higher.  It is noted that there are no significant level changes between the two sites.  Whilst the proposed building would be of greater height and located south west of properties in Bury Lane, it would be set back beyond the rear elevations of these properties and it is not considered that it would result in demonstrable harm through overshadowing or loss of light to these properties.
7.4.10
External stairs are proposed to the northern elevation, however, the associated walkway would be located to the rear (west) of the building and there would be no external platform to the northern elevation that would facilitate opportunities for overlooking.
7.4.11
Windows and doors are proposed in the eastern elevation of the proposed building at ground and first floor level.  It is not considered that the ground floor openings would present any additional opportunity for overlooking of properties in Bury Lane given the intervening access road and boundary treatments to the rear gardens of these properties.  The oblique nature of views from first floor proposed windows towards the rear elevations of properties to the east in Bury Lane is such that it is not considered that there would overlooking into habitable rooms.  There would be some opportunity for overlooking towards the rear gardens of these properties, particularly No. 11 Bury Lane located closest to the application site, however, it is not unusual for a degree of overlooking of neighbouring gardens to occur, particularly in urban areas and it is not considered that this would result in such harm justifying refusal of planning permission.  
7.4.12
Given the separation distance between the proposed development and The Bury to the south and Bury Meadows to the west, it is not considered that there would be any adverse impact on the amenities of occupiers of these properties.
Amenity of Future Occupiers:
7.4.13
The western elevation of the proposed building would be set off the site boundary.  A covered walkway would be located to this side of the building providing access to the proposed units.  Some low level landscaping and tree planting would provide separation with the access road to the west.  The design of the walkway and landscaping buffer would provide natural separation from the public area to the west, providing a degree of privacy.

7.4.14
Ground floor windows to the eastern elevation would be located close to the site boundary and existing access road.  Blinds within the units would enable occupiers to create privacy when needed.  The windows would also have a cill height of approximately 1.6 metres above ground, reducing the potential for views in from outside.   
Amenity Space:

7.4.15
Amenity space standards are set out in Appendix 2 of the Development Management Policies LDD (adopted July 2013).  There are no specified standards for accommodation of the nature proposed, however, the requirements for dwelling houses and flats are:



1 bed dwelling – 42 square metres



2 bed dwelling – 63 square metres



1 bed flat – 21 square metres



2 bed flat – 31 square metres

7.4.16
A small landscaped area would be provided adjacent to Bury Lane, however, no amenity space would be provided within the site.  
7.4.17
The application site is within a town centre location where higher density development is generally encouraged and where opportunities for open space provision as part of new development are more limited. The site is also within walking distance of public open space provision, including at The Aquadrome (100 metres away) and The Bury Open Space (5 metres away).  Whilst it is acknowledged that access to public open space does not directly replicate access to private amenity space, such provision is not uncommon in town centre locations and would be of benefit to future occupiers.
7.4.18
As a consequence and acknowledging the town centre location of the site and the accessibility of alternative public open space, it is not considered that the lack of private amenity space provision would justify refusal of the current application.  This approach is consistent with that taken in relation to other applications within the town centre where on-site amenity cannot be provided (please refer to summary table below for examples).
	72 High Street
	16/0791/FUL – 3 flats (2 x 1 bed, 1 x 2/3 bed)
	No amenity space

	Coach House, Bury Lane
	11/1964/FUL – 12 flats (8 x 1 bed, 4 x 2 bed) 
	No amenity space 

	R/O 163 High Street
	08/1958/FUL – 5 x 1 bed maisonettes
	No amenity space

	90a High Street
	12/0647/RSP – HMO (5 bedrooms)
	No amenity space

	Langwood House
	16/2676/FUL & 15/2532/PDR – 49 flats (46 x 1 bed, 3 x 2 bed). NB. Most granted under Prior Approval
	No amenity space


7.4.19
The closest of the above sites to the application site is the Coach House.  Planning permission was granted at appeal for the erection of 12 flats following the demolition of the previous office building.  This development includes no amenity space and the Design and Access statement submitted with this application stated;


“At present the site does not benefit from any amenity area, nor will the proposed re-development provide amenity space in accordance with appendix 2 of the Local Plan, although soft landscaping detail is incorporated into the proposal.


However it should be noted that the application site is located directly adjacent to the public open space that currently surrounds The Bury.  Future residents would have free access to this area providing them with a large area of good quality amenity, both physically and visually, when viewed from the new apartments”.
7.4.20
Whilst it is acknowledged that each application should be considered on its own merits, the above examples illustrate that lack of private amenity space is not uncommon within the town centre.
7.5
Highways & Access

7.5.1
Policy CP1 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) advises that in ensuring all development contributes to the sustainability of the District, it is necessary to take into account the need to reduce the need to travel by locating development in accessible locations and promoting a range of sustainable transport modes.

7.5.2
Policy CP10 (Transport and Travel) of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) advises that all development should be designed and located to minimise the impacts of travel by motor vehicle on the District.

7.5.3
The Highway Authority has been consulted and has raised no objection on highways grounds subject to conditions.  They note that access to the proposed car parking would be from two existing access roads which join the highway network at Bury Lane.  Bury Lane is classified as a Local Access Road within Hertfordshire’s road hierarchy and operates on a one-way basis.  There are existing parking restrictions in place along Bury Lane.  The Highway Authority notes that parking provision will be assessed by the LPA as parking authority, however, they consider that the existing on street parking restrictions will minimise any migration of excess on-site parking demand to the adjacent highway.

7.5.4
The Highway Authority has raised some concerns that due to the narrow access, vehicles turning left into the site from Bury Lane may be required to reverse.  As such, they suggest the introduction of a kerbed build out at this corner of the site to encourage a larger turning circle.
7.5.5
The Transport Statement presents trip generation rates from the TRICS database relating to the proposed use of the site. The assessment predicts an increase in the number of car based trips generated by the proposed development during the a.m. and p.m. peak travel periods. These changes are not considered to be significant to the flow of traffic on the adjacent highway. The Highway Authority considers the trip rates presented in the Transport Statement to be appropriate for the location of the site and the conclusions reported in terms of the predicted vehicle trips are not disputed by the Highway Authority.
7.5.6
The Highway Authority acknowledge that the site is sustainably located in terms of its access to public transport links and they consider that there will be a high number of pedestrian movements to and from the site.  The Highway Authority raises some concerns regarding the lack of footway to the north frontage of the site.  The Highway Authority suggests that the introduction of the kerbed build out identified above (in conjunction with dropped kerb access) onto Bury Lane at the north-west corner of the site could deliver a suitable refuge for pedestrians to cross the road. Complementary dropped kerbs should also be provided on the north channel of Bury Lane and would be required by condition.  A Construction Management Plan would also be required by condition.
7.6
Parking

7.6.1
The NPPF (paragraph 39) advises that, if setting local parking standards for residential and non-residential development, local planning authorities should take into account:

· The accessibility of the development;
· The type, mix and use of development; 
· The availability of and opportunities for public transport;
· Local car ownership levels; and
· An overall need to reduce the use of high-emission vehicles.
7.6.2
The proposal relates to the provision of 17 units to provide temporary residential accommodation. Each unit would be self-contained with its own kitchen/sleeping/bathroom facilities, however, a shared laundry unit would be provided.  The submitted layout plans indicate 2 x 1 bed and 15 x 2 bed units.  Whilst the applicant has indicated that it is expected that in the majority of cases only 1 bedroom will be used at any one time due to the existing demographic of homeless applicants, the analysis will consider a worst case scenario i.e. 15 x 2 bed units.
7.6.3
The application proposes 8 parking spaces (including 1 accessible space).
7.6.4
Parking standards are set out in Appendix 5 of the Development Management Policies LDD (adopted July 2013).  Appendix 5 also advises that the standards for car parking (except C3 Residential) may be adjusted according to which zone the proposed development is located in. 
7.6.5
There are no specific parking standards for temporary residential accommodation, however, officers considered the standards for Class C1 (Hotels and Hostels) to be most applicable given the temporary nature of the accommodation proposed.  When the application was discussed at committee in April, Members requested that further consideration be given to what would be the appropriate standard within Appendix 5 of the Development Management Policies LDD (adopted July 2013).
7.6.6
As such, the table below sets out the parking standards and requirements for various Class C uses.
	Use Class
	Description
	Car Parking Standard
	Maximum Requirement *
	Minimum Requirement *

	C1 Hotels & Hostels
	Hotels
Hostels:

Small (single parent or couple with no children)

Family (2 adults with 2 children)


	Various (depending on size, staff, dining etc.)
3 spaces per 4 units

1 space per unit
	N/A
1.5 spaces

15 spaces

Total = 16.5 spaces

= shortfall 8.5 spaces

However, The application site is located within zone 2 where provision may be reduced to 25 – 50% of the indicative demand based standard.  Applying this reduction, the application would generate a requirement for 4 – 8.25 spaces
= 8 spaces would fall towards the upper end of this range


	N/A
13 spaces
N/A

Total = 13 spaces

= shortfall of 5 spaces

However, The application site is located within zone 2 where provision may be reduced to 25 – 50% of the indicative demand based standard.  Applying this reduction, the application would generate a requirement for  3.25 – 6.5 spaces
= 8 spaces would exceed this range



	C2 Residential institutions
	Institutions/homes with care staff on premises at all times
Elderly persons residential and nursing homes

Hospitals
	1 space per 5 resident bed space plus
1 space per 2 staff non-resident (parking for resident staff to be based on general needs standard)

0.25 spaces per resident bed space plus;

1 space per 2 staff non-resident (parking for resident staff to be based on general needs standard)

N/A
	64/5 = 12.8 spaces
Assume 1 space (not more than 2 staff at any time)

No resident staff.

Total = 13.8 spaces 

= shortfall 5.8 spaces

However, The application site is located within zone 2 where provision may be reduced to 25 – 50% of the indicative demand based standard.  Applying this reduction, the application would generate a requirement for 3.45 – 6.9 spaces
= 8 spaces would exceed this range

64 x 0.25 = 16 spaces
Assume 1 space (not more than 2 staff at any time)

No resident staff.

Total = 17 spaces 

= shortfall 9 spaces

However, The application site is located within zone 2 where provision may be reduced to 25 – 50% of the indicative demand based standard.  Applying this reduction, the application would generate a requirement for 4.25 – 8.5 spaces
= 8 spaces would fall towards the upper end of this range

N/A
	34/5 = 6.8 spaces
Assume 1 space (not more than 2 staff at any time)

No resident staff.

Total = 7.8 spaces

= no shortfall

Also noted that provision may be reduced to 25 – 50% of the indicative demand based standard.  Applying this reduction, the application would generate a requirement for 2 – 4 spaces.
34 x 0.25 = 8.5 spaces

Assume 1 space (not more than 2 staff at any time)

No resident staff.

Total = 9.5 spaces 

= shortfall 1.5 spaces

However, The application site is located within zone 2 where provision may be reduced to 25 – 50% of the indicative demand based standard.  Applying this reduction, the application would generate a requirement for 2.4 – 4.75 spaces
= 8 spaces would exceed this range

N/A

	C3 Residential
	General needs
1 bed dwellings

2 bed dwellings


	1.75 spaces

(1 assigned)

2 spaces

(1 assigned)


	2 x 1.75 = 3.5

15 x 2 = 30

Total = 33.5 spaces
= shortfall 25.5 spaces

No zonal reduction.
	17 x 1.75 = 29.75 spaces

Total = 29.75 spaces
= shortfall 21.75 spaces

No zonal reduction.

	C4 Residential
	Houses in multiple occupation
	0.5 space per tenancy

	17 x 0.5 = 8.5
= shortfall 0.5

However, The application site is located within zone 2 where provision may be reduced to 25 – 50% of the indicative demand based standard.  Applying this reduction, the application would generate a requirement for 2 – 4.25 spaces
= 8 spaces would exceed this range


	17 x 0.5 = 8.5
= shortfall 0.5

However, The application site is located within zone 2 where provision may be reduced to 25 – 50% of the indicative demand based standard.  Applying this reduction, the application would generate a requirement for 2 – 4.25 spaces
= 8 spaces would exceed this range




* 
Maximum requirement is based on worst case scenario i.e. 15 x 2 bed units and 2 x 1 bed units.

Minimum requirement is based on best case scenario i.e. 17 x 1 bed units.

Both requirements include reference to zonal reductions where applicable.  
7.6.7
As previously noted, there are no specific parking standards for temporary residential accommodation.  Having reviewed the parking standards, it is considered that the C1 standards in so far as they relate to ‘Hostels’ are considered the most appropriate to apply.  None of the remaining residential use classes are considered directly applicable as they relate to private residential housing or residential institutions with a permanent staff presence on site.
7.6.8
Appendix 5 requires in relation to Hostels, for small units, 3 spaces per 4 units and for family units, 1 space per unit. On this basis, the proposal (worst case scenario) would generate a requirement for 16.5 spaces.  The application proposes 8 parking spaces (including 1 accessible space), which would represent a shortfall of 8.5 spaces against standards.  However, as previously noted, Appendix 5 advises that the standards for car parking (except C3 Residential) may be adjusted according to which zone the proposed development is located in.  The application site is located within zone 2 where provision may be reduced to 25 – 50% of the indicative demand based standard.  It is noted that in relation to zonal reduction, Appendix 5 advises that; ‘the general presumption is to impose the lower (most restrictive) end of each range.  Applying this reduction, the application would generate a requirement for 4 – 8.25 spaces.  The proposal which includes 8 spaces would fall towards the upper end of this range.
7.6.9
The Housing Officer has advised that analysis of car ownership of households currently in temporary accommodation shows that 51% of households had use of a car, however, it is acknowledged that this may fluctuate.  In relation to parking for disabled applicants, they also confirm that there are currently four applicants who required wheelchair accessible properties, however, none of these drive or have access to a car.  The provision of 1 accessible space (equivalent to 12% of the total provision) is therefore considered appropriate.  The allocation and management of all parking spaces would be undertaken by the applicant.    Details of the allocation and management of the proposed parking has not been submitted at this time and it would be appropriate to require this by condition on any grant of consent.
7.6.10
The application site is located within Rickmansworth town centre, the principal town within Three Rivers District and there are good communication links with a number of bus routes and Rickmansworth Station within short walking distance of the site.  The site is also within walking distance of shops and services within the Town Centre.  The site is therefore considered to fall within an accessible location.

7.6.11
Cycle parking standards are also set out in Appendix 5 and require (for Class C1) 1 space per 3 units.  Parking for 6 cycles is proposed beneath the external staircase, this would be in accordance with standards.  Further details would be required via condition to ensure provision is secure.
7.6.12
In summary, whilst there are no specific parking standards for temporary residential accommodation, application of C1 (Hostel) standards is considered most appropriate as discussed above.  On the basis of 15 x 2 bedroom and 2 x 1 bedroom units, these C1 standards would require a maximum of 16.5 spaces or 4 – 8.25 spaces when applying a zonal reduction.  The location of the site within zone 2 is in recognition of the accessibility of the site, both in terms of proximity to shops and services and transport links.  Provision of 8 spaces within the site would fall within the upper range of the permissible zonal reduction and would comply with policy in this regard.  It is acknowledged that consideration should be given to the allocation and management of parking and cycle spaces and as such a parking management plan would be required.  
7.7
Trees & Landscape

7.7.1
In ensuring that all development contributes to the sustainability of the District, Policy CP12 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) advises that development proposals should:

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

7.7.2
The existing hall is set back from Bury Lane with an area of grass between the building and road.  There are some trees within this area, although the majority are concentrated towards the frontage of the site closest to Bury Lane. 

7.7.3
Some existing trees are proposed to be removed to facilitate the proposed works, however, a landscaped area would be retained adjacent to Bury Lane with additional planting proposed to the western site boundary.
7.7.4
The application is accompanied by a Tree Survey Report.  The Landscape Officer has raised no objection the removal of T10 (Goat Willow) and T11 (Tulip).  Whilst T10 is identified as a category B1 tree in the Tree Survey Report, the Landscape Officer notes that it only just meets the B grade threshold.  T11 is a category C tree with significant basal growth limiting its retention span.
7.7.5
It is noted that particular concerns were raised when the preliminary report was discussed in April 2017, regarding the removal of T10 and T11.  The Landscape Officer has provided further clarification (included in full at section 4 above) and has reiterated that they raise no objection to the removal of these trees.  
7.7.6
Trees 4, 6, 8 and 9 are located outside of but within close proximity of the site (to the west).  The Landscape Officer notes that the Root Protection Areas (RPAs) of these trees would not be impacted by the proposed building and as such, provided suitable tree protection measures are in place, there is no reason to suggest that these trees would be adversely affected by the proposed development.

7.7.7
Tree 13 is a significant Yew tree located to the front of the site adjacent to Bury Lane.  This tree should also be protected during construction, with any new surfacing within this area of no-dig construction.

7.7.8
T1 (Lime) is located to the south of the site.  The RPA of this tree would be encroached upon by the proposed building and the Landscape Officer notes that there may be some potential impact on this tree.  However, the modular nature of the development is such that there is opportunity to design the foundation so as to avoid any significant damage.
7.7.9
In summary, subject to conditions relating to protective fencing and an arboricultural method statement, the Landscape Officer raises no objection to the proposed development.  A condition regarding the submission of details of landscaping and replacement planting would also be appropriate to ensure that the replacement planting detailed on the submitted plans is carried out.  Whilst a condition regarding no felling or lopping has been suggested, it is not considered necessary to restrict felling or lopping given that the trees are already protected by virtue of the Conservation Area designation.
7.8
Flood Risk & Drainage

Flood Risk:
7.8.1
The application site is located partly within Flood Zones 2, 3 and 3a.  

7.8.2
The NPPF (paragraph 100) advises that;


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

7.8.3
The NPPF details the approach to sequential testing, which has the aim of steering development to areas with the lowest probability of flooding.  If following the Sequential Test, it is not possible, consistent with wider sustainability objectives, for the development to be located in zones with a lower probability of flooding, the Exception Test can be applied.

7.8.4
Policy CP1 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) recognises that taking into account the need to (b) avoid development in areas at risk of flooding will contribute towards the sustainability of the District.  In certain circumstances, and provided effective mitigation measures are in place, development may be acceptable in such areas.  Policy CP1 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) also advises that in order to contribute towards the sustainability of the District, development proposals should manage and reduce risk of and from pollution in relation to quality of land, air and water dealing with land contamination.  

7.8.5
Policy CP12 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) also acknowledges that the Council will expect development proposals to build resilience into a site’s design taking into account climate change, for example flood resistant design.

7.8.6
Policy DM8 (Flood Risk and Water Resources) of the Development Management Policies LDD (adopted July 2013) advises that development will only be permitted where it would not be subject to unacceptable risk of flooding and would not unacceptably exacerbate the risks of flooding elsewhere, and that the Council will support development where the quantity and quality of surface and groundwater are protected and where there is adequate and sustainable means of water supply.  
7.8.7
There is an identified need for the type of accommodation proposed and key requirements include the need for a sustainable location in close proximity to local services.  The application site is a brownfield site within the Principal Town and within close proximity of transport links and services (including the Council offices).  The land is in the ownership and control of TRDC, avoiding the need to purchase additional land and the existing building is near the end of its useful life.  Addressing the need through the current application proposals will deliver significant health and social benefits to the community and accordingly can be viewed as satisfying the requirements of policy relative to the Sequential Test. 
7.8.8
The planning application was accompanied by a Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) which detailed that the building would be positioned to be set to 300mm above the 1 in 1,000 annual probability flood event with the necessary 35% allowance for climate change.  It concluded that the future occupants of the site will be safe and that there will be no increase in flood risk elsewhere thus meeting the requirements of adopted policies and the NPPF.  The details provided within the FRA also address the Exception Test and demonstrate that the site is safe for its lifetime.
7.8.9
The Environment Agency commented that safe access and egress routes should be provided in accordance with guidance.  Whilst the original submitted Flood Risk Assessment stated that this would be possible, the Environment Agency noted that this had not been demonstrated from all units and requested that where this cannot be achieved, an emergency flood plan should be agreed with the Local Authority.
7.8.10
Following receipt of comments from the Environment Agency, the underside of the ground floor slab has been raised to 46.73 metres AOD (above ordnance  datum) with the ground floor level at a minimum of 47.03 metres.  This addresses comments from the Environment Agency and would ensure that all units would benefit from safe access and egress.  As such, an emergency flood plan would not be required. 

7.8.11
Thames Water have suggested an informative to remind the applicant that construction works and operation of the proposed development site should be done in accordance with the relevant British Standards and Best Management Practices, thereby significantly reducing the groundwater pollution risk. 
Drainage:
7.8.12
Policy DM8 of the Development Management Policies LDD (adopted July 2013) requires development to include Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDs).  

7.8.13
In relation to drainage, an initial objection has been raised by the Lead Local Flood Authority (LLFA) as the submitted details do not provide a suitable basis for assessment.  Further details were provided by the applicant in response to the points raised by the LLFA, however, the objection is maintained at this time.  A revised Drainage Strategy has since been forwarded to HCC and is currently being reviewed.
7.8.14
It is anticipated that the additional/revised details will address the initial objections raised by the LLFA.  Additional conditions requiring compliance with any agreed drainage strategy and management details are likely to be required.  An update will be provided at committee.
7.9
Wildlife & Biodiversity

7.9.1
Section 40 of the Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act 2006 requires Local Planning Authorities to have regard to the purpose of conserving biodiversity. This is further emphasised by regulation 3(4) of the Habitat Regulations 1994 which state that Councils must have regard to the strict protection for certain species  required by the EC Habitats Directive.

7.9.2
The protection of biodiversity and protected species is a material planning consideration in the assessment of applications in accordance with Policy CP9 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) and Policy DM6 of the Development Management Policies Local Development Document (adopted July 2013).  National Planning Policy requires Local Authorities to ensure that a protected species survey is undertaken for applications that may be affected prior to determination of a planning application.
7.9.3
The application has been submitted with a Biodiversity Checklist and accompanying Ecological Appraisal.  The report concludes that the site is considered to be of low ecological value.  Recommendations for further survey work and mitigation for potential impacts on species have been included, in addition to recommendations as to how the site may be enhanced for wildlife.
7.9.4
The submitted details have been reviewed by Hertfordshire Ecology.  They note that the submitted Ecology Report has provided evidence that the existing building is of low bat roost suitability.  There is a single tree with dense ivy coverage which could provide hiding features, however, Hertfordshire Ecology consider that the mitigation measures suggested in the submitted report would be appropriate.  They therefore raise no objection subject to the implementation of mitigation measures set out in the Ecology Report.
7.9.5
Hertfordshire Ecology note that the submitted report also refers to biodiversity enhancements including landscaping.  They recommend the native trees and shrubs are encouraged, and details of the proposed landscaping would be required by condition.
7.10
Sustainability

7.10.1
Paragraph 93 of the NPPF states that:


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

7.10.2
Policy CP1 of the Core Strategy requires the submission of an Energy and Sustainability Statement demonstrating the extent to which sustainability principles have been incorporated into the location, design, construction and future use of proposals and the expected carbon emissions. 

7.10.3
Policy DM4 of the Development Management Policies requires applicants to demonstrate that development will produce 5% less carbon dioxide emissions than Building Regulations Part L (2013) requirements having regard to feasibility and viability. This may be achieved through a combination of energy efficiency measures, incorporation of on-site low carbon and renewable technologies, connection to a local, decentralised, renewable or low carbon energy supply. The policy states that from 2016, applicants will be required to demonstrate that new residential development will be zero carbon. However, the Government has announced that it is not pursuing zero carbon and the standard remains that development should produce 5% less carbon dioxide emissions than Building Regulations Part L (2013) requirements having regard to feasibility and viability.

7.10.4
The Design and Access Statement confirms that the proposed development would meet the requirements of Policy DM4 of the Development Management Policies LDD (adopted July 2013) and a condition on any grant of consent would require the submission of an energy statement demonstrating how the policy requirements would be met. 
7.11
Refuse & Re-cycling

7.11.1
Policy DM10 (Waste Management) of the Development Management Policies LDD (adopted July 2013) advises that the Council will ensure that there is adequate provision for the storage and recycling of waste and that these facilities are fully integrated into design proposals.  New developments will only be supported where:

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

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

iii) There would be no obstruction of pedestrian, cyclists or driver site lines

7.11.2
The submitted plans indicate a communal refuse area adjacent to Bury Lane, measuring 2.4 by 3.4 metres in area.  Environmental Protection have confirmed that the refuse area would be of sufficient size to accommodate the required number of bins and the siting of the store would enable collection from Bury Lane.  A condition on any grant of consent would require the submission of full details for approval.
7.11.3
The County Council Waste and Minerals Planning Team have advised that Waste Policy 12 (Sustainable Design, Construction and Demolition) of the Waste Site Allocations Document requires all relevant construction projects to be supported by a Site Waste Management Plan (SWMP) which should aim to reduce the amount of waste produced on site and should contain information including types of waste removed from the site and where that waste is being taken to.  Submission of a SWMP would be a conditional requirement of any grant of consent.

7.12
Safety & Security

7.12.1
Policy CP1 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) advises that all development in Three Rivers will contribute to the sustainability of the District.  This means taking into account the need to, for example, promote buildings and public spaces that reduce opportunities for crime and anti-social behaviour. Policy CP12 also requires that development proposals design out opportunities for crime and anti-social behaviour through the incorporation of appropriate measures to minimise the risk of crime and create safe and attractive places.

7.12.2
The applicant has confirmed that in taking up the offer of temporary housing the occupants will have to sign an excluded licence agreement which requires occupants to behave in a way that allows neighbours peaceful enjoyment of their homes.  These temporary residents will have an incentive to comply with these terms as any anti-social behaviour will be dealt with and could result in their eviction from the temporary accommodation which would also have a negative impact on any possible future long term accommodation.
7.12.3
Herts Constabulary are neither for nor against the application but have provided advisory comments to assist with designing out crime.
7.12.4
Herts Constabulary raise some concerns that buildings of this nature may be targeted by offenders and as such suggest that it would be appropriate for CCTV and security lighting to be installed.  It is suggested that CCTV should cover the exterior of the building including the stairs, access walkways and cycle parking.  Appropriate motion sensor security lighting would also be required in conjunction with any CCTV.  Details of CCTV and lighting (including their management and maintenance) would be secured via condition on any grant of consent.
7.12.5
Parking for 6 bicycles would be provided under the northern and southern external staircases.  Herts Constabulary have advised that cycle parking should be secure.  The applicant’s agent has confirmed that it is intended that secure cycle parking be provided, whether that be via a bespoke under stair enclosure or off the shelf product.  In order to ensure acceptable provision, both to address the comments of Herts Constabulary and in the interests of character and amenity, it is considered appropriate to attach a condition to any grant of consent requiring the submission of further details for approval.
7.12.6
In the interests of preventing unnecessary noise and disturbance, Herts Constabulary have indicated that the external walkways should be of solid and robust construction.  The applicants’ agent has confirmed that the first floor walkway would be constructed of concrete or concrete screed and covered with waterproof roofing and tiles in order to minimise noise nuisance.

7.12.7
As discussed previously in this report, it is suggested that a management plan providing details of the long term management and maintenance of the building be provided by condition.  It would be an appropriate requirement for this plan to include details of the operation and management of the laundry room (the applicant’s agent has suggested that this would likely be via PIN code lock that would be changed regularly) and site more widely.  This would address other points raised by Herts Constabulary.
7.12.8
Herts Constabulary suggest that their comments be brought to the attention of the applicant via an informative should planning permission be granted to ensure that the development is built to Secured by Design part 2, the police approved minimum security standard.  This would ensure, for example, that exterior doors and windows are of appropriate standard.  In addition to an informative as requested by Herts Constabulary, conditions regarding CCTV/lighting, bike storage and management/maintenance as discussed above are also considered appropriate.
7.13
Infrastructure Provision

7.13.1
Policies CP8 and CP10 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) require development to make adequate contribution to infrastructure and services.  The Three Rivers Community Infrastructure Levy Charging Schedule is applicable to this scheme and is the mechanism by which contributions would be sought towards infrastructure including education, libraries and sustainable transport.
7.14
Other Matters

7.14.1
The development would be required to comply with relevant Building Regulations including in relation to the provision of fire hydrants.

7.15
Conclusion

7.15.1
Whilst some individual elements of the proposal, taken in isolation, may not fully accord with TRDC policy or standards, the proposal requires assessment as a whole.  Any shortfalls must be viewed in this context and with regard to the specific circumstances of the application site.  It is considered that the proposed development would cause less than substantial harm to the designated heritage asset (the Rickmansworth Town Centre Conservation Area), but that the harm would be outweighed by the substantial public benefits of the proposed development.  There is an identified need for affordable housing for the homeless within the District and the proposal will help meet this need.
8.
Recommendation
8.1
That the decision be delegated to the Director of Community and Environmental Services to consider any further representations received from HCC  Lead Local Flood Authority and that subject to no objection being raised, PLANNING PERMISSION BE GRANTED subject to the following conditions and any additional conditions/informatives as requested by HCC Lead Local Flood Authority:
C1
Time Limit

The development hereby permitted shall be begun before the expiration of three years from the date of this permission.


Reason: In pursuance of Section 91(1) of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 and as amended by the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004.

C2
Plans

The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance with the following approved plans: 


CSA-T355-PA.01 A


CSA-T355-PA.02 A



CSA-T355-PA.03 D


CSA-T355-PA.04 B


CSA-T355-PA.05


CSA-T355-PA.06 E


CSA-T355-PA.07 A


CSA-T355-PA.08 B


CSA-T355-PA.09


CSA-T355-PA.10 B

Reason: For the avoidance of doubt, in the proper interests of planning and to safeguard the character and appearance of the Conservation Area and amenity of neighbouring occupiers; in accordance with Policies PSP1, CP1, CP2, CP3, CP4, CP6, CP8, CP9, CP10 and CP12 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011), Policies DM1, DM3, DM4, DM6, DM8, DM9, DM10, DM11, DM12, DM13 and Appendices 2 and 5 of the Development Management Policies LDD (adopted July 2013) and the Rickmansworth Town Centre Conservation Area Appraisal and Character Assessment (1993).
C3
Materials


Before any building operations above ground level hereby permitted are commenced, samples and details of the proposed external materials shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority and no external materials shall be used other than those approved.


Reason: To prevent the building being constructed in inappropriate materials in accordance with Policies CP1 and CP12 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) and Policies DM1, DM3 and Appendix 2 of the Development Management Policies LDD (adopted July 201

C4
Access Design

The development shall not commence until full details of the proposed access arrangements onto the existing highway network have been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The details are to include all kerbing, footway, drainage and street lighting works adjacent to the existing highway access on the north-west corner of the site to deliver safe vehicular and pedestrian movements between the site and the main road network. 


Reason: This is a pre commencement condition in order to minimise danger, obstruction and inconvenience to users of the highway in accordance with Policies CP1 and CP10 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) and Policy DM13 and Appendix 5 of the Development Management Policies LDD (adopted July 2013).
C5
Construction Management


The development shall not begin until full details of all proposed construction vehicle access, movements, parking arrangements and wheel washing facilities have been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. Details should be submitted in the form of a Construction Management Plan and the approved details should be implemented throughout the construction period.

Reason: This is a pre commencement condition in order to minimise danger, obstruction and inconvenience to users of the highway in accordance with Policies CP1 and CP10 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) and Policy DM13 and Appendix 5 of the Development Management Policies LDD (adopted July 2013).

C6
Arboricultural Method Statement
No development or other operation shall commence on site until a scheme (herein called the Approved Method Statement of Arboricultural Works Scheme) which indicates the construction methods to be used in order to ensure the retention and protection of tree, shrubs and hedges growing on or adjacent to the site has been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.

No operations shall commence on site in connection with the development hereby approved (including tree felling, pruning, demolition works, soil moving, temporary access construction, or any other operation involving the use of motorised vehicles or construction machinery) until the tree protection works required by the approved scheme are in place on site.

The fencing or other works which are part of the approved scheme shall not be moved or removed, temporarily or otherwise, until all works including external works have been completed and all equipment, machinery and surplus materials removed from the site.

Reason: This condition is a pre commencement condition to ensure that the protected trees are not affected during construction of the development hereby permitted, in the interests of visual amenity and in accordance with Policies CP1 and CP12 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) and Policy DM6 of the Development Management Policies LDD (adopted July 2013).
C7

Tree Protection Scheme - Details
No operations (including tree felling, pruning, demolition works, soil moving, temporary access construction, or any other operation involving the use of motorised vehicles or construction machinery) shall commence on site in connection with the development hereby approved until the branch structure and trunks of all trees shown to be retained and all other trees not indicated as to be removed and their root systems have been protected from any damage during site works, in accordance with a scheme to be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.

The protective measures, including fencing, shall be undertaken in accordance with the approved scheme before any equipment, machinery or materials are brought on to the site for the purposes of development, and shall be maintained until all equipment, machinery and surplus materials have been removed from the site. Nothing shall be stored or placed within any area fenced in accordance with this condition and the ground levels within those areas shall not be altered, nor shall any excavation be made. No fires shall be lit or liquids disposed of within 10.0m of an area designated as being fenced off or otherwise protected in the approved scheme.

Reason: This condition is a pre commencement condition to prevent damage to trees during construction and to meet the requirements of Policies CP1 and CP12 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) and Policy DM6 of the Development Management Policies LDD (adopted July 2013).
C8

Ecological Recommendations


The development shall be carried out in strict accordance with the approved Ecology Report (prepared by Lindsay Carrington Ecological Services and dated February 2017).


Reason: To ensure that any protected species are safeguarded and to meet the requirements of Policies CP1, CP9 and CP12 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) and Policy DM6 of the Development Management Policies LDD (adopted July 2013).

C9

Landscaping – Details

Prior to commencement of the development hereby permitted, a scheme of hard and soft landscaping shall be implemented in accordance with details which have first been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.

The submitted details shall include the location of all existing trees and hedgerows affected by the proposed development, and details of those to be retained, together with a scheme detailing measures for their protection in the course of development, and details of replacement planting.
All hard landscaping works required by the approved scheme shall be carried out and completed prior to the first occupation of the development hereby permitted. All soft landscaping works required by the approved scheme shall be carried out in accordance with a programme to be agreed before development commences and shall be maintained including the replacement of any trees or plants which die are removed or become seriously damaged or diseased in the next planting season with others of a similar size or species, for a period for five years from the date of the approved scheme was completed.
Reason: This is a pre commencement condition in the interests of visual amenity in accordance with Policies CP1 and CP12 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) and Policy DM6 of the Development Management Policies LDD (adopted July 2013).

C10

Sustainability
Prior to commencement of the development hereby permitted, an Energy Statement demonstrating energy saving measures for the development to achieve 5% less carbon dioxide emissions than Building Regulations Part L (2013) subject to feasibility and viability, shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The approved details shall be implemented prior to occupation of the development and permanently maintained thereafter.

Reason: This condition is a pre commencement condition in order to ensure that the development will meet the requirements of Policy CP1 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) and Policy DM4 of the Development Management Policies LDD (adopted July 2013) and to make as full a contribution to sustainable development principles as possible.
C11
Management & Maintenance Plan – Details

Prior to occupation of the development hereby permitted, an Operational Management Plan including details of how the development would be effectively managed shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.  The Operational Management Plan should include details of the operation and management of the laundry room, refuse storage area and wider site.  The development shall be operated and managed in accordance with the approved Operational Management Plan.

Reason: In the interests of the local environment and residential amenity in accordance with Policies CP1, CP9 and CP12 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) and Policies DM1, DM6, DM9, DM10 and Appendix 2 of the Development Management Policies LDD (adopted July 2013).
C12
CCTV & Lighting – Details & Management
Prior to first occupation of the development hereby permitted, details of security measures including CCTV and external lighting shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The measures shall be installed in accordance with the approved details prior to occupation of the development.

Reason: In the interests of designing out opportunities for crime and anti-social behaviour and in accordance with Policies CP1 and CP12 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) and Policies DM6 and DM9 of the Development Management Policies LDD (adopted July 2013).
C13
Cycle Storage - Details
Prior to occupation of the development hereby permitted, details of provision for the secure storage of bicycles shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The storage shall be provided prior to occupation of the building(s), in accordance with the approved details and shall be permanently retained as such thereafter. 

Reason: To ensure that secure and appropriate bicycle storage facilities are provided to encourage use of sustainable modes of travel in accordance with Policies CP1, CP10 and CP12 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) and Policies DM1, DM3, DM13 and Appendices 2 and 5 of the Development Management Policies LDD (adopted July 2013).
C14
Housing Details
The accommodation hereby permitted shall only be occupied by persons that have an open homeless application with the Local Authority.
Reason: To meet local housing need within the Three Rivers district and to comply with Policies CP1, CP2, CP3 and CP4 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011).
C15
Refuse & Recycling – Details

The development shall not be occupied until a scheme for the separate storage and collection of domestic waste has been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. Details shall include siting, size and appearance of refuse and recycling facilities on the premises. The development hereby permitted shall not be occupied until the approved scheme has been implemented and these facilities should be retained permanently thereafter. 

Reason: To ensure that satisfactory provision is made, in the interests of amenity and to ensure that the visual appearance of such provision is satisfactory in compliance with Policies CP1 and CP12 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) and Policies DM1, DM3, DM10 and Appendix 2 of the Development Management Policies document (adopted July 2013).
C16
Site Waste Management Plan (SWMP)


Prior to the commencement of development, including any demolition, a Site Waste Management Plan (SWMP) shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.  The SWMP should aim to reduce the amount of waste being produced on site and should contain information including types of waste removed from the site and where that waste is being taken to.  The development shall be carried out in accordance with the approved SWMP.  

Reason: This is a pre commencement condition to promote sustainable development and meet the requirements of Policy CP1 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011), Policy DM10 of the Development Management Policies LDD (adopted July 2013) and Policy 12 of the adopted Hertfordshire County Council Waste Core Strategy and Development Management Policies Development Plan Document (2012).

C17
Protection of Boundary Wall


Prior to commencement of the development herby permitted, detail of steps to be taken to secure the safety, stability and retention of the front boundary wall to Bury Lane which is to be retained shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.  The development shall be carried out in accordance with the agreed details. 


Reason: This condition is a pre commencement condition to prevent damage and in the interests of visual amenity in accordance with Policies CP1 and CP12 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) and Policy DM3 of the Development Management Policies LDD (adopted July 2013).
C18
Parking Management Plan
A parking management plan, including details of the allocation and management of vehicle parking spaces and cycle storage spaces within the development; and long term management responsibilities and maintenance schedules for the parking area, shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority prior to the first occupation of the development hereby approved. The parking management plan shall be carried out in accordance with the approved details.

Reason: To ensure that adequate off-street parking and manoeuvring space is provided within the development so as not to prejudice the free flow of traffic and in the interests of highway safety on neighbouring highways in accordance with Policies CP1, CP10 and CP12 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) and Policy DM13 and Appendix 5 of the Development Management Policies LDD (adopted July 2013).
C19
In Accordance with Flood Risk Assessment

The development permitted by this planning permission shall be carried out in accordance with the approved Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) (prepared by: Peter Brett Associates; reference: 40523/4001 B dated March 2017). 
Reason: To ensure that sufficient floodplain storage is provided to ensure no increase in off-site flood risk and that residents are protected from flooding and have safe access to and from the site during a flood event in accordance with Policies CP1 and CP12 of the Core Strategy (adopted October 2011) and Policy DM8 of the Development Management Policies LDD (adopted July 2013).
8.2
Informatives

I1
 ASK   \* MERGEFORMAT General Advice:

With regard to implementing this permission, the applicant is advised as follows:


All relevant planning conditions must be discharged prior to the commencement of work. Requests to discharge conditions must be made by formal application. Fees are £97 per request (or £28 where the related permission is for extending or altering a dwellinghouse or other development in the curtilage of a dwellinghouse). Please note that requests made without the appropriate fee will be returned unanswered. 


There may be a requirement for the approved development to comply with the Building Regulations. Information and application forms are available at www.hertfordshirebc.co.uk. Alternatively the Council's Building Control section can be contacted on telephone number 01923 727130 or email building.control@hertfordshirebc.gov.uk.

Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) - If your development is liable for CIL payments, it is a requirement under Regulation 67 (1) of The Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations 2010 (As Amended) that a Commencement Notice (Form 6) is submitted to Three Rivers District Council as the Collecting Authority no later than the day before the day on which the chargeable development is to be commenced. DO NOT start your development until the Council has acknowledged receipt of the Commencement Notice. Failure to do so will mean you will lose the right to payment by instalments (where applicable), lose any exemptions already granted, and a surcharge will be imposed.


Care  should  be  taken  during  the  building  works  hereby  approved  to  ensure  no  damage occurs to the verge or footpaths during construction. Vehicles delivering materials to this development shall not override or cause damage to the public footway. Any damage will require to be made good to the satisfaction of the Council and at the applicant's expense.


Where possible, energy saving and water harvesting measures should be incorporated. Information on this is also available from the Council's Building Control section. Any external changes to the building which may be subsequently required should be discussed with the Council's Development Management Section prior to the commencement of work.


I2
 ASK   \* MERGEFORMAT Construction Hours:

The applicant is reminded that the Control of Pollution Act 1974 stipulates that construction activity (where work is audible at the site boundary) should be restricted to 0800 to 1800 Monday to Friday, 0900 to 1300 on Saturdays and not at all on Sundays and Bank Holidays.


I3
 ASK   \* MERGEFORMAT Positive & Proactive:

The Local Planning Authority has been positive and proactive in its consideration of this planning application, in line with the requirements of the National Planning Policy Framework and in accordance with the Town and Country Planning (Development Management Procedure) (England) Order 2015. The applicant and the Local Planning Authority engaged in pre-application discussions and amendments were submitted during the application, which result in a form of development that maintains/improves the economic, social and environmental conditions of the District.


I4
 ASK   \* MERGEFORMAT Highways – Advisory Note:
Construction standards for works within the highway: The applicant is advised that in order to comply with this permission it will be necessary for the developer of the site to enter into an agreement with Hertfordshire County Council as Highway Authority under Section 278 of the Highways Act 1980 to ensure the satisfactory completion of the access and associated road improvements. 


The construction of such works must be undertaken to the satisfaction and specification of the Highway Authority, and by a contractor who is authorised to work in the public highway. Before works commence the applicant will need to apply to the Highway Authority to obtain their permission and requirements. Further information is available via the website http://www.hertfordshire.gov.uk/services/transtreets/highways/ or by telephoning 0300 1234047.



I5
 ASK   \* MERGEFORMAT Thames Water – Advisory Note:
Where the developer proposes to discharge to a public sewer, prior approval from Thames Water Developer Services will be required. 

Should the proposed building work fall within 3 metres of pipes that are within Thames Water's ownership you are advised to contact developer.services@thameswater.co.uk to determine if a building over / near to agreement is required.


I6
 ASK   \* MERGEFORMAT Guidance to be read in conjunction with Condition 9 (Landscaping):
It is requested that the applicant has regard to the comments of Hertfordshire Ecology who have requested that consideration be given to the use of native trees and shrubs.


I7
 ASK   \* MERGEFORMAT Secured By Design:
The applicant is referred to the comments of Hertfordshire Constabulary regarding designing out crime requiring that the development be built to Secured by Design part 2, which is the police approved minimum security standard and also achieves ADQ (Building Regulation regarding security).   

