APPENDIX 1

	REPRESENTATION 

REFERENCE
	REPRESENTOR
	REPRESENTATION
	CHANGES REQUIRED
	COUNCIL’S RESPONSE
	COUNCIL’S PROPOSED CHANGE

	50068
	Hertfordshire County Council Historic Environment
	We welcome Priority 3 and the statement concerning the protection and enhancement of the historic environment.


	No change required.


	Support welcomed.
	No change required.



	50004
	Environment Agency
	We support the Spatial Vision and are pleased that recognising opportunities to improve and enhance the environment wherever possible and the need for new development to mitigate its impact on the causes of climate change is included.
	No change required.


	Support welcomed.
	No change required.



	50057
	British Waterways
	We welcome mention of sustainable transport in the vision.
	No change required.


	Support welcomed.
	No change required.



	50081
	Mr David Wilson
	The Spatial Vision is supported in that it provides a clear vision for the district to 2026. In particular, limb j is supported because it is important to acknowledge the need to accommodate some growth within land which is currently designated as Green Belt.

Notwithstanding the above the revocation of the East of England Plan will need to be addressed throughout the Core Strategy.
	Limb a will need to change to reflect revocation of the East of England Plan. I suggest the following alternative wording:

a) To provide the level of growth tested within the (revoked) East of England Plan until such a time that alternative growth targets are tested and adopted locally.
	Consultation on ’Changes to the Core Strategy Proposed Submission’ addresses revocation of East of England Plan.
	Consultation on ’Changes to the Core Strategy Proposed Submission’ addresses revocation of East of England Plan.

	50111
	English Heritage
	As part of a positive strategy for the historic environment we would like to see part i) clarified to ensure that 'environment' specifically includes the historic environment. If it does not encompass this, the spatial vision would only be committed to minimising damage to historic assets which falls short of the requirements of the legislation for conservation areas and listed buildings, and advice in PPS5.
	Amend part i) to read '…improve and enhance the built, historic and natural environment wherever possible'.


	Agree change to ensure compliance with PPS5


	Amend point i) of Spatial Vision to 'To recognise opportunities to improve and enhance the built, historic and natural environment wherever possible'.

	50053
	EEDA
	The Core Strategy is predicated on the requirements of the East of England Plan. This is reflected in the Strategic Objectives. Given the revocation of the East of England Plan, the Council should be satisfied that there is sufficient sound local evidence to justify the policy approach that is proposed.
	
	Comment noted.
	No change required.



	50063
	Chilterns Conservation Board
	The Board supports the Strategic Objectives as outlined and particularly that applicable to the conservation and enhancement of the Chilterns AONB (S9).
	No change required.


	Support welcomed.
	No change required.



	50001
	Mr Simon Freethy
	In talking about taking areas out of Green Belt protection, Strategic Objective 1 refers to 'changes to the Green Belt will be on the edges of existing urban areas'. As worded this is not justified, and not consistent with national policy.
Not consistent with national policy: One of the roles of Green Belt land is to 'retain attractive landscapes, near to where people live'. Many people buy properties that overlook the Green Belt land for that very purpose, as it has a pleasant vista, and ready access to green space. By developing Green Belt land on the edge of an urban area, the landscape of the existing properties deteriorates, affecting their enjoyment and the value of their properties. Therefore this would not enhance the landscapes near to where people live.
Not justified: No evidence has been produced that local residents would be happy to have their landscapes spoiled or the value of their properties diminished without compensation.
	Amend to say 'no development of Green Belt land on the fringes of urban areas will take place where the landscape and view of the existing green belt, or the enjoyment of the Green Belt by existing residents is diminished, unless all those affected approve'.


	Strategic Objective refers to changes to the Green Belt to be limited to locations which result in the least harm to the Green Belt and sustainability objectives, which may include landscape and landuse issues.


	No change considered necessary.



	50043
	MEPC
	MEPC support the reference to the need to adjust the Green Belt boundary on the edges of existing urban areas to meet development needs and promote a sustainable development pattern
As identified elsewhere within the Core Strategy, land at Leavesden Aerodrome, within the ownership of MEPC, represents a unique opportunity to make a significant contribution towards the housing needs of the district on previously developed land. Although the whole former Aerodrome site is designated as a Major Developed Site in the Green Belt, this status currently limits the ability to deliver a comprehensive sustainable mixed-use development co-located with the studios and Leavesden Park, both of which are significant employment sources. The site should be removed from the Green Belt through the Council's Site Allocations DPD to reflect the historic development, extant planning consents and in order to maximise its potential to deliver a comprehensive redevelopment of the former Leavesden Aerodrome.
	No change required.


	Support welcomed.
	No change required.



	50071
	Warner Bros
	Warner Bros. supports the recognition that some minor adjustments to the Green Belt boundary may be necessary over the plan period to meet development needs and promote a sustainable development pattern.
It is noted that the whole former Aerodrome site is designated as a Major Developed Site in the Green Belt and this status currently limits the ability to deliver a comprehensive sustainable mixed-use development co-located with the studios and Leavesden Park both of which are significant employment sources. The site, including Leavesden Studios (but excluding the open backlot) should be removed from the Green Belt through the Council's Site Allocations DPD in order to maximise its potential to deliver a comprehensive redevelopment of the former Leavesden Aerodrome. Such removal will allow Warner Bros the flexibility to respond to industry and commercial requirements without the need for advancing very special circumstances in relation to any future development proposals.
	No change required.


	Support welcomed.
	No change required.



	50087
	Mrs Sally Chapman
	Limiting changes to the Green Belt boundary to 'the edges of existing urban areas' is contrary to the Spatial Strategy for future development based upon the settlement hierarchy. The Spatial Strategy provides for limited development to meet local needs in the villages of Bedmond and Sarratt (PSP4). The built up area boundary of these villages is tightly drawn and the surrounding land is designated as green belt. Development to meet the identified need for affordable housing is likely to rely on land released from the Green Belt on the edge of the villages subject to a sustainability assessment. Strategic Objective S1, Spatial Strategy 4 and Green Belt policy CP11 would preclude the release of Green Belt sites on the edge of these villages whereas Policy PSP4 (c) allows for some 'limited small scale development in or on the edge of the villages'. There should be consistency across the policies. Since the Spatial Strategy and the Place Shaping policies allow for limited development at Bedmond and Sarratt the scope for such development on edge of settlement sites should be recognised in all the relevant policies. The wording of the affected policies needs extending to include reference to the edge of the built up area boundary of the villages of Bedmond and Sarratt.
	
	Bedmond and Sarratt are villages within the Green Belt, and development in these locations would not therefore result in changes to the Green Belt through release of land. Strategic Objective 1 specifically refers to the need for changes to the Green Belt to accommodate development needs, and in this respect is not relevant to Sarratt and Bedmond where any development would not result in changes to the Green Belt.


	No change considered necessary.

	50005
	Environment Agency
	We support S2 and are pleased that the use of the planning process to facilitate the clean up of contaminated land is mentioned here.
	No change required.


	Support welcomed.
	No change required.



	50030
	Natural England
	We agree with the general principle of re-using brownfield sites for new developments. However as recognised within PPS9 'brownfield' sites can be of high value for nature conservation. We welcome acknowledgement under Strategic Objective S2 which states some previously developed land can be constrained by biodiversity interest and other factors and that it cannot be assumed that all previously developed land is appropriate for redevelopment.

Therefore we recommend biodiversity assessment of 'brownfield' land in the district using the expertise of HBRC, HMWT and others. If a site is found to be of significant nature conservation value then the option of retaining it as urban green space should be seriously considered.
	
	Comment noted. The recommendation on biodiversity assessment using expertise of HBRC, HMWT or others may be incorporated into the biodiversity policy in the Development Management Policies DPD, the Green Infrastructure Plan and the Green Infrastructure and Landscape SPD.


	No change required.



	50044
	MEPC
	MEPC support the reference to making the most efficient use of previously developed land.
As identified elsewhere within the Core Strategy, land at Leavesden Aerodrome, within the ownership of MEPC, represents a unique opportunity to make a significant contribution towards the housing needs of the district on previously developed land.
	No change required.


	Support welcomed.
	No change required.



	50006
	Environment Agency
	We support S3 and are pleased that water resources, dealing with the effects of extreme weather and potential flood risk through appropriate design and siting of development is included here.
	No change required.


	Support welcomed.
	No change required.



	50119
	Hertfordshire County Council
	Strategic objective 3 should also make reference to decentralised energy as well as renewable energy to help reduce energy consumption. This would support both the existing policy wording and the proposed changes to policy CP1 outlined in the main response.
	
	Strategic Objective 3 does not preclude the use of decentralised energy systems, and it is not considered appropriate to specify these within the objective.
	No change considered necessary.



	50007
	Environment Agency
	S9 could be improved by changing the wording so all river corridors in general are included as opposed to the three mentioned.
	Alter the wording to: 'The Chilterns AONB, and the District's Sites of Special Scientific Interest, Local Nature Reserves, wildlife sites, the Colne Valley Park, the Grand Union Canal and river corridors are particularly important assets to be conserved and enhanced as they provide connections across the whole District and into adjoining areas'.
	Existing wording includes 'all river corridors including the Rivers Chess, Colne and Gade' which is considered to include all river corridors in general whilst also recognising that the Chess, Colne and Gade are the largest rivers within the District.


	No change considered necessary.



	50020
	Natural England
	Natural England welcomes revisions made to the Proposed Submission Core Strategy and consider 'Strategic Objective S9' to be legally compliant and sound.
	No change required.


	Support welcomed.
	No change required.



	50069
	Hertfordshire County Council Historic Environment
	We welcome Strategic Objective 10. However we suggest a change in the word order of Objective 10 and we also suggest an alternative first sentence of the supporting text for S10.
	Change the word order of Objective 10: To protect and enhance the historic environment by resisting the loss of, or damage to, heritage assets including important buildings… Reason: the PPS5 definition of heritage assets includes all aspects of the historic environment (including undesignated assets) that have 'significance'. As such, important buildings are a sub-set of heritage assets and the current wording would therefore imply that the important buildings are not significant.

Alternative first sentence for supporting text for S10: 'Three Rivers has a rich historic environment, including many historic buildings, archaeological sites, historic structures and historic landscapes'. The second sentence refers to heritage assets and their protection, we suggest this is replaced by conserve. Reason: the definition of historic environment in PPS5 is holistic and inclusive. Heritage assets are those parts of the historic environment which have 'significance' and require conservation through the planning process.


	Agree changes with slight modification to ensure compliance with PPS5.


	Amend Strategic Objective 10 to: 'To protect conserve and enhance the historic environment by resisting the loss of, or damage to heritage assets including important buildings and heritage assets and to ensure that new development respects the unique character and identity of towns and villages in the District
Three Rivers has a rich historic environment including many historic buildings, archaeological sites, historic structures, historic landscapes, is an area rich in its historic buildings, structures, spaces and conservation areas. It will be important to protect conserve heritage assets and their settings through appropriate control of development but also to enhance the historic environment where opportunities arise.'



	50120
	Hertfordshire County Council
	In its current form it is considered that Strategic objective 10 may not be consistent with national policy as it does not accurately reflect guidance within PPS5.
The PPS5 definition of heritage assets includes all aspects of the historic environment (including undesignated assets) that have 'significance'. As such, important buildings are a sub-set of heritage assets and the current wording would therefore imply that the important buildings are not significant. 
	The County Council welcomes the inclusion of Priority 3 and the statement concerning the protection and enhancement of the historic environment. The conclusion of Strategic Objective 10 is also welcomed. However, changes in the word order of Objective 10 to 'protect and enhance the historic environment by resisting the loss of, or damage to heritage assets including important building...' is suggested.

The definition of the historic environment in PPS5 is holistic and inclusive. Heritage assets are those parts of the historic environment which have 'significance' and require conservation via the planning process.

Therefore the County Council also suggests that the following alternative first sentence of the supporting text for S10 'Three Rivers has a rich historic environment, including many historic buildings, archaeological sites, historic structures and historic landscapes'. The second sentence refers to heritage assets and their protection and it is suggested that 'protect' is replaced by 'conserve'.
	Agree changes with slight modification to ensure compliance with PPS5.


	Amend Strategic Objective 10 to: 'To protect conserve and enhance the historic environment by resisting the loss of, or damage to heritage assets including important buildings and heritage assets and to ensure that new development respects the unique character and identity of towns and villages in the District
Three Rivers has a rich historic environment including many historic buildings, archaeological sites, historic structures, historic landscapes, is an area rich in its historic buildings, structures, spaces and conservation areas. It will be important to protect conserve heritage assets and their settings through appropriate control of development but also to enhance the historic environment where opportunities arise.'



	50017
	Chipperfield Parish Council
	The plans for 5,000 new dwellings between 2001-2026 cannot be sound as the Government has announced that such regional targets have been scrapped.
	Wait for Government guidelines for maximum limit of new dwellings.
	Consultation on ’Changes to the Core Strategy Proposed Submission’ addresses revocation of East of England Plan.
	Consultation on ’Changes to the Core Strategy Proposed Submission’ addresses revocation of East of England Plan.

	50003
	Mr Simon Freethy
	The settlement hierarchy does not refer to Loudwater. Is this because it is of zero priority, and below Sarratt and Bedmond, or is it deemed to be included as part of Rickmansworth as priority 1. If it is included in Rickmansworth, this assumption is not justified: 1) the nature of Loudwater is very different to that of Rickmansworth- it is residential only, no retail, industrial or pubs or restaurants, very different type of housing stock to Rickmansworth, not served by public transport (bus or train), is a conservation area. 2) I cannot find evidence produced by the Council to justify this assumption. 3) There is no evidence that the local community has agreed with this assumption. Consequently, the evidence and research which has led to Rickmansworth being top of the settlement hierarchy cannot and should not be extended to Loudwater.
	A foot note be placed on Figure 4 'Loudwater does not form part of the Rickmansworth area, and therefore is not a priority on the settlement hierarchy'. A map with the areas in figure 4 defined would also serve to clarify the boundaries of these settlement hierarchy areas.


	As referred to in the Core Strategy, the evidence base documents 'Settlement Appraisal 2007' and 'Settlement Appraisal Update March 2010' have been used to define the settlement hierarchy taking account of settlement size, population, existence of and access to a range of services and transport infrastructure. These documents identify Loudwater as a separate settlement to Rickmansworth, and Loudwater is therefore not included within Rickmansworth in the Core Strategy. Appendix 2 of the Settlement Appraisal Update maps all the settlements considered. 
	No change considered necessary.



	50108
	Croxley Green Parish Council
	The Planning and Development Committee disagrees with the document indicating that Croxley Green is not a Village. It may be larger than Sarratt or Bedmond by population statistics but nevertheless, many within the community understand that Croxley is a Village, should continue to be classified as such by our District Council and be afforded the same protection as other villages within the District.
	
	The evidence base document ‘Settlement Appraisal Update (March 2010)’ sets out how the settlement hierarchy underpinning the Place Shaping Policies has been developed. As can be seen, Croxley Green has been assessed as having a sustainability category of ‘very good’ and has a population of 11,519 which has led to its designation as a Key Centre. In comparison, Bedmond and Sarratt have been assessed as having a sustainability category of ‘fair’ and have populations of 977 and 924 respectively and have therefore been designated as Villages. Therefore while local people may refer to Croxley Green as a village, it is not considered that Croxley Green could be defined as a Village according to the settlement hierarchy for Three Rivers or in the Core Strategy Place Shaping Policies.
	No change considered necessary.



	50008
	Environment Agency
	We support this, particularly point 5 which includes the fact that development sites 'will not have a significant impact on…environmental quality including wildlife, flood risk and water pollution'.
	No change required.


	Support welcomed.
	No change required.



	50013
	Thames Water Property Services
	Thames Water support the Spatial Strategy and in particular the requirement for development to make provision for necessary infrastructure including utilities and waste water.
 
It is important for developers to establish whether there are any capacity issues in the existing sewerage network prior to development being undertaken in order to avoid problems such as sewer flooding and the pollution of water courses.
	No change required.


	Support welcomed.
	No change required.



	50021
	Natural England
	Natural England welcomes revisions made to the Proposed Submission Core Strategy and consider 'Spatial Strategy' to be legally compliant and sound.
	No change required.


	Support welcomed.
	No change required.



	50035
	Banner Homes
	The DPD allows for the review of Green Belt boundaries to accommodate development needs. We support this approach, in connection with Branksome Lodge, Loudwater. That site has already been considered as part of the Core Strategy Preferred Options and we look forward to its inclusion in the Site Allocations Development Plan Document.
	No change required.


	Support welcomed.
	No change required.



	50045
	MEPC
	MEPC support the reference to reducing the over-supply of office provision at Leavesden Aerodrome through mixed-use development including housing.
As identified elsewhere within the Core Strategy land at Leavesden Aerodrome, within the ownership of MEPC represents a unique opportunity to make a significant contribution towards the housing needs of the district on previously developed land. Given the existing employment provision at Leavesden Park and Leavesden Studios the site offers great potential to deliver a comprehensive sustainable mixed-use development.
	No change required.


	Support welcomed.
	No change required.



	50054
	EEDA
	In terms of the spatial strategy, EEDA welcomes the fact that the Council continues to recognise the role of Three Rivers in the wider context. EEDA supports the references to the location within the London Arc and the sub regional role the district plays. In particular the references in the spatial strategy to the key relationship with Watford are helpful. We trust that the examination process will consider the translation of this in terms of policy and targets.
	
	Comment noted.
	No change required.



	50072
	Warner Bros
	Warner Bros. support all references within the Core Strategy to reviewing the boundaries of the Green Belt at the edge of existing settlements to meet development needs.
We refer to paragraph 2.8 of PPG2 that advises 'it is necessary to establish boundaries that will endure. They should be carefully drawn so as not to include land which it is unnecessary to keep permanently open. Otherwise there is a risk that encroachment on the Green Belt may have to be allowed in order to accommodate future development. If boundaries are drawn excessively tightly around existing built up areas it may not be possible to maintain the degree of permanence that Green Belts should have. This would devalue the concept of Green Belt and reduce the value of local plans in making the proper provision for necessary development in the future.'
Any review of green belt boundaries should be comprehensive and take account of the significant existing and consented development at Leavesden Studios, which with the exception of the backlot should be removed from the Green Belt.
	No change required.


	Support welcomed.
	No change required.



	50076
	The Wellcome Trust
	The Spatial Strategy is not justified because it does not represent the most appropriate strategy when considered against the reasonable alternatives. A reasonable alternative is to clearly state that whilst the emphasis is on previously developed land it is expected that development on greenfield/ Green Belt land will need to be brought forward at the Principal Town, Key Centres and Secondary Centres. This will deliver the Spatial Vision and Strategic Objectives.

Another reasonable alternative is for Kings Langley and Carpenders Park to be identified as Key Centres. The total population of both these settlements is 9,187 and hence they are sizeable in their own right but by grouping the settlements together as Secondary Centres opportunities for sustainable development will be lost.

Kings Langley scored a total of 5.8 in the Settlement Appraisal Paper (March 2010). This exceeds the scores of the other settlements proposed as Secondary Centres and this score should be grouped with the Key Centres being comparable with the likes of Mill End and Chorleywood.

The Spatial Strategy is not effective because it is not considered deliverable as the most appropriate alternatives as outlined above. To ensure sufficient delivery of growth it will be necessary to ensure there is a range of Key Centres capable of accommodating development on previously developed land and greenfield/ Green Belt land.

In respect of the Settlement Appraisal Paper (March 2010) Toms Lane is identified as a settlement in its own right and as such its sustainability is assessed as poor. Unfortunately this is not a sound approach to take because Toms Lane is more closely related to Kings Langley and is accessible to Abbots Langley. As such it enjoys access to services and 
facilities on a par and in some instances better than most of the currently identified Secondary Centres. Therefore an objection is raised to this. The impact for the Spatial Strategy arising from the assessment of Toms Lane is not made clear in the document, however it is reasonable to presume the inclusion of the Toms Lane population will bolster the population for Kings Langley and further add to the need to identify Kings Langley as a Key Centre.
	To ensure the Spatial Strategy complies with the Spatial Vision and Strategic Objectives the following change will need to be made.

The main emphasis for future development is to continue to focus development within the existing urban area through development of previously developed land. Where there is insufficient land to deliver the growth requirements undeveloped land in the most sustainable locations on the edge of existing settlements will be identified.

In order to achieve the Spatial Vision for Three Rivers and meet Objectives for the District:

1. New development will be directed towards the Principal Town (Rickmansworth) and Key Centres (South Oxhey, Croxley Green, Abbots Langley, Chorleywood, Leavesden and Garston, Mill End, Carpenders Park and Kings Langley).

2. More limited new development will be directed to the Secondary Centres (Eastbury, Oxhey Hall, Maple Cross and Moor Park).

[The remaining text of the Spatial Strategy remains unchanged]

The Key Diagram will need amending to reflect the above.
	It is not considered necessary to amend the first paragraph to state that 'Where there is insufficient land to deliver the growth requirements undeveloped land in the most sustainable locations on the edge of existing settlements will be identified' as this is already acknowledged in the Spatial Strategy at point 4 (also in Strategic Objective 1,  CP2, CP11).

It is acknowledged that Kings Langley and Carpenders Park have the highest sustainability scores of the secondary centres in the Settlement Appraisal Update, however, it is not considered that this is sufficient to justify the inclusion of these settlements as Key Centres. The Key Centres all have both larger populations than Kings Langley and Carpenders Park and also have higher sustainability scores.


	No change considered necessary.

	50082
	Mr David Wilson
	The Spatial Strategy is not justified because it does not represent the most appropriate strategy when considered against the reasonable alternatives. A reasonable alternative is to clearly state that whilst the emphasis is on previously developed land it is expected that development on greenfield/ Green Belt land will need to be brought forward at the Principal Town, Key Centres and Secondary Centres. This will deliver the Spatial Vision and Strategic Objectives.

Another reasonable alternative is for Kings Langley and Carpenders Park to be identified as Key Centres. The total population of both these settlements is 9,187 and hence they are sizeable in their own right but by grouping the settlements together as Secondary Centres opportunities for sustainable development will be lost.

Kings Langley scored a total of 5.8 in the Settlement Appraisal Paper (March 2010). This exceeds the scores of the other settlements proposed as Secondary Centres and this score should be grouped with the Key Centres being comparable with the likes of Mill End and Chorleywood.

The Spatial Strategy is not effective because it is not considered deliverable as the most appropriate alternatives as outlined above. To ensure sufficient delivery of growth it will be necessary to ensure there is a range of Key Centres capable of accommodating development on previously developed land and greenfield/ Green Belt land.
	To ensure the Spatial Strategy complies with the Spatial Vision and Strategic Objectives the following change will need to be made.

The main emphasis for future development is to continue to focus development within the existing urban area through development of previously developed land. Where there is insufficient land to deliver the growth requirements undeveloped land in the most sustainable locations on the edge of existing settlements will be identified.

In order to achieve the Spatial Vision for Three Rivers and meet Objectives for the District:

1. New development will be directed towards the Principal Town (Rickmansworth) and Key Centres (South Oxhey, Croxley Green, Abbots Langley, Chorleywood, Leavesden and Garston, Mill End, Carpenders Park and Kings Langley).

2. More limited new development will be directed to the Secondary Centres (Eastbury, Oxhey Hall, Maple Cross and Moor Park).

[The remaining text of the Spatial Strategy remains unchanged]

The Key Diagram will need amending to reflect the above.


	It is not considered necessary to amend the first paragraph to state that 'Where there is insufficient land to deliver the growth requirements undeveloped land in the most sustainable locations on the edge of existing settlements will be identified' as this is already acknowledged in the Spatial Strategy at point 4 (also in Strategic Objective 1,  CP2, CP11).

It is acknowledged that Kings Langley and Carpenders Park have the highest sustainability scores of the secondary centres in the Settlement Appraisal Update, however, it is not considered that this is sufficient to justify the inclusion of these settlements as Key Centres. The Key Centres all have both larger populations than Kings Langley and Carpenders Park and also have higher sustainability scores.


	No change considered necessary.



	50088
	Mrs Sally Chapman
	Limiting changes to the Green Belt boundary to 'the edges of existing urban areas' is contrary to the Spatial Strategy for future development based upon the settlement hierarchy. The Spatial Strategy provides for limited development to meet local needs in the villages of Bedmond and Sarratt (PSP4). The built up area boundary of these villages is tightly drawn and the surrounding land is designated as green belt. Development to meet the identified need for affordable housing is likely to rely on land released from the Green Belt on the edge of the villages subject to a sustainability assessment. Strategic Objective S1, Spatial Strategy 4 and Green Belt policy CP11 would preclude the release of Green Belt sites on the edge of these villages whereas Policy PSP4 (c) allows for some 'limited small scale development in or on the edge of the villages'. There should be consistency across the policies. Since the Spatial Strategy and the Place Shaping policies allow for limited development at Bedmond and Sarratt the scope for such development on edge of settlement sites should be recognised in all the relevant policies. The wording of the affected policies needs extending to include reference to the edge of the built up area boundary of the villages of Bedmond and Sarratt.
	
	Bedmond and Sarratt are villages within the Green Belt, and development in these locations would not therefore result in changes to the Green Belt through release of land. Spatial Strategy point 4 specifically refers to the need for changes to the Green Belt to accommodate development needs on the edge of the principal town, key centres and secondary centres, and is not relevant to Sarratt and Bedmond where any development would not result in changes to the Green Belt. Point 3 of the Spatial Strategy applies to Bedmond and Sarratt and recognises that limited development to meet local needs may take place at these villages.
	No change considered necessary.



	50121
	Hertfordshire County Council
	In its current form, it is considered that the Spatial Strategy may not be effective as it is not coherent with the emerging Waste Development Framework (WDF) for Hertfordshire.

The County Council recognises that whilst the list of necessary infrastructure contained in para 6 is not exhaustive. Including a specific reference to waste infrastructure would reflect objective 2 and objective 6 of the emerging WDF Core Strategy which requires waste recycling, handling and reduction facilities 'as close as practicable to the origin of waste' and to work with all partners in the County to encourage integrated spatial planning to recognise that waste management 'is part of the infrastructure that supports businesses and communities'.
	As Waste Planning Authority, the County Council requests that 'waste facilities' is added to Para 6, given that 'waste water' is specifically mentioned in the importance of providing new or enhanced waste management facilities in new development.


	Agree change to ensure Core Strategy is effective.


	Amend point 6 of Spatial Strategy to: 'All development will be required to make provision for necessary infrastructure including (but not exclusively) for transport, education, health, Green Infrastructure, utilities, waste facilities waste water, leisure and community facilities.

	50138
	CPRE Hertfordshire
	Point 4 of the spatial strategy states that to meet development needs, it will be necessary to review the boundaries of the Green Belt. This will only be true if the review of housing targets which we call for in our representation on Policy CP2 and paras 5.8 to 5.10 produces a figure that cannot be accommodated within existing urban areas.
	Point 4 may need to be rewritten, depending on the results of the review of housing target. We would like to see the phrase 'priority will be given to previously developed sites over greenfield sites' retained in any revision of point 4.
	Consultation on ’Changes to the Core Strategy Proposed Submission’ addresses revocation of East of England Plan.
	Consultation on ’Changes to the Core Strategy Proposed Submission’ addresses revocation of East of England Plan.

	50143
	Hertfordshire County Council Corporate Services
	The County Council is concerned that whilst the CS recognises the need for provision of additional secondary school provision in the District, it does not contain sufficiently flexible policies to ensure the effective delivery of secondary provision during the plan period. There will be a need to review boundaries and there would need to be consultation on specific sites identified through the Site Allocations document, and that green belt boundaries may need to change to accommodate a new secondary school depending on the outcome of on-going work by the County Council.

It is highly likely that a new secondary school, in view of the size of site required, will be within the green belt.
	Changes may not be necessary but the Council is requested to consider the issue and seek clarification from the Planning Inspectorate.


	The Spatial Strategy recognises that to meet development needs it will be necessary to review the boundaries of the Green Belt at the edge of existing settlements, and that specific sites will be identified through the Site Allocations DPD.

Para 5.106 recognises that Green Belt boundary changes may provide land for one or possibly two secondary school sites, depending on the outcome of HCC work on the potential to expand secondary school provision in south west Hertfordshire.

Additionally, policy CP11 states that the Council will make minor revisions to the Green Belt boundaries to accommodate development needs, including where appropriate the removal of sites from the Green Belt through the Site Allocations DPD.

It is therefore considered that the Core Strategy is sufficiently flexible to ensure effective delivery of secondary school provision.

The Council will continue to work with the County Council to identify the most appropriate solution for inclusion in the Site Allocations DPD.
	No change considered necessary.



	50058
	British Waterways
	We welcome the inclusion of the Grand Union Canal in the Key Diagram.
	No change required.


	Support welcomed.
	No change required.



	50031
	Natural England
	We have previously requested that there should be more focus on the characteristics and condition of the five SSSIs within Three Rivers District with reference to their current condition and main management issues. Natural England advises that development may contribute to an increase in population within an area, and that it is likely that designated sites in the locality will experience a corresponding increase in the numbers of people using those areas for recreational purposes.  Depending on the sensitivities of individual sites, this may have an adverse impact and hence a planning obligation requiring developers to fund measures to manage this additional pressure would be appropriate.

In our letter of 15 December 2009 we advised that a range of opportunities exist for the inclusion of green links for both public access and wildlife across the sites as set out in our letter of the above date.  There appears to be little or no reference to our comments within the Core Strategy Proposed Submission, Chapter 4: Place Shaping Policies.  We are minded to refer you to our letter of the above date and hope to see our comments given further 
consideration in the final draft document. 
	
	The comments made at 15 December 2009 referred to opportunities for specific sites to include green links for both public access and wildlife across the sites. This information is not considered appropriate for inclusion in the Core Strategy, but will inform the Site Allocations DPD, the Green Infrastructure Plan and the Green Infrastructure and Landscape SPD.


	No change required.



	50060
	British Waterways
	We welcome improved cycling and walking facilities.
	No change required.


	Support welcomed.
	No change required.



	50022
	Natural England
	Natural England welcomes revisions made to the Proposed Submission Core Strategy and consider ‘PSP1 (i)’ to be legally compliant and sound.
	No change required.


	Support welcomed.
	No change required.



	50034
	Theatres Trust
	We support the Core Strategy as we believe it to be effective, justified and compliant with national policy and therefore Sound especially with regard to policy PSP1 which, from our viewpoint, contains all the elements required for a thoughtful and forward looking framework for the cultural needs of the District.
	No change required.


	Support welcomed.
	No change required.



	50023
	Natural England
	Natural England welcomes revisions made to the Proposed Submission Core Strategy and consider ‘PSP2 (x)’ to be legally compliant and sound.
	No change required.


	Support welcomed.
	No change required.



	50042
	Taylor Wimpey
	We note that the wording and scope of Policy PSP2 has altered since the Preferred Options draft of the Core Strategy to now include Leavesden/Garston and Mill End as ‘Key Service Centres’ in the settlement hierarchy. As a result, it is now also intended to direct 60% of all new housing towards the Key Service Centres. This is an increase from the 50% of new dwellings directed to Key Service Centres as previously set out in the Preferred Options draft. We understand that the addition of the two further centres has followed the decision to remove any reference to site-specific housing allocations within the Core Strategy, as well as further to an update of the Settlement Appraisal included as part of the evidence base that purports to demonstrate that Leavesden/Garston and Mill End offer a high level of service provision. We are concerned that the addition of further settlements to the ‘Key Service Centres’ rung of the hierarchy may serve to dilute and undermine the strategic importance of the three largest centres included at this level, namely Abbots Langley, Croxley Green and South Oxhey. All three settlements are significantly larger in size than the other proposed Key Service centres and are therefore physically more capable of sustainably accommodating housing growth within and adjoining the urban fabric. They also offer a notably higher level of amenities and infrastructure. By way of an example, the 2010 Update Settlement Appraisal identifies that Croxley Green has a population of 11,519 people and a sustainability rating of 9.25. In comparison, Mill End has a population of only 5,136 and a sustainability rating of 6.15. There appears to be no recognition within the policy of these wide variations and that the three largest centres can far more capably accommodate the bulk of the 60% of new homes directed to the settlements at this level (a total of 3,000 new homes over the plan period). 
The lack of service provision that characterises Garston/Leavesden especially is underlined at Figure 7 of the document where it is excluded from the top three tiers of the retail hierarchy (whilst Abbots Langley, South Oxhey and Chorleywood are all included in the second tier as ‘District Centres’). We are concerned that the approach taken will lead to an unsustainable pattern of housing growth across the District. This would be at odds with the general sustainability principles included at Paragraph 27 of PPS1, as well as much of the Core Strategy’s own ‘Spatial Vision’ (criterion ‘b’ in particular), both of which seek to ensure that the bulk of new development is directed towards the most sustainable locations and the centres that can most adequately accommodate growth. To ensure that the Core Strategy complies with national policy and general sustainability principles, we would conclude that the document should be altered in such a way that clearly recognises that Abbots Langley, Croxley Green and South Oxhey should accommodate a greater level of housing than other centres of a smaller scale or which are less sustainable location. This objective would be best served through the identification of Leavesden/ Garston, Mill End at a lower level of the settlement hierarchy. Unless such an amendment is made, we consider the Core Strategy is unsound on the basis that Policy PSP2 is not consistent with national policy.
	
	Leavesden and Garston and Mill End have been added as Key Service Centres following a review of the settlement hierarchy which shows that these centres have a comparable sustainability rating to the original Key Service Centres.

Specific levels of growth associated with each individual centre will be determined through the Site Allocations document which will be subject to further public consultation. 

It is not considered appropriate or necessary at this stage to identify specific levels of housing growth for each individual settlement.
	No change required.



	50046
	MEPC
	MEPC support the reference to reducing the over-supply of office provision at Leavesden Aerodrome through mixed-use development including housing.
As identified elsewhere within the Core Strategy land at Leavesden Aerodrome, within the ownership of MEPC represents a unique opportunity to make a significant contribution towards the housing needs of the district on previously developed land. Given the existing employment provision at Leavesden Park and Leavesden Studios the site offers great potential to deliver a comprehensive sustainable mixed-use development.
	No change required.


	Support welcomed.
	No change required.



	50073
	Warner Bros
	Warner Bros. Studios Leavesden support the specific reference in the Core Strategy to the Leavesden Aerodrome site as including the 'nationally important film studios'.
It is right to acknowledge the national importance of the film and media cluster. In its own right Leavesden Studios has a formidable track record, attracting an estimated total £704 million in film production budgets between 2003 and 2008 and directly employing 1,500+ people during peak filming periods, of which the vast majority live locally. Indirectly, through spin off effects, its contribution to the economy, including the growth of Hertfordshire film and media cluster is even wider.
We also support the recognition in policy PSP2 of the importance of the Leavesden Aerodrome site in meeting the needs for housing and employment through a comprehensive mixed use redevelopment, themes picked up in detail at Policy CP11 and CP6.
	No change required.


	Support welcomed.
	No change required.



	50077
	The Wellcome Trust
	The intention for Key Centres to deliver 60% of the districts housing requirements is supported on condition the proposed change to the Spatial Strategy is accepted by the Council. For ease of reference the proposed change is for identification of Kings Langley and Carpenders Park as Key Centres.

60% of the districts housing requirement amounts to 3,000 new dwellings over the period 2001 to 2026 and an annualised requirement of 120. This is reasonable and proportionate where Kings Langley and Carpenders Park are Key Centres.
	Providing Kings Langley and Carpenders Park are identified as Key Centres then an objection is not raised to Policy PSP2.

However to reflect the proposed changes to the Spatial Strategy the following replacement wording for limb a) is proposed.

a) Focus future development predominantly on sites within the urban area, on previously developed land. Where there is insufficient land to deliver the growth requirements undeveloped land in the most sustainable locations on the edge of the Key Centres will be identified.
	It is not considered necessary to repeat the approach set out in the Spatial Strategy within the Place Shaping Policies.


	No change considered necessary.



	50083
	Mr David Wilson
	The intention for Key Centres to deliver 60% of the districts housing requirements is supported on condition the proposed change to the Spatial Strategy is accepted by the Council. For ease of reference the proposed change is for identification of Kings Langley and Carpenders Park as Key Centres.

60% of the districts housing requirement amounts to 3,000 new dwellings over the period 2001 to 2026 and an annualised requirement of 120. This is reasonable and proportionate where Kings Langley and Carpenders Park are Key Centres.
	Providing Kings Langley and Carpenders Park are identified as Key Centres then an objection is not raised to Policy PSP2.

However to reflect the proposed changes to the Spatial Strategy the following replacement wording for limb a) is proposed.

A) Focus future development predominantly on sites within the urban area, on previously developed land. Where there is insufficient land to deliver the growth requirements undeveloped land in the most sustainable locations on the edge of the Key Centres will be identified.
	It is not considered necessary to repeat the approach set out in the Spatial Strategy within the Place Shaping Policies.


	No change considered necessary.



	50101
	Croxley Green Residents’ Association
	A review of the spread of consultation responses indicates a high input from Croxley Green residents. It is clear that local greenbelt land in and around the village is highly valued by local residents. TRDC does not consider it appropriate for its Core Strategy to include Place Shaping Policy specifically relating to Croxley Green and its surrounding Green Belt.

The DEFRA website states that a Community Led Plan has the potential to greatly contribute to the government's desire to create the 'big society' by providing people to become more active in their communities; taking greater ownership over the decisions, forces and agencies which impact on the wellbeing of their local area.

Croxley Green has a Parish Council with 3 Parish wards. If a Local Parish Plan or Community Led Plan contained the overall views of the community who were insistent on having some say in Place Shaping Policy and its surrounding Green Belt then the plan could be integrated into local planning and service delivery procedures.

At what point in the Core Strategy document formulation can a Village Plan or a Community Led Plan be incorporated? i.e will the Government's desire (or National Policy) to provide people with the opportunity to become more active in their communities; taking greater ownership over the decisions, forces and agencies which impact on the wellbeing of their local area be incorporated into the Core Strategy Development Plan?
	
	The Council fully acknowledge the high number of responses to the previous consultation on the housing site at Killingdown Farm which indicated concerns about the development of that site and of the Green Belt in general. To this extent the Council resolved that the Killingdown Farm site (larger capacity site) would not be taken forward as a specific site as part of the Site Allocations document. However, this in itself does not suggest that the land around other settlements in the District is of less importance to people who live and work in these settlements when compared to Croxley Green. 

The protection of green belt surrounding Three Rivers settlements is recognised by the Core Strategy as an issue for the whole District (including but not limited to Croxley Green), and therefore it is not considered appropriate for the Core Strategy to include a separate policy specifically related to Croxley Green and the surrounding green belt.

A Village or Community Led Plan could be incorporated into future reviews of the Core Strategy or other Local Development Framework documents as appropriate.
	No change considered necessary.



	50104
	Croxley Green Parish Council
	The Planning and Development Committee is concerned that the strategy does not seem to offer any form of protection for the Green Belt around Croxley Green designated by TRDC under their own terms as a 'Key Centre'.

Some sweeping statements are made and the strategy seems determined to condemn Croxley in the future to become simply an urban conurbation of Watford or Rickmansworth with no character or community of its own. This is contrary to the principles expressed within the Strategy regarding the non-converge of areas.

The Planning and Development Committee fully understands the need for sympathetic development and has exercised its discretion over these developments for the good of the community. Now we believe that over the last ten years Croxley has provided all the major developments that it can sustain.

Byewaters, Cherry Croft, Magisters Lodge, The Duke of York Pub on the Watford Road, Woodland Chase, the site at the top of Scots Hill, Durrants OMT, numerous backland developments on The Green, flats on the car showroom by the Harvester restaurant and other developments shows Croxley's willingness to shoulder its part of the housing burden. These developments have, or will, increase the housing stock of Croxley by well over 500 units, but TRDC and HCC have consistently forgotten to increase the infrastructure of Croxley accordingly.

Nothing within the document changes the status quo other than increasing the possibility of even more housing appearing on the precious Green Belt sites surrounding our community.

It implies that it will be acceptable in certain circumstances to develop the small strips of Green belt around Key Centres, thence making them into extensions of local towns, in Croxley's case Rickmansworth and Watford and yet seems to reject any significant development on larger areas around smaller communities.

Looking into the future therefore, smaller communities will continue to remain small with only limited development and limited potential to increase their retail, service and other sectors and, as we have seen all over the country, these small rural communities will die because of this lack of development, lack of housing provision for local people and associated lack of opportunity and service provision.
	
	The protection of green belt surrounding Three Rivers settlements is recognised by the Core Strategy as an issue for the whole District (including but not limited to Croxley Green), and therefore it is not considered appropriate for the Core Strategy to include a separate policy specifically related to Croxley Green and the surrounding green belt.

The Settlement Appraisal clearly demonstrates that Croxley Green is a Key Centre alongside the other major settlements in the District. Under the provisions of PSP2 Croxley should therefore contribute to the provision of approximately 60% of the Districts housing requirements 2001-2026 to be accommodated in the Key Centres. Specific sites for housing will be identified through the Site Allocations document according to the principles set out in the Core Strategy. The Spatial Strategy states that Green Belt sites required will be identified at the most sustainable locations.

The Core Strategy makes provision for limited development to meet local needs in the Villages of Bedmond and Sarratt recognising the need to sustain 
these more rural areas. It is not considered appropriate to direct significant development to these areas.


	No change considered necessary.



	50122
	Hertfordshire County Council
	In its current form, it is considered that PSP2 may not be effective as it is not coherent with the emerging Waste Development Framework (WDF) for Hertfordshire.

As raised in the County Council's representations to the Core Strategy 'further preferred options' consultation (January 2010), the former Leavesden Aerodrome site is situated within an Employment Land Area of Search (ELAS238) as shown in the Waste Site Allocations Issues and Preferred Options 2 document (November 2009). The Waste Planning Authority will review all sites listed in the Waste Site Allocations Issues and Preferred Options 2 document prior to the consultation on their submission document. However, when proposals for the Leavesden site are developed through the Site Allocations DPD, the county council requests that consideration is given to the site as a potential waste site and this is recognised in PSP2 so that any future proposals will not prevent the site coming forward as a waste facility.
	The County Council suggests that as well as being identified for housing and employment requirements, para (d) should also make reference to the use of the former Leavesden Aerodrome site to meet the needs of waste management within the county.


	Leavesden Aerodrome is recognised in the Core Strategy as a significant site for meeting housing and employment needs in the District. Specific proposals for the site will be developed through the Site Allocations DPD.

Use for waste management is not precluded by this, however TRDC stated in the response to Waste Site Allocations Issues and Preferred Options 2 consultation that the Leavesden Aerodrome site is unsuitable for waste disposal use given the existing level of office and residential use in the area, and stated that any proposals in this area should recognise the significant impact of any development for waste management on adjoining residents and occupiers, and the Council would have reservations about development of a waste management facility in this area which could prejudice future residential development.
	No change considered necessary.



	50125
	Hertfordshire County Council
	Bullet (m) point (ii) makes reference to improvements to bus services to and from the Leavesden area, including shuttle services from Leavesden Aerodrome to Watford Junction. This shuttle service is already running. It is not clear whether or not it is meant that the shuttle service will be put on or whether the shuttle service has been identified for improvements. It may be more appropriate to say a general commitment to 'improve services to the Leavesden area'.
	
	Agree change to clarify meaning of point.


	Amend m) ii) to: 'improvements to bus services to and from Leavesden area including to the shuttle service from Leavesden Aerodrome to Watford Junction Station'.

	50059
	British Waterways
	We welcome the need for integrated planning for Kings Langley as it is a cross boundary village.
	No change required.


	Support welcomed.
	No change required.



	50109
	Dacorum Borough Council
	The policy states that development will 'recognise Kings Langley as a cross boundary village shared with Dacorum Borough Council which therefore requires a consistent approach between the two authorities in planning for the future of the village'.

Dacorum Borough Council does not consider that the strategic planning of Kings Langley has been carried out in a way that is consistent with DBC's approach and the engagement with public and stakeholders through the Kings Langley place workshop (2008).

In particular DBC considers that there is an inconsistent approach to development at Kings Langley in terms of the effect of housing growth on school infrastructure due to the proposed changes to the employment land in the Gade Valley and green belt in Three Rivers.
	Meetings between officers of both councils to discuss an appropriate and consistent approach to development at Kings Langley would be welcome. In particular, DBC would like a consistent approach to the level of development proposed, the infrastructure requirements (and location) arising from development and the treatment of green belt boundaries.
	Hertfordshire County Council (responsible for school infrastructure) have been fully engaged in the development of the Core Strategy and the Infrastructure Delivery Plan and are aware of potential proposals for housing in the area. They will continue to be involved as the Site Allocations DPD identifies specific sites for housing and this may lead to the inclusion of sites for infrastructure in the Site Allocations if HCC identify a need.

TRDC will continue to work with DBC (and HCC) through the LDF process to develop a strategy for Kings Langley.
	No change considered necessary.



	50024
	Natural England
	Natural England welcomes revisions made to the Proposed Submission Core Strategy and consider 'PSP4 (a)' to be legally compliant and sound.
	No change required.


	Support welcomed.
	No change required.



	50089
	Mrs Sally Chapman
	Limiting changes to the Green Belt boundary to 'the edges of existing urban areas' is contrary to the Spatial Strategy for future development based upon the settlement hierarchy. The Spatial Strategy provides for limited development to meet local needs in the villages of Bedmond and Sarratt (PSP4). The built up area boundary of these villages is tightly drawn and the surrounding land is designated as green belt. Development to meet the identified need for affordable housing is likely to rely on land released from the Green Belt on the edge of the villages subject to a sustainability assessment. Strategic Objective S1, Spatial Strategy 4 and Green Belt policy CP11 would preclude the release of Green Belt sites on the edge of these villages whereas Policy PSP4 (c) allows for some 'limited small scale development in or on the edge of the villages'. There should be consistency across the policies. Since the Spatial Strategy and the Place Shaping policies allow for limited development at Bedmond and Sarratt the scope for such development on edge of settlement sites should be recognised in all the relevant policies. The wording of the affected policies needs extending to include reference to the edge 
of the built up area boundary of the villages of Bedmond and Sarratt.

Paragraph 5.36 recommends that 'a flexible approach be taken on a site by site basis' yet PSP4 (f) states: 
'allocate and release sites solely for affordable housing using a Rural Exceptions Site policy approach'. 

This reference to the Rural Exception site policy indicates that the Council views the release of sites to help sustain the rural communities as an exception to policy whereas the purpose of the Core Strategy DPD, and the subsequent Site Allocations DPD is to provide for the release of land from the Green Belt for housing purposes within a policy context. Sites on the edge of a settlement that are identified for housing purposes do not need to rely upon a Rural Exception policy for their development since the expected changes to the Green Belt boundary to accommodate such sites would render the Exceptions Policy inappropriate and non-applicable.

Given the Council's recognition of the issue of viability relating to affordable housing provision it is unrealistic to expect any housing provision in the villages of Bedmond and Sarratt to be entirely affordable especially when the Overarching Policy on Sustainable Development (CP1) at (g) states: 'build mixed and sustainable communities by providing housing across a range of tenures and types including affordable housing'.

It is questionable whether a substantial addition of affordable housing to these village communities would be either sustainable or balanced and a more flexible approach that includes an element of market housing should be adopted.
	
	Bedmond and Sarratt are villages within the Green Belt, and development in these locations would not therefore result in changes to the Green Belt through release of land. PSP4 allows for some limited small scale development in or on the edge of villages in order to meet local community and business needs, but this development would take place within the Green Belt as the whole of Bedmond and Sarratt are within Green Belt. PSP4 is therefore consistent with Strategic Objective 1 and the Spatial Strategy.

Para 5.36 refers to the findings of the SHMA, not the Council's policy and is therefore not inconsistent with PSP4. A flexible site by site basis to affordable housing would not preclude sites for 100% affordable housing.

The release of sites at Bedmond and Sarratt is an exception and would not result in any changes to the Green Belt, so allocating and releasing sites solely for affordable housing through a rural exceptions site policy is not considered inappropriate.

There are no proposals for substantial additions of affordable housing to Bedmond and Sarratt. The Core Strategy specifically allows for limited development to meet local needs. Providing affordable housing at these villages would help contribute to mixed and sustainable communities.


	No change considered necessary.



	50009
	Environment Agency
	We support this policy, particularly points a, b, c and o.


	We recommend that point m is altered to: 'provide necessary infrastructure…waste water, capacity in the local sewerage network, leisure…'.
	Support for policy welcomed. The list of infrastructure is noted in the text as not being exhaustive, and capacity in the sewerage network is considered to be dealt with adequately under CP8.
	No change considered necessary.



	50025
	Natural England
	Natural England welcomes revisions made to the Proposed Submission Core Strategy and consider 'CP1' to be legally compliant and sound.
	No change required.


	Support welcomed.
	No change required.



	50033
	Theatres Trust
	We support the Core Strategy as we believe it to be effective, justified and compliant with national policy and therefore sound especially with regard to policy CP1 which, from our viewpoint, contains all the elements required for a thoughtful and forward looking framework for the cultural needs of the District.
	No change required.


	Support welcomed.
	No change required.



	50039
	Hertfordshire Biological Records Centre
	We support the proposals for green roofs and SUDS where appropriate. The proposals for ecology within the sustainability checklist are to be welcomed but are very mechanical and simplified in practice. They are not measurable unless specific surveys and targets are set, which is generally impractical without appropriate information or resources to do it.
	
	Comment noted.
	No change required.

	50047
	MEPC
	MEPC support the principle of delivering sustainable development, in particular the reference to making efficient use of land by guiding development onto previously developed, brownfield land and incorporating mixed-use development wherever possible.

As identified elsewhere within the Core Strategy land at Leavesden Aerodrome, within the ownership of MEPC, represents a unique opportunity to make a significant contribution towards the housing needs of the district on previously developed land.
	No change required.


	Support welcomed.
	No change required.



	50124
	Hertfordshire County Council
	In its current form, it is considered that Policy CP1 (specifically with regards to renewable energy requirements for new development) the policy may not be justified, effective or consistent with national policy for the following reasons. 
1.   When the policy was developed through the LDF process at both the Issues and Options (2006) and Preferred Options (2009) stage, the proactive approach taken by Three Rivers District Council was aspirational and at the forefront of policy development around minimising CO2 emissions from the built environment. This was commendable. However, policy approaches and government thinking around reducing CO2 emissions from the built environment has changed significantly in recent years and the County Council considers that the proposed policy is no longer the most appropriate to ensure that the reduction of CO2 emissions within both Three Rivers and the wider Hertfordshire area is maximised.
2.   Building Regulations should be expressed as 2010 values as it has been announced that the 2010 update to part L will take place in October, before the Core Strategy is to be adopted. Should the existing targets to achieve a 25% reduction above 2006 Building Regulations remain then this will not achieve a greater saving in CO2 above that required by national legislation. In this instance policy CP1 would not comply with national policy as PPS12 (Para 4.30) states that ‘the core strategy should not repeat or reformulate national or regional policy’. 
Consideration should also be given to requiring development in certain opportunity areas to achieve carbon savings above those set out in Building Regulations and these have been identified within the Hertfordshire Renewable and Low Carbon (RLC) Energy Technical Report (Aecom, 2010). 
3.   Requiring an onsite renewable energy percentage will not allow flexibility for the developer to achieve the identified CO2 savings. The PPS1 supplement; Planning and Climate Change, requires LDDs to ‘be flexible in how carbon savings from local energy supplies are to be secured’ (Para 26 (i)) and for policies to be ‘be designed to promote and not restrict renewable and low carbon technology and supporting infrastructure’ (Para 19). This approach is reiterated in the emerging PPS: Planning for a Low Carbon Future in a Changing Climate 
(Policy LCF4.1 (i)) which identifies that Local Authorities should; ‘design their policies to support and not unreasonably restrict renewable and low carbon energy developments’. By requiring new development to provide renewable and low/zero carbon technologies ’on-site’, Policy CP1 does not allow for flexibility in how carbon reductions are achieved and may make schemes less viable and/or prevent certain technologies (such as decentralised CHP systems) that may facilitate a greater reduction in CO2 emissions from coming forward. This is supported by the Hertfordshire RLC report (Para 9.28) which identifies that ‘policy option 5, which promotes renewable energy in meeting Building Regulations targets, does not result in higher CO2 savings, but can 
increase construction costs’. This is particularly relevant in areas such as Three Rivers where there is a lack of large scale development opportunities and development sites coming forward are generally small in nature. Such constraints may result in many of the sites coming forward being unsuitable, unfeasible or unviable to accommodate on-site renewable or low carbon technologies. It is considered that the level of flexibility that is currently built into Policy CP1 is insufficient to overcome these barriers (see 5 and 6 below).

4.   The ramping up of Building Regulations towards zero carbon in 2016 will require the use of renewable technologies post 2013 to achieve mandatory CO2 reductions and will subsequently require a greater use of renewable technologies within new development, without the need for intervention from the planning system. Such an approach would support emerging guidance set out in emerging national policy PPS: Planning for a low carbon future in a changing climate (policy LCF8). It is considered that local planning policy should allow the development industry flexibility in how carbon reduction targets are achieved, ensuring continuous delivery of development and allowing for circumstances where sites are either not suitable of viable. However, a standardised approach to carbon reduction (such as the energy hierarchy used in the London Plan) could be used to guide CO2 reductions in new development which would encourage the uptake of renewable or low carbon energy sources ahead of ‘allowable solutions’ and allow the aspirations of Three River’s District Council’s to increasing installed capacity from renewable energy sources to be achieved. Such an approach is also likely to improve the viability of requiring more challenging carbon reduction targets on new development.
5.   In the absence of Regional Guidance following the revocation of Regional Spatial Strategies, it is important that there is a joined up and co-ordinated approach that delivers a consistent approach within local planning guidance to meet the wider strategic carbon reduction targets beyond local authority administrative boundaries. This approach reflects the ambitions of the coalition government who have expressed their intention to pass legislation through the Localism Bill that will ‘give all local planning authorities and other public authorities a Duty to Co-operate’ (Open Source Planning; p.10). Such an approach can be achieved by following both national guidance and the recommendations set out in the Hertfordshire Renewable and Low Carbon Technical Report (2010). Indeed Strategic Objective 6 of the consultation document recognises the importance of working with partners to secure the delivery of infrastructure and the role of the LDF in co-ordinating infrastructure provision to ensure that it meets current and future demands.
6. As Building Regulations and local planning policies are ramped up towards zero carbon and the efficiency of the built environment increases, the demand for space heating and hot water will be reduced. Consequently, the demand for heat from decentralised energy systems at a local scale will diminish and the viability of such schemes may be jeopardised. However, it is recognised in the draft PPS on climate change (Para 14) that at the same time changes to Building Regulations and a move towards zero carbon will encourage de-centralised energy systems. Restricting these systems to a ‘local’ scale could prevent successful schemes from coming forward.
This would not meet objective S6 of the Core Strategy nor would it reflect the recommendations of the Hertfordshire RLC report that concludes ‘to maximise the benefit of community heating schemes, the scale of the system needs to be maximised’ and ‘the long term ambition should be to deliver strategic heating networks across District Heating 
Opportunity Areas’ (Para 10.3).
	The second paragraph should be reworded to reflect upcoming changes to Part L of the Building Regulations and emerging national policy. Requirements for applicants to meet a 25% CO2 reduction above 2006 Building Regulations should be revised and the requirement for new developments to achieve a minimum of 10% CO2 saving from on-site renewable and/or low carbon energy supply systems should be removed. 

The third Paragraph should be reworded to reflect the concerns of the County Council in relation to changes to the second paragraph suggested above. The policy wording should also allow decentralised energy opportunities to come forward as primary CO2 reduction mechanisms and the term ‘local’ should be removed so that schemes can be considered at a strategic scale.


	The Council is aware that the Building Regulations are intended to be introduced in October 2010 or even April 2011 if they are further delayed. CP1 clearly states that higher targets for carbon reduction and renewable energy sources will be set out in the Development Management Policies DPD and that the targets will be informed by changes to national policy. Targets will also be informed by management information from energy statements to ensure that any targets set are feasible. 

CP1 does not repeat guidance, but uses the Building Regulations emissions target as a baseline against which applications can be assessed. The policy is flexible as it does not prescribe what methods or technologies are used to obtain the target so developers can choose between a mixture of energy efficiency measures and/or renewable technologies. The exception is the requirement that at least 10% of the carbon emission savings are obtained from on-site renewable technology. The inclusion of the 10% on-site renewable energy and/or low carbon (e.g. Combined Heat and Power) requirement was a result of strong support from 
local stakeholders to include it.

Whilst it has been assumed that the target of 25% reduction would not result an increase in CO2 emission savings above what is required by Building Regulations 2010 (when they come into force) the analysis of all the energy statements for planning applications through CPLAN submitted up to March 2010 show:
* a predicted reduction in emissions of just over 180,000kg CO2 per annum which is equivalent to 33% overall reduction in carbon
emissions against the baseline
* the contribution in CO2 reductions made by renewable energy across these applications equates to a total reduction in emissions of 14% against the baseline 

It is also considered that, as there is a requirement for renewable 
technology (either on-site or off-site depending on feasibility) that this will result in an increase of 10% reduction of carbon emissions 
over the Building Regulations 2010.

With regards to District Heating Systems, CP1 does not exclude these as an option for developers. The policy states that the Council ‘will consider connection to a local, decentralised, renewable or low carbon energy supply’ which includes DHS. However, it is recognised that these are only viable for large scale/mixed use developments of a density of approximately 50dph.
* CABE consider that they are most appropriate for large scale developments (such as large districts, neighbourhoods or a city), that they may also be viable for smaller sites of between 200 – 250 homes and that ‘As a general rule minimum average housing densities of 50 homes/hectare are recommended to limit the cost of pipe work installation.’ (http://www.cabe.org.uk/sustainable-places/advice/local-energy-and-combined-heat-and-power).  
* The Hertfordshire Renewable and Low Carbon Energy Technical Report also states that District Heating Systems for new developments are most suited to large scale developments which they define as a development that comprises a mix of housing and commercial buildings (and 
possibly public buildings like schools and hospitals).

As development sites in Three Rivers are generally small in nature 
(between 1 and 25 dwellings) and the Core Strategy identifies only 
two developments sites that could potentially be large enough to 
make a District Heating System viable, we do not consider that the 
policy should prioritise decentralised energy opportunities as a 
primary CO2 reduction mechanism.
	No change considered necessary.



	50125
	Hertfordshire County Council
	The County Council recognises that whilst the list of necessary infrastructure contained in point (m) is not exhaustive. Including a specific reference to waste infrastructure would reflect objective 2 and objective 6 of the emerging WDF Core Strategy which requires waste recycling, handling and reduction facilities 'as close as practicable to the origin of waste' and to work with all partners in the County to encourage integrated spatial planning to recognise that waste management 'is part of the infrastructure that supports businesses and communities'.
	As Waste Planning Authority, the County Council requests that 'waste facilities' is added to Para 6, given that 'waste water' is specifically mentioned in the importance of providing new or enhanced waste management facilities in new development.


	Agree change to ensure Core Strategy is effective.


	Amend point m) of CP1 to: 'All development will be required to make provision for necessary infrastructure including (but not exclusively) for transport, education, health, Green Infrastructure, utilities, waste facilities waste water, leisure and community facilities.

	50126
	Hertfordshire County Council
	The County Council welcomes the identification of waste reduction in Strategic Objective S3 and the emphasis in this strategic objective on the design, construction and reuse of buildings and materials, in order to minimise the use of natural resources and to reduce the amount of waste sent to landfill.  This appears to have been replicated in Policy CP1: Overarching Policy on Sustainable Development, which is also welcome.

The draft submission version does not allocate any strategic housing sites during the plan period as with previous consultations. However, in line with our previous response to you regarding the consultation on the Further Preferred Options Core Strategy in January 2010, it should be reiterated that new housing development should have regard to the overall infrastructure required to support it, including a sufficient number of waste management facilities that should be integrated accordingly. It should also be added that the design of new development should ensure that it accommodates space for recycling boxes, wheelie bins and compost bins and be positioned in a way that it enables refuse trucks to gain access easily. 

The County Council as waste management and disposal authority, encourages Districts and Boroughs to promote the sustainable management of waste generated by new development by having regard to this, and by also encouraging the re-use of unavoidable waste where possible, and the use of recycled materials where appropriate to the construction. 

Methods of waste minimisation promoted by the District should be in keeping with the County Council’s aims and objectives for the reduction of waste and its environmental impact, as stated in section three of the Waste Local Plan 1995-2005. The County Council are also developing policies that will promote sustainable waste management that will be in line with the key objectives contained within the County Council’s emerging Waste Core Strategy. The key objectives that are of particular relevance to individual Local Planning Authorities contained within the Waste Core Strategy and Development Policies Issues and Preferred Options 2 document are:
Objective 1: To promote the provision of well designed and efficient facilities, avoiding harm to the environment and human health, which require less waste to be disposed in landfill.
Objective 2: To locate waste recycling, handling and reduction facilities as close as practicable to the origin of waste.
Objective 4: To facilitate a shift away from road transport as the principal means of transporting waste to water and rail transport.
Objective 6: To work with all partners in the County to encourage integrated spatial planning, aligning with other local waste strategies and local authority objectives which take account of waste issues, recognising that waste management generates employment and is part of the infrastructure which supports businesses and communities.

CP1 – Both the Hertfordshire RLC technical study and Government consultations (Definition of zero carbon homes and Non-Domestic Buildings; Zero Carbon for Non-Domestic Properties: Consultation on policy options) identify that ‘allowable solutions’ such as a carbon offset fund will be required to achieve higher carbon reduction targets. The RLC technical report (p.94) identifies that in order to achieve carbon reduction targets on smaller sites and in particularly in energy constrained areas (of which some are located within Three Rivers), may require a ‘carbon buyout’ fund before allowable solutions are brought in through Building Regulations (probably post 2016). It is acknowledged that no such fund currently exists either within Three Rivers itself or on a wider partnership basis; however, introducing such a mechanism could be explored through the development of the Development Management DPD. In this case it would be useful to include a reference to the possibility of using such a fund within either policy CP1 or the supporting text. This would improve the flexibility of the policy and increase the number of opportunities for the development industry to achieve any carbon reduction targets set out in the Core Strategy document.
	
	As referred to in the policy, targets will be reviewed and set through the Development Management Policies DPD. It is not considered necessary at this stage to include reference in the Core Strategy to a carbon offset fund with no further details.


	No change considered necessary.



	50140
	CPRE Hertfordshire
	The assumed target of 4,000 dwellings between 2001-2021 and a further 1,000 dwellings for 2021-2026 (at a rate of 200 p.a.) is based entirely on the East of England Plan (the RSS) which has now been revoked by the Secretary of State (on 6 July 2010).  The RSS-based targets in paragraphs 5.8 and 5.9 (Table 1) therefore no longer apply.  The onus is on Three Rivers District Council to provide evidence of housing need to justify whatever targets the Council may decide to adopt.  This has not been done.

The Strategic Housing Market Assessment 2008 produced by Opinion Research Services, which includes Three Rivers District, simply refers to the housing requirement in the East of England Plan and does not provide any up-to-date assessment of need (or even demand).
	The first and second sentences of paragraph 5.8 should be amended to show whatever housing target(s) can be justified on the basis of demonstrable housing need.

The first line of Table 1 should be deleted and replaced by a Housing Requirement figure that can be justified on the basis of actual need.


	Consultation on ’Changes to the Core Strategy Proposed Submission’ addresses revocation of East of England Plan. 


	Consultation on ’Changes to the Core Strategy Proposed Submission’ addresses revocation of East of England Plan. 



	50014
	Thames Water Property Services
	Thames Water support Policy CP2 in relation to the need for sites to be phased with sites requiring a longer lead in period for any necessary supporting infrastructure being phased later than those that do not require a long lead in period.

Such phasing of development can assist in avoiding adverse impacts that can arise through the connection of development to sewerage networks where there are existing capacity issues which can result in the surcharging of sewers causing sewer flooding and the pollution of land and watercourses.
 
Thames Water also support the requirement for windfall sites to be considered having regard to infrastructure requirements.
	No change required.


	Support welcomed.
	No change required.



	50041
	Taylor Wimpey
	Upon review of the housing targets for Three Rivers DC included within the Submission Draft Core Strategy, we would like to confirm that we find them to be both legally compliant and sound. We recognise that the housing figures supplied at Paragraph 5.8 and Table 1 of the document, which are ultimately referred to in Policy CP2 now no longer carry any statutory weight following the recent revocation of the RSS. Following the advice note issued by the DCLG dated 6 July 2010 we also understand that it is currently the perogative of the various LPAs as to whether they retain the RSS housing targets for the purposes of the production of LDF documents, or whether they seek to place them under review. In this instance we understand Three Rivers DC intend to maintain the targets included in the revoked RSS throughout the LDF process. We would support this approach as the RSS targets were formulated following reference to a significant technical evidence base, produced prior to both the initial adoption of the East of England Plan in May 2008 and updated prior to the publication of the review draft of the Plan on 12 March 2010, which rolled forward the original housing targets to 2031. We consider that these targets are robust, justified and effective; and ultimately that Policy CP2 is therefore consistent with national policy.
	No change required.


	Support welcomed.
	No change required.



	50048
	MEPC
	It is understood that despite the revocation of the East of England Plan the Council intends to retain the current annual housing supply figure of 200 dwellings per annum. This is supported. Any proposals to amend this figure should however be subject to formal consultation
	No change required.


	Comment noted.
	No change required.



	50055
	EEDA
	The Core Strategy is predicated on the requirements of the East of England Plan. This is reflected in critically the proposed approach to housing (Policy CP2). Given the revocation of the East of England Plan, the Council should be satisfied that there is sufficient sound local evidence to justify the policy approach that is proposed.
	
	Consultation on ’Changes to the Core Strategy Proposed Submission’ addresses revocation of East of England Plan.
	Consultation on ’Changes to the Core Strategy Proposed Submission’ addresses revocation of East of England Plan.

	50078
	The Wellcome Trust
	Clarification is required now that the East of England Plan has been revoked.

Policy CP2 is not justified because it is not founded on a robust and credible evidence base in respect of housing land supply. The SHLAA will have included land which was once classified under PPS3:Housing as previously developed but which will now no longer be classed as such and will rather be classed as undeveloped land. There can be no certainty that the housing land supply identified thus far is capable of delivering the majority of new housing to 2026 within existing urban areas.

Policy CP2 is not effective because it is not flexible. The reference to approximately 70% of total housing development between 2001-2026 should be from within the existing urban area and the figure for sustainable locations on the edge of existing settlements should be expressed as a range rather than as an approximate percentage amount.

The monitoring of housing land and any changes to the identified supply should be clearly stated as a function of the Site Allocations DPD and Proposals Map. This does not necessarily require a formal review and re-examination of the Core Strategy.

The housing trajectory at April 2009 should be updated to reflect the provision of housing to 31 March 2010. This is essential information for the Core Strategy at this stage.

The housing trajectory, whilst not up to date, shows a shortfall in 5 year supply from 2012/13 onwards and hence this is evidence that sites on the edge of existing settlements (including Green Belt land) should begin to be developed from 2012 onwards to ensure there is not a drop in delivery. Policy CP2 needs amending to reflect this.

The criteria for release of sites on the edge of existing settlements (including Green Belt land) should be amended to take account of local evidence on need and supply including planning appeal decisions and not just assessment coming through from the Annual Monitoring Report. Monitoring of housing land is not confined to reporting in December of each year but is rather an on-going process and therefore the policy needs changing to reflect this.
	The following changes are requested:

Clarification the East of England Plan has been revoked.

Review of housing land supply following re-issue of PPS3.

The provision of housing on sites within the urban area should be expressed as a range rather than as an approximate percentage amount.

The monitoring of housing land and any changes to the identified supply should be clearly stated as a function of the Site Allocations DPD and Proposals Map. This does not necessarily require a formal review and re-examination of the Core Strategy.

Sites on the edge of existing settlements (including Green Belt land) should begin to be developed from 2012 onwards to ensure there is not a drop in delivery.

The criteria for release of sites on the edge of existing settlements (including Green Belt land) should be amended to take account of local evidence on need and supply including planning appeal decisions and not just assessment coming through from the Annual Monitoring Report. Monitoring of housing land is not confined to reporting in December of each year but is rather an ongoing process and 
therefore the policy needs changing to reflect this.


	The SHLAA Update includes 117 dwellings assessed as deliverable and phased for development on sites now classified as undeveloped by revisions to PPS3. 86 of these dwellings already have planning permission or are allocated for development. The change in status of the remaining sites is not considered to affect their deliverability in any way since the change in classification just means that sites cannot be assumed to be suitable for housing, and the SHLAA Update has assessed the suitability of each site individually. It is therefore not considered that the changes to PPS3 alter the level of housing assessed as deliverable in existing urban areas. 

It is not considered that expressing the levels of housing provision in the urban area and at the most sustainable locations on the edge of existing settlements as a range rather than as an approximate percentages would improve the effectiveness of the policy as it would still only be providing an indicative figure.

Policy CP2 states that the phasing of sites identified through the Site Allocations will be reviewed annually through the Annual Monitoring Report on the basis of information on supply. This is not a function of the Site Allocations or Proposals Map which will identify the sites for development.

The Housing Trajectory will be updated to the latest available information.

It is not considered necessary for the policy to specifically state that sites on the edge of existing settlements will need to be developed from 2012 onwards as this will depend on 
monitoring information and could change before 2012.

Although monitoring is a continuous process, it is not practical to publish reports more than annually and therefore formal assessment of housing supply will be reported through the AMR. Appeal decisions and other evidence on need and supply will still inform the release of individual sites.
	Updated housing trajectory (Table 2 and Figure 6) to information at April 2010 included in ‘Changes to the Core Strategy Proposed Submission’.



	50084
	Mr David Wilson
	Clarification is required now that the East of England Plan has been revoked.

Policy CP2 is not justified because it is not founded on a robust and credible evidence base in respect of housing land supply. The SHLAA will have included land which was once classified under PPS3:Housing as previously developed but which will now no longer be classed as such and will rather be classed as undeveloped land. There can be no certainty that the housing land supply identified thus far is capable of delivering the majority of new housing to 2026 within existing urban areas.

Policy CP2 is not effective because it is not flexible. The reference to approximately 70% of total housing development between 2001-2026 should be from within the existing urban area and the figure for sustainable locations on the edge of existing settlements should be expressed as a range rather than as an approximate percentage amount.

The monitoring of housing land and any changes to the identified supply should be clearly stated as a function of the Site Allocations DPD and Proposals Map. This does not necessarily require a formal review and re-examination of the Core Strategy.

The housing trajectory at April 2009 should be updated to reflect the provision of housing to 31 March 2010. This is essential information for the Core Strategy at this stage.

The housing trajectory, whilst not up to date, shows a shortfall in 5 year supply from 2012/13 onwards and hence this is evidence that sites on the edge of existing settlements (including Green Belt land) should begin to be developed from 2012 onwards to ensure there is not a drop in delivery. Policy CP2 needs amending to reflect this.

The criteria for release of sites on the edge of existing settlements (including Green Belt land) should be amended to take account of local evidence on need and supply including planning appeal decisions and not just assessment coming through from the Annual Monitoring Report. Monitoring of housing land is not confined to reporting in December of each year but is rather an on-going process and therefore the policy needs changing to reflect this.
	The following changes are requested:

Clarification the East of England Plan has been revoked.

Review of housing land supply following re-issue of PPS3.

The provision of housing on sites within the urban area should be expressed as a range rather than as an approximate percentage amount.

The monitoring of housing land and any changes to the identified supply should be clearly stated as a function of the Site Allocations DPD and Proposals Map. This does not necessarily require a formal review and re-examination of the Core Strategy.

Sites on the edge of existing settlements (including Green Belt land) should begin to be developed from 2012 onwards to ensure there is not a drop in delivery.

The criteria for release of sites on the edge of existing settlements (including Green Belt land) should be amended to take account of local evidence on need and supply including planning appeal decisions and not just assessment coming through from the Annual Monitoring Report. Monitoring of housing land is not confined to reporting in December of each year but is rather an ongoing process and 
therefore the policy needs changing to reflect this.


	The SHLAA Update includes 117 dwellings assessed as deliverable and phased for development on sites now classified as undeveloped by revisions to PPS3. 86 of these dwellings already have planning permission or are allocated for development. The change in status of the remaining sites is not considered to affect their deliverability in any way since the change in classification just means that sites cannot be assumed to be suitable for housing, and the SHLAA Update has assessed the suitability of each site individually. It is therefore not considered that the changes to PPS3 alter the level of housing assessed as deliverable in existing urban areas. 

It is not considered that expressing the levels of housing provision in the urban area and at the most sustainable locations on the edge of existing settlements as a range rather than as an approximate percentages would improve the effectiveness of the policy as it would still only be providing an indicative figure.

Policy CP2 states that the phasing of sites identified through the Site Allocations will be reviewed annually through the Annual Monitoring Report on the basis of information on supply. This is not a function of the Site Allocations or Proposals Map which will identify the sites for development.

The Housing Trajectory will be updated to the latest available information.

It is not considered necessary for the policy to specifically state that sites on the edge of existing settlements will need to be developed from 2012 onwards as this will depend on 
monitoring information and could change before 2012.

Although monitoring is a continuous process, it is not practical to publish reports more than annually and therefore formal assessment of housing supply will be reported through the AMR. Appeal decisions and other evidence on need and supply will still inform the release of individual sites.
	Updated housing trajectory (Table 2 and Figure 6) to information at April 2010 included in ‘Changes to the Core Strategy Proposed Submission’.



	50093
	Ralph Trustees Ltd
	The current housing requirement means that over the Plan period the Council cannot meet its housing requirement wholly on previously developed land and will need to release Green Belt land for development. This has been demonstrated in the Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment undertaken by the Council earlier this year.

The Langleybury School and Langleybury House sites were identified in previous versions of the Core Strategy as housing sites. RTL acknowledges the potential need to release Green Belt sites, and the possibility that land in its ownership could contribute to this housing requirement, but wishes to reserve its position while it considers its development strategy for the sites. Until RTL determines its strategy for the sites, and whether this includes housing, it wishes to reserve its position until the Site Allocations Development Plan Document (DPD) stage.

The Council will adopt a criterion based approach to the assessment of the potential of Green Belt sites to contribute to the District's housing requirement having regard to sustainability, deliverability and infrastructure requirements. RTL welcomes this approach in 
principle, but considers that Policy CP2 does not demonstrate how these aspirations will be linked to the housing site selection criteria set out at Appendix 2. This connection is needed in order to demonstrate the deliverability of Policy CP2.

RTL acknowledges that the early release of Green Belt sites should be carefully considered. The four criterion identified in Policy CP2 should be expanded to specifically include other issues such as; achievement of Green Belt objectives and landscape benefits amongst others. If these criteria are satisfied Green Belt housing sites should be capable of being released in advance of previously developed land. This is particularly important in 
circumstances where not all previously developed sites will be deliverable in the early part of the plan period.

The strategy is not considered to be justified as it fails to consider alternative circumstances where the early release of Green Belt sites could be acceptable.
	The policy should be flexibly worded to allow for other circumstances where the early release of Green Belt sites may be acceptable. This is essential to ensure that the housing requirement can be delivered during the plan period. The policy should also be amended to directly refer to the site selection criteria set out at Appendix 2.


	Policy CP2 states that 'specific sites will be identified through the Site Allocations Development Plan Document according to the policies and parameters set out in the Core Strategy and in accordance with the Spatial Strategy and Place Shaping Policies'. The Spatial Strategy states that 'all development sites will be identified having regard to a criteria-based approach, taking into account whether development on the site: will be accessible to public transport, services and facilities; will not have a significant impact on the environment in terms of impacts on the Green Belt, visual amenity, heritage assets, transport and environmental quality including wildlife, flood-risk and water pollution; is likely to come forward over the plan period. More detailed criteria for the selection of future housing sites are listed in Appendix 2'. It is therefore not considered necessary to repeat the relationship to Appendix 2 within CP2, however it is suggested that paragraph 5.11 is amended to clarify the position.

It is considered that point iii) of the criterion for early release of identified edge of settlement sites ('it can be 
clearly demonstrated that the early release of the site will achieve significant benefits in terms of sustainability and other objectives of the Core Strategy') adequately covers the achievement of Green Belt objectives and landscape benefits as sustainability or other objectives of the Core Strategy, and there is therefore no need to include these as specific criteria within the policy.
	Amend paragraph 5.11 to 'Specific sites will be identified through the Site Allocations Development Plan Document. Identification will be in accordance with the Spatial Strategy and will be informed by the evidence base, and the results if public consultation and detailed criteria for the selection of housing sites as listed in Appendix 2. 



	50102
	Croxley Green Residents’ Association
	The residents' Association views a prime purpose of the document as providing justification for placing development in our community in accordance with targets set by the former national Government although it now appears that decisions on housing supply will rest with Local Planning Authorities without the framework of regional targets and plans.

It is not known to us what criteria is to be applied by LPAs or National Government in determining where and on what basis development should be placed in our area.

As targets and plans have been removed, why is TRDC still basing its assessment, calculation and strategy on them?

Is TRDC going to review and amend the Core Strategy and then consult upon the amendments it makes to the document?
	
	Consultation on ’Changes to the Core Strategy Proposed Submission’ addresses revocation of East of England Plan.
	Consultation on ’Changes to the Core Strategy Proposed Submission’ addresses revocation of East of England Plan.

	50105
	Croxley Green Parish Council
	The strategy is flawed , therefore unsound, in that it focuses almost exclusively on the provision of more houses and other development and does not take account of recent central Government policy changes regarding housing quotas.

The Secretary of State has announced that Regional Spatial Strategies are revoked as from 6 July 2010. The Core Strategy is linked to previously set targets within the East of England Plan without justification but as the Regional Strategy is no longer valid, this calls into question the foundation of the TRDC strategy on certain matters.

The progression of the Community Rights Bill and aspects such as the potential Right to Build project will place emphasis on the community to decide on potential housing projects within the community. As these policies emerge it would be inappropriate for the TRDC Core Strategy to be adopted as it would potentially undermine the community from taking decisions.
	
	Consultation on ’Changes to the Core Strategy Proposed Submission’ addresses revocation of East of England Plan.
	Consultation on ’Changes to the Core Strategy Proposed Submission’ addresses revocation of East of England Plan.

	50139
	CPRE Hertfordshire
	The housing target of 200 dwellings per year to 2026 (5,000 in total) is derived simply from Policy H1 of the East of England Plan which allocated 4,000 dwellings to Three Rivers at a rate of 200 dwellings p.a.  No specific justification for this allocation was given in the RSS.  With the revocation of the RSS by the Secretary of State, it falls to Three Rivers District Council to provide detailed justification for whatever housing target is adopted in the Core Strategy.  No such justification is provided in the supporting text to Policy CP2 or elsewhere in the document or supporting evidence.
	If the housing target of 200 dwellings p.a. is to be retained, detailed justification should be provided, either in the Core Strategy document or in supporting evidence.

If such evidence cannot be found, the housing target should be amended to suit whatever evidence of need there is.
	Consultation on ’Changes to the Core Strategy Proposed Submission’ addresses revocation of East of England Plan.
	Consultation on ’Changes to the Core Strategy Proposed Submission’ addresses revocation of East of England Plan.

	50079
	The Wellcome Trust
	Policy CP3 is not justified because the reference to an average density of at least 30 dwellings per hectare is not justified now that re-issued PPS3 omits this as a national indicative target and the East of England Plan has been revoked.
	Omit reference to at least 30 dwellings per hectare on new development sites across the district.
	Agree that reference to density of at least 30dph should be removed following changes to PPS3.
	Amend final part of CP3 to: ‘Until guidance as part of an overall Design Guide Supplementary Planning Document is produced, the density of development will be considered on its merits taking into account the need to:
a) Maintain an average density of at least 30 dwellings per hectare on new development sites across the District
b) a) Promote higher densities in locations that are highly accessible to public transport, services and facilities
c) b) Respect density levels within existing residential areas particularly within areas of special landscape and/or historic value in the District.

	50085
	Mr David Wilson
	Policy CP3 is not justified because the reference to an average density of at least 30 dwellings per hectare is not justified now that re-issued PPS3 omits this as a national indicative target and the East of England Plan has been revoked.
	Omit reference to at least 30 dwellings per hectare on new development sites across the district.
	Agree that reference to density of at least 30dph should be removed following changes to PPS3.
	Amend final part of CP3 to: ‘Until guidance as part of an overall Design Guide Supplementary Planning Document is produced, the density of development will be considered on its merits taking into account the need to:
a) Maintain an average density of at least 30 dwellings per hectare on new development sites across the District
b) a) Promote higher densities in locations that are highly accessible to public transport, services and facilities
c) b) Respect density levels within existing residential areas particularly within areas of special landscape and/or historic value in the District.

	50094
	Ralph Trustees Ltd
	The Strategic Housing Market Assessment (2010) indicates that the primary need in the District is for one and two bedroom units (65%) with family accommodation (3 bedrooms plus) accounting for the remainder of the need (35%). The strategic need should be considered flexibly on a site by site basis acknowledging that individual site characteristics (i.e. location, sustainability) and the market conditions may mean that not all sites are appropriate for all types of units. Applying the housing mix rigidly is likely to have implications for the deliverability of housing sites and should therefore be interpreted in a flexible manner.

The strategy is not considered justified or effective as it is insufficiently flexible to take account of individual site circumstances or market characteristics.
	The policy should be reworded to state that the size and type of dwellings sought on individual sites will have regard to the Strategic Housing Market Assessment (and subsequent updates) as well as site characteristics and market conditions and demand. This will ensure that the policy is not unduly restrictive which will affect the deliverability of Policy CP3.
	Policy CP3 states that the Council will require housing proposals to ‘take into account the range of housing needs, in terms of size and type of dwellings as identified by the Strategic Housing Market Assessment and subsequent updates’ and paragraph 5.23 acknowledges that while the proportions of housing mix in terms of dwelling size identified in the SHMA should form the basis for the housing mix of development proposals and provision across the District is recognised that they may need to be adjusted for specific schemes to take account of market information, housing needs and preferences and site specific factors.

It is therefore considered that the policy is sufficiently flexible to respond to individual site circumstances and market characteristics.
	No change considered necessary.



	50090
	Mrs Sally Chapman
	One aspect of the Spatial Vision for Three Rivers is to ‘improve access to housing and affordable housing for communities across the whole of the District’. It is a key aim of the strategy to deliver ‘housing to meet local needs in terms of size, type and tenure of units, including affordable, special needs and Gypsies and Travellers accommodation’. The strategy promotes mixed housing developments (Policy CP3) whilst recognising the significant need for affordable housing. Paragraphs 5.33-5.36 refer to the viability of sites and the effect this is likely to have upon the amount of affordable housing that will be achievable. In high value areas such as edge of settlement Green Belt sites, a mixed housing scheme, even in the current climate, will provide sufficient viability and scope for the delivery of the size and tenure of affordable units identified as needed, whereas on low value sites, such as urban regeneration sites, viability is only achievable by developing at high density which, in this instance, would be contrary to the perceived need for family homes.
	
	Policy CP4 states that in assessing affordable housing requirements including the amount, type and tenure mix, the Council will treat each case on its merits.

Provision of affordable housing is a key priority for the District.


	No change considered necessary.



	50091
	Mrs Sally Chapman
	Paragraph 5.36 recommends that ‘a flexible approach be taken on a site by site basis’ yet PSP4 (f) states: 
‘allocate and release sites solely for affordable housing using a Rural Exceptions Site policy approach’. 

This reference to the Rural Exception site policy indicates that the Council views the release of sites to help sustain the rural communities as an exception to policy whereas the purpose of the Core Strategy DPD, and the subsequent Site Allocations DPD is to provide for the release of land from the Green Belt for housing purposes within a policy context. Sites on the edge of a settlement that are identified for housing purposes do not need to rely upon a Rural Exception policy for their development since the expected changes to the Green Belt boundary to accommodate such sites would render the Exceptions Policy inappropriate and non-applicable.

Given the Council’s recognition of the issue of viability relating to affordable housing provision it is unrealistic to expect any housing provision in the villages of Bedmond and Sarratt to be entirely affordable especially when the Overarching Policy on Sustainable Development (CP1) at (g) states: ‘build mixed and sustainable communities by providing housing across a range of tenures and types including affordable housing’.

It is questionable whether a substantial addition of affordable housing to these village communities would be either sustainable or balanced and a more flexible approach that includes an element of market housing should be adopted.
	
	Policy CP4 states that in assessing affordable housing requirements including the amount, type and tenure mix, the Council will treat each case on its merits.

Provision of affordable housing is a key priority for the District.


	No change considered necessary.



	50095
	Ralph Trustees Ltd
	The strategy states that the affordable housing threshold should be set at one or more dwellings which is below the threshold set in Planning Policy Statement 3 ‘Housing’. It is considered that lowering the threshold will impact on the deliverability of housing sites and increase the likelihood that windfall sites will not come forward during the plan period thus increasing the need for Green Belt releases. The threshold should be increased so as to actively encourage the provision of housing in urban areas.

The potential of a scheme to provide affordable housing should be tested on a site by site basis through the development control process. It is inappropriate to set affordable housing targets for sites without having regard to individual site circumstances (i.e. remediation, restoration of listed buildings, sustainability etc.). It is inappropriate to undertake this assessment for a Core Strategy or Site Allocations DPD, as the development of a site may not take place until the end of the plan period when its viability may be significantly different. The Core Strategy should set an overall affordable housing target which should then be assessed on a site by site basis.

Policy CP4 should allow the provision of off-site affordable housing or payments in lieu for sites which may not be considered appropriate for affordable housing (i.e. due to their proximity to services and public transport). Such exceptions should be applicable to sites over nine residential units and not just those under that threshold and should be applied flexibly in order to encourage the provision of housing.

The Core Strategy has failed to demonstrate that lowering the affordable housing threshold will not detrimentally impact on the deliverability of affordable housing and housing generally in the Borough. All affordable housing targets should be flexibly delivered on a site by site basis through planning applications having regard to individual site characteristics and circumstances. Allocating sites with specific proportions of affordable housing is inflexible. Payments in lieu should be considered on all sites to ensure that the policy is flexible and deliverable.
	The policy should be reworded in the following manner to ensure that the Core Strategy is sound:
* the affordable housing threshold should be increased to 15 units;
* the proportion of affordable housing should be determined flexibly on a site by site basis having regard to individual site characteristics and viability;
* A single District wide affordable housing target should be set rather than setting different targets;
* Affordable housing proportions should not be stipulated in site allocations but should be determined through planning applications when all site characteristics and circumstances are known (i.e. economic climate, site characteristics, market need etc.);
* Payments in lieu for affordable housing should not be restricted to those sites under nine residential units;
* Not all sites are suitable for affordable housing and the policy should allow for payments in lieu in these circumstances.


	Local evidence demonstrates that there is a very high need for affordable housing in Three Rivers, and provision of affordable housing is a priority for the District. Viability assessment has demonstrated that overall the requirements of the policy will not make development in the District unviable. 

However, the policy recognises that in assessing affordable housing requirements including the amount, type and tenure mix the Council will treat each case on its merits taking into account site circumstances and financial viability. This may include the method of provision of affordable housing (on site, or off site contributions).

It is therefore considered that the policy is flexible enough to respond to individual site characteristics and viability.

The overall target for affordable housing provision as set out in policy CP2 is 45%. While the policy notes that this proportion may be varied on specific sites through Site Allocations, this variation will take into account information on site circumstances and viability. These would again be considered at the point of planning application through the provisions of Policy CP2.
	No change considered necessary.



	50010
	Environment Agency
	We support this policy, particularly points a and b.


	No change required.


	Support welcomed.
	No change required.



	50026
	Natural England
	Natural England welcomes revisions made to the Proposed Submission Core Strategy and consider ‘CP5 (b)’ to be legally compliant and sound.
	No change required.


	Support welcomed.
	No change required.



	50112
	English Heritage
	The provision of sites under this policy should also take account of any impact on historic assets.
	Amend part b) to read '…recognised wildlife, heritage or landscape importance…'.
	Agree change to ensure compliance with PPS5
	Amend point b) of CP5 to 'Avoid causing an adverse impact on areas of recognised wildlife, and heritage or landscape importance, and on the openness of the Green Belt'.

	50049
	MEPC
	MEPC support the reference at paragraph 5.61 of the Core Strategy to the acknowledgement that there is an oversupply of office floorspace in the District and in particular that land at Leavesden does not have potential as a large scale office park and that a range of uses should be permitted on the site.

As identified elsewhere within the Core Strategy land at Leavesden Aerodrome, within the ownership of MEPC, represents a unique opportunity to make a significant contribution towards the housing needs of the District on previously developed land. Given the existing employment provision at Leavesden Park and Leavesden Studios, the site offers great potential to deliver a comprehensive sustainable mixed-use development.
	No change required.


	Comment noted.
	No change required.



	50017
	Chipperfield Parish Council
	Releasing surplus office space from employment use should specifically mention consideration for use as affordable housing.
	Once targets have been set, proportions and locations of affordable housing should be reviewed.


	Not considered necessary to specifically mention use of surplus office space for affordable housing. This would be covered under provisions of CP4.
	No change considered necessary.



	50050
	MEPC
	MEPC acknowledge the importance of employment and economic development within the District and the need to ensure the sustainable growth of the Three Rivers economy.

They also welcome the reference to releasing office space from employment use where this is expected to be surplus to employment needs across the plan period as indicated by an up to date Employment Land Study. As referred to within comments in relation to other parts of the Core Strategy MEPC support the conclusion that there is an oversupply of office floorspace in the District and that in particular, land at Leavesden does not have potential as a large scale office park and that a range of uses should therefore be permitted on the site.

Support is also given to the reference within the policy to the introduction of residential and other uses at Leavesden Aerodrome. As highlighted within comments on other parts of the Core Strategy given the existing employment provision at Leavesden Park and Leavesden Studios, the introduction of residential and other uses at the site offers great potential to deliver a comprehensive sustainable mixed-use development. The mix of employment development should fully take into account the existing employment floorspace available, both at Leavesden park and the Studios.
	No change required.


	Comment noted.
	No change required.



	50056
	EEDA
	The Core Strategy is predicated on the requirements of the East of England Plan. This is reflected in critically the proposed approach to employment growth (Policy CP6). Given the revocation of the East of England Plan, the Council should be satisfied that there is sufficient sound local evidence to justify the policy approach that is proposed.
	
	Policy CP6 is already based on local evidence from the Employment Land Study (2005), the London Arc Study (2009) and the Employment Land Study Update (2010).
	No change required.



	50074
	Warner Bros
	Warner Bros. welcomes the recognition at paragraph 5.51 and in policy CP6 of the importance of the south-west Herts film and media cluster to the district’s economy, and the support the policy offers to future development that reinforces and enhances this significant source of employment and economic development.

The recent consented planning application at Leavesden Studios will safeguard and enhance this valuable national asset, and continue to deliver significant economic benefits to the local and national economy.
	No change required.


	Support welcomed.
	No change required.



	50096
	Ralph Trustees Ltd
	The Core Strategy makes no reference to the contribution of hotels to the District’s economy. In particular, The Grove, which is a hotel of national and international importance which contributes directly to the District’s economy as well as its profile is not mentioned. The evidence base for the Core Strategy has not adequately addressed the contribution of hotels to the economy and the need to strategically plan for hotel growth over the plan period. The Council need to work with hotel operators to plan for strategic growth. The strategy also needs to acknowledge the benefits of existing hotels such as The Grove, and the need to protect and enhance these facilities.

The Core Strategy does not adequately reflect the guidance and policies in Planning Policy Statement 4 ‘Planning for Sustainable Economic Growth’. The evidence base is inadequate as it fails to properly consider the contribution made to the local economy by leisure and tourism uses.
	The Core Strategy should include a policy which specifically refers to the economic benefit of leisure and tourism uses and the need to support existing businesses. It should also identify the need for hotel growth over the plan period and the economic benefits that this will bring to the District’s economy.


	Leisure and tourism uses contribute to economic development under the provisions of PPS4, but paragraph 5.49 can be updated to specifically refer to leisure and tourism uses.

Policy CP6 which encourages development to support employment and economic development is therefore relevant to leisure and tourism uses.

It is not considered necessary or appropriate for the Core Strategy to identify the need for hotel growth over the plan period specifically over and above other sectors.
	Amend para 5.49 to ‘Economic development includes development within the B Use Classes, public and community uses, leisure and tourism uses and main town centre uses. It also includes any other development which provides employment opportunities, generates wealth or produces or generates and economic output or product. It does not include housing development’.

	50106
	Croxley Green Parish Council
	The Strategy makes reference to the retail outlets within Croxley Green which is of concern. Croxley Green has many local shopping frontages: Watford Road, Baldwins Lane (East and West shops) New Road, The Green and Scots Hill, but the document only mentions the 'local shopping centre'.

Croxley's frontages should be protected and treated in the same way as those in Abbots Langley, Chorleywood and South Oxhey.
	
	While Abbots Langley, Chorleywood and South Oxhey have one main centre, this is not the case in Croxley Green where there are multiple smaller parades of shops. Therefore Croxley Green has not been identified as District Centre for retail in the hierarchy. 

However, while Croxley is not designated as a District Centre and is therefore not a focus for new town centre or shopping development, policy CP6 states that Local Centres and other local shops which cater for local day-to-day needs will be protected and enhanced. Croxley Green's shops are therefore protected where they are catering for local day-to-day needs.
	No change considered necessary.



	50127
	Hertfordshire County Council
	Instead of Passenger Transport and Highways, both should be combined to read 'sustainable development'.
	
	Agree to alter to 'sustainable transport' to reflect terminology in the 'Planning Obligations- toolkit for Hertfordshire'.
	Amend para 5.81 to: 'Hertfordshire County Council is responsible for negotiating planning obligations with developers in respect of contributions to the following areas:
*Passenger transport
*Highways
*Sustainable Transport
*Education (nursery, primary and secondary)...'.

	50015
	Thames Water Property Services
	Thames Water support the text in paragraphs 5.83 and 5.84 and the content of Policy CP8. As set out in our previous representations it is our understanding that developers cannot usually be requisitioned to provide sewerage infrastructure upgrades through Section 106 Agreements. Consequently it is necessary for developers to demonstrate that there is sufficient capacity within the sewerage network both on and off-site or that where there is insufficient capacity, to demonstrate that appropriate improvements will be in place ahead of the occupation of development.

It is considered that the policy is necessary in order to ensure that developments are delivered alongside any necessary water and waste water infrastructure upgrades required to support the development. If developments were connected to the network ahead of any necessary upgrades then the development could result in adverse environmental impacts as set out in previous representations.
	No change required.


	Support welcomed.
	No change required.



	50029
	Natural England
	Obligations should be prioritised in relation to the area that each particular development is proposed for. It will be clear that in some areas of the District education and/or healthcare facilities are overstretched, and in these areas the relevant planning obligations should be prioritised. Similarly, due to some of the proposed additional broad housing locations being located in Greenbelt areas, the 'Nature Conservation and Landscaping' planning obligation should be prioritised in these cases.
	
	Policy CP8 states that applications for development will be considered on a case-by-case basis to allow individual site circumstances to be reflected where appropriate. Therefore obligations may be prioritised according to the area in which a development is proposed.
	No change required.



	50061
	British Waterways
	We welcome the Infrastructure and Planning Obligations section which is clear and supportive.
	No change required.


	Support welcomed.
	No change required.



	50107
	Croxley Green Parish Council
	Although Croxley is seen as a 'Key Centre' because of its population, the document fails to mention the future services needed to maintain this population or cater for any growth. The document therefore appears parochial in its vision.

Of particular concern is the fact that the strategy fails to address the necessary infrastructure needed to support the population of Croxley.

The continuing commitment to a cycle way from the Station to Byewaters is laudable but this is inconsequential to the lack of other essential infrastructure measures that are required in Croxley Green to support its existing population, let alone to cater for any potential increases.
	
	Policy CP8 and the provisions of the Spatial Strategy (point 6), the Place Shaping Policies and CP1 all require new development to make provision for infrastructure to support this development.

The Infrastructure Delivery Plan and Schedule (which is included in the Core Strategy at Appendix 4) identify specific infrastructure needs where these are known and will be updated annually alongside the Annual Monitoring Report to reflect the latest information on needs and delivery of infrastructure.
	No change considered necessary.



	50110
	Dacorum Borough Council
	The background text states that infrastructure requirements will be identified on a site by site basis.  Dacorum Borough Council (DBC) is concerned whether this is adequate, particularly in the case of housing growth at Kings Langley where it is the cumulative effect that needs adequate assessment.  DBC are aware that part of the employment area in Kings Langley is likely to be designated for residential/mixed use, and this together with two green belt sites on the edge of the village, will provide approximately 220 dwellings.

Hertfordshire County Council have suggested a need for a new primary school at Kings Langley as a result of the growth proposed in Three Rivers and Dacorum.  A feasibility study is required to consider the best location for new primary school provision.  DBC is concerned that the core strategy has not adequately identified the need for a new primary school at Kings Langley, nor considered where it may best be located, and thus the impacts on the Green Belt in Dacorum.  It is also not clear whether a new school (i.e. a site) is actually necessary.

DBC note that the Infrastructure Delivery Schedule accompanying the plan identifies ‘Feasibility study of expanding primary school provision in Kings Langley area’ as an infrastructure project.  However, this is considered to be rather weak, especially as no phasing has been identified.

DBC are also concerned about whether the impact of the level of development proposed for Kings Langley as a whole on the sewerage network has been assessed adequately. This concern is related to both the capacity of the sewers, and of Maple Lodge Waste Water Treatment Works.

DBC are concerned that by identifying infrastructure requirements on a site by site basis, the need for a new primary school may be overlooked if development comes forward incrementally.  
Alternatively planning obligations towards a new primary school may be weighted disproportionately on sites that come forward later in the plan period as this requirement is not recognised in the Core Strategy.
	The Core Strategy should more clearly identify the level of new primary school provision required to accommodate demand arising from housing and consider where primary schools may best be located. It should also ensure that alternatives have been addressed which may remove the need for a school site.

The Core Strategy should consider the sewerage requirements arising from new development at Kings Langley.


	Infrastructure requirements for the District are based on information from the county council who are responsible for school place planning. The Place Shaping Policies refer to the expansion of school provision to meet identified needs, and where new sites are required these will be identified through the Site Allocations DPD. Until the county council have identified specific needs, it is not possible to make direct provision for these needs in the Core Strategy.

Thames Water and the Environment Agency did not raise any concerns about the level of development proposed in the Core Strategy on the sewerage network and supported the Council's proposed approach to ensuring that there is sufficient capacity before development takes place set out in policy CP8.


	No change considered necessary.



	50113
	English Heritage
	In some circumstances development should be conditional upon the repair or enhancement of a heritage asset that is affected by the proposals. For instance, policy HE10.2 of PPS5 states: 'Local planning authorities should identify opportunities for changes in the setting (of a heritage asset) to enhance or better reveal (its) the significance. Taking such opportunities should be seen as a public benefit and part of place-shaping'. We are concerned that the potential for benefits to the historic environment is not mentioned in this section.

We note that this policy refers in the penultimate paragraph to applications being considered on a case by case basis to allow site circumstances to be reflected. We consider that this could be applied to the historic environment provided the changes to the text in para 5.80 and 5.86 as recommended are adopted, and the Infrastructure Delivery Schedule encompasses the possibility of funding for heritage assets, particularly those at risk. We make comment on the Infrastructure Delivery Schedule later.
	Amend 5.80, 4th bullet to '* Site specific matters e.g. Heritage at risk'.

Amend 5.86 by adding a new sentence between sentences 2 and 3 to read 'other contributions, for instance towards the repair or enhancement of a heritage asset will be determined in relation to specific circumstances and proposals'.


	Paragraph 5.80 refers to contributions collected by the District Council, and it is not considered appropriate to include heritage at risk here.

It is considered that para 5.83 could be better amended than 5.80 or 5.86 to specify that contributions may be sought towards heritage assets to ensure compliance with PPS5.


	Amend para 5.83 to 'Contributions to other forms of infrastructure, for example to make provision for health facilities, policing and utilities including water supply, waste water capacity and gas and electricity supply or for the enhancement of heritage assets may also be required depending on the scale, location and type of development.



	50128
	Hertfordshire County Council
	In its current form it is considered that CP8 may not be effective as it omits the consideration of key infrastructure that would be required to deliver Strategic Objective 3 in light of the County Council’s earlier representations. 

In responding to policy CP1 above, the County Council has raised concerns about the policy approach to reducing CO2 reductions from the built environment and its contributions to wider CO2 reduction across Hertfordshire. In light of the energy opportunities mapping in the Herts RLC report, it is important for the Core Strategy to recognise that infrastructure may be required both within and outside of development to facilitate a shift to a low carbon future. Any subsequent changes to policy CP8 should be reflected in the Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) and Infrastructure Delivery Schedule (IDS). 
	Policy CP8 should include a reference to the delivery of infrastructure that contributes to a low carbon future, including specific reference to both Renewable and Low and Zero Carbon technologies. 


	Policy CP8 does not exclude renewable and low and zero carbon technologies from infrastructure. If in future specific renewable and low and carbon technologies are identified as necessary to deliver the Core Strategy, these can be included within the Infrastructure Delivery Plan updates and policy CP8 will apply.
	No change required.

	50027
	Natural England
	Natural England welcomes revisions made to the Proposed Submission Core Strategy and consider 'CP9' to be legally compliant and sound.
	No change required.


	Support welcomed.
	No change required.



	50032
	Natural England
	Residential development may contribute to an increase in population within an area, it is likely that wildlife sites in the locality will experience a corresponding increase in the numbers of people using those areas for recreational purposes. Depending on the sensitivities of individual sites, this may have an adverse impact and hence a planning obligation requiring developers to fund measures to manage this additional pressure would be appropriate.

Therefore with reference to paragraph 5.89 and 5.90 Natural England welcomes acknowledgement of the opportunities for biodiversity gain provided by Green Infrastructure and CP9 Green Infrastructure which sets out the priorities for GI and which broadly agrees with our comments as set out in the Preferred Options Questionnaire-February 2009.

Natural England recommends that HBRC and the Herts & Middlesex Wildlife Trust are included in consultation with the County Council and ourselves in producing a suite of compatible district scale plans in parallel with a county plan that highlights strategically important Green Infrastructure and a more detailed local strategy taking into account standards for accessible 
open and green space.
	
	Para 5.96 sets out the Council's commitment to work with the County Council and Natural England to produce a suite of compatible district-scale plans in parallel with a county plan that highlights strategically important Green Infrastructure and a more detailed local strategy taking into account standards for accessible open and green space. HBRC and HMWT will be included in this process.


	No change required to Core Strategy.

	50038
	Hertfordshire Biological Records Centre
	In terms of legal compliance: We note that there has been a process of Community Involvement which would appear to be consistent with the relevant expectations. There has been a Sustainability Appraisal which details biodiversity aims and these seem to be appropriate. We also note the strategic objective within the Core Strategy (as outlined within the SA to conserve and enhance countryside and biodiversity. We note the approach taken to Appropriate Assessment and believe this to be acceptable. We note the reviewed policies, plans and programmes and consider these to be comprehensive covering the relevant legislation at international, national (regional) and local levels. We note the criteria within the appraisal framework to support farming and countryside practices that enhance biodiversity and landscape quality by economically and socially valuable activities (e.g. grazing, coppicing, nature reserves). This is desirable but little else within the core strategy recognises this or actively enables this. We agree that the objectives of CP9 will bring biodiversity benefits, but only if the appropriate delivery mechanisms are in 
place to do so. 

The challenge with the planning system is that, by and large, it doesn't actively secure long term management of sites (see 2.1.4). We support the monitoring aims although there are however issues revolving around achieving monitoring which remain outstanding given the potential resources required to achieve this. We acknowledge the desirability to report on all AMR and BAP indicators, but in practice any such monitoring will be selective, based upon existing available data or where there is an obligation to report back on a particular indicator. 

We note the references to PPS9 in respect to influencing planning policy and consider this is appropriate in respect of national policy. Regional objectives are also included, the aims of which remain broadly appropriate despite the changing circumstances. The application of the Regional Biodiversity Opportunities map as published in the RSS had been reviewed given its original problems in reflecting appropriate sites and status.

In terms of soundness: The biodiversity resources that are specifically identified within the plan- habitat sites and implied main corridors- do make use of the best available information held by HBRC. In providing maps and references to those when assessing specific site allocations, the approach is founded on a robust and credible evidence base. Although specific wildlife sites are referred to, no maps or other details are provided. Unless specific wildlife sites are identified primarily on the basis of their species importance, we would not expect such information to be appropriate within a local plan given the dynamics of ecology and the behaviour of the species involved. Sites and features- in supporting long established or otherwise valuable habitats- provide the biological infrastructure for supporting other such wildlife. Their conservation will help to secure a variety of species in any event. If further information on species distributions etc. is required, we would suggest that reference should be made to the HBRC in the first instance.

However, in terms of the resource itself the key assets have been recognised in accordance with Government guidance, areas and sites of various status as well as BAP objectives in respect of habitats and species. Principle wildlife corridors are identified and all of these shown on maps within the Core Strategy or the background paper. Within the core strategy, all of the biodiversity aims and objectives are now incorporated into a Green Infrastructure policy (CP9). This reflects the ecological resources themselves but also related aspects such as access to them as well as other sustainability factors such as water conservation and 'ecological services'.

There aren't really any alternatives to delivering biodiversity within the planning context, other than do nothing or follow a completely different approach to the principles of biodiversity delivery which would have to come from a more strategic level. Given this, we consider that the DPD does provide the most appropriate strategy according to latest thinking. This involves delivery of ecological processes through GI provision.

However, we cannot stress enough the importance of achieving the practical delivery of Green Infrastructure. Whilst such a holistic approach is beneficial in embracing ecological processes in both rural and urban areas, it should also serve to highlight some of the ecological processes in both rural and urban areas, it should also serve to highlight some of the issues that are of considerable significance to delivering biodiversity. In this respect the importance of delivering a sustainable agriculture and local food production, and supported by other such management or enabling systems, has yet to be fully recognised or appreciated formally within the LDF process. Traditional management practices will help maintain the rural character of the countryside and in turn potentially help to provide a means of management for the more important ecological sites and areas- a 'living landscape' approach. This is also consistent with the aims of sustainable development. Consequently we would expect these issues to be highlighted and incorporated into the proposed GI and landscape SPD. This has always been a limitation within the planning system, not a concern relating to this Core Strategy specifically. However the GI approach may now give the opportunity to express this so that the issue can be more fully considered.

We consider that as far as is possible within the planning system the DPD is deliverable given: its described infrastructure; lack of barriers notwithstanding overarching national policies or economics; partnership, including appropriate support for external bodies and the community; consistent with the emerging strategies embraced by adjacent authorities. 

We consider that ecological elements of the DPD can be monitored, subject to the resource implications as outlined.
	
	Comment noted.
	No change required.

	50062
	British Waterways
	Key Green Infrastructure assets include the Grand Union Canal and we look forward to liaison concerning the production of a Green Infrastructure and Landscape Supplementary Planning Document. We support your priorities for Green Infrastructure on conserving and enhancing the key assets and the linkages between them. We support your policy to require new development to contribute to the delivery of new GI and the management of a linked network of new and enhanced open spaces and corridors. In policy CP9, there may well be occasions where sensitive development for leisure, recreation, sport and other acceptable uses may be needed to enhance the full role of the Grand Union canal corridor. We also feel that there could be consideration of sensitively planned marinas in appropriate locations in the Core Strategy. There are several examples where such marinas have integrated well in Green Belt locations.
	No change required.


	Comment noted.
	No change required.



	50064
	Chilterns Conservation Board
	The Board supports Policy CP9 Green Infrastructure as drafted.
	No change required.


	Support welcomed.
	No change required.



	50097
	Ralph Trustees Ltd
	The Council's aspiration to seek a net gain in the quality and quantity of Green Infrastructure (i.e. parks, biodiversity etc) is welcomed. This policy needs to be carefully considered in relation to the potential release of Green Belt sites for housing during the plan period. Such sites, or a combination of sites together, may provide an opportunity to enhance the Borough's green infrastructure. However, such contributions should be within acceptable levels commensurate with the scale of development coming forward.
	
	Comment noted.
	No change required.



	50099
	Herts and Middlesex Wildlife Trust
	We fully support all of HBRC's comments [10008] and wish to reiterate the following:

The practical delivery of Green Infrastructure. This approach must also highlight the main issues concerned regarding delivering biodiversity benefits. A 'Living Landscape' approach is consistent with the main aims of sustainable development and this should be incorporated into the proposed GI and Landscape SPD. 'Living Landscape' areas (or 'Key Biodiversity' Areas) have already been mapped in Hertfordshire and this has been used by Three Rivers already. This is an ideal starting point for focussing efforts on the practical delivery of GI. Although the actual broad areas have been named (Chess, Colne and Gade valleys)- a map reference would be useful;- notably in the Green Infrastructure and Landscape SPD mentioned re ongoing work.

As per HBRCs comments, the East of England Biodiversity Map has been updated and needs replacing, as does the Wildlife site map which will not be available however until September 2010 from HBRC.

We also suggest that reference should be made to protected species within the text- particularly 
regarding legislation for European Protected species and with note to the legislation protecting 
other species (Wildlife and Countryside Act and the Protection of Badgers Act).
	
	The Development Management Policies DPD will contain specific policy on biodiversity and it is considered that reference to protected species would be more appropriate in this document than as part of CP9.


	No change considered necessary.



	50114
	English Heritage
	We welcome the reference to heritage assets in para 5.89 of the explanatory text. It would be appropriate to refer to heritage and landscapes in the policy itself.
	We suggest that parts c) and d) should replace each other in order to provide generic categories after the site specific elements, and that a new part e) is added as follows: 'e) the heritage assets and landscape character within areas of green infrastructure'.
	Agree changes with slight modification to ensure compliance with PPS5.


	Amend points a) to d) to 
'a) The corridors of the Rivers Chess, Colne and Gade and the Grand Union Canal
b) the Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty
c) the Colne Valley Park
c) d) the District's Sites of Special Scientific Interest, Local Nature Reserves, wildlife sites, and key biodiversity habitats, species and areas identified in the Hertfordshire Biodiversity Action Plan and heritage assets and landscape character within areas of Green Infrastructure
d) the Colne Valley Park.

	50129
	Hertfordshire County Council
	The biodiversity and wider environmental benefits identified in Policy 9 will only be achieved if the appropriate delivery mechanisms are in place to do so. In its current form, Policy CP9 may not be effective as it is not based upon sound infrastructure planning. 

Para 5.97 makes reference to the Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) and Schedule (IDS) including specific reference to Green Infrastructure schemes that need to be delivered within the district. However, although the IDP identifies necessary Green Infrastructure that should come forward to support the delivery of the plan, this has not been translated into the IDS. The IDS does not identify delivery partners who will deliver Green Infrastructure improvements across the district and therefore is not based on sound infrastructure planning. 
	To ensure that Policy CP9 can be delivered effectively and contributes to Strategic Objectives 3, 9 and 11 of the plan both the Infrastructure Delivery Plan and Schedule should include specific schemes within the district. These should be monitored through the Annual Monitoring process (AMR). 


	Green Infrastructure priorities will be added to the Infrastructure Delivery Schedule through the annual review and will be monitored through the AMR. 

Priorities will be identified through the Green Infrastructure work to be undertaken with the County Council and Natural England, and through the Green Infrastructure and Landscape SPD.


	No change considered necessary.



	50130
	Hertfordshire County Council
	The South West Herts Transportation Strategy (2004 and 2008 update) should read 'South West Herts Transportation Strategy (2004 and updated as South West Herts Transportation Plan 2008).

Para 5.100 should make reference to the County Council's Intelligent Transport Systems (ITS) Strategy.
	
	Agree change suggested.


	Amend para 5.100 to: 'Meeting the transport needs of Three Rivers effectively is of paramount importance in delivering the Core Strategy’s Spatial Strategy and contributing to the sustainability of the District. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan identifies specific transport schemes that will contribute to meeting transport needs and the sustainability of the District, including transport infrastructure necessary to deliver the levels of growth required in the District. Transport needs have been identified through the Local Transport Plan 2006/07-20011/12, the South West Herts Transportation Strategy (2004 and updated as South West Herts Transportation Plan 2008), the Bus Network Strategy Review (2006), Intelligent Transport Systems Strategy (2008), The Hertfordshire Infrastructure and Investment Strategy (2009) and responses to public consultation. They are illustrated in Appendix 6.'

	50131
	Hertfordshire County Council
	Reference should be included to the M25 widening scheme which will have a significant impact on traffic flow pattern in Three Rivers.
	
	Project is already underway and is discussed in the Transport Background Paper. It is not considered necessary to include reference to the scheme in the Core Strategy.


	No change considered necessary.



	50132
	Hertfordshire County Council
	a) to e) of policy CP10 relate closely to the County Council's 'Manual for Streets'. It is suggested that this chapter makes a reference to 'Manual for Streets' and 'Roads in Hertfordshire' design guides.
	
	Agree that reference to Roads in Hertfordshire should be made for advice on transport aspects of new residential and commercial development.

The suggested addition to the policy is considered too detailed to be included within the Core Strategy itself, but may be incorporated into the Design Guide SPD or Development Management Policies DPD.
	New paragraph after 5.103: 'Further guidance on transport issues for development is included in 'Manual for Streets' and 'Roads in Hertfordshire' design guides.'



	50141
	CPRE Hertfordshire
	The statements “local evidence has demonstrated that future development needs cannot be accommodated entirely within the urban area”, “there is also a need for some minor adjustments to the Green Belt boundary to accommodate growth” and “detailed changes to the established Green Belt boundary will be made” are all based on the assumption of the housing target of 5,000 dwellings (200 per year) given in Policy CP2.  We have questioned the soundness and legal compliance of that target in our separate representation on Policy CP2.
	Unless the review of the housing target called for in our representation on Policy CP2 produces a justified figure in excess of that which can be accommodated within existing urban areas within the plan period, the references to Green Belt boundaries having to be adjusted should be deleted from the supporting paragraphs to Policy CP11.
	Consultation on ’Changes to the Core Strategy Proposed Submission’ addresses revocation of East of England Plan. 


	Consultation on ’Changes to the Core Strategy Proposed Submission’ addresses revocation of East of England Plan. 



	50051
	MEPC
	MEPC welcome the importance that the Council places on the Leavesden Aerodrome site in meeting future housing and employment needs.

MEPC agrees that the existing ‘Major Developed Site in the Green Belt’ status currently limits the scope to achieve both the permitted extension to the Studios and development for housing and associated community uses.

As such, MEPC supports the reference to reviewing the Green Belt designation and Major Development Site status as part of the Site Allocations Development Plan Document.

Such a review will enable the comprehensive redevelopment of the former Leavesden Aerodrome site, co-locating new housing alongside existing employment development at Leavesden Studios and Leavesden Park.
	No change required.


	Comment noted.
	No change required.



	50002
	Mr Simon Freethy
	In talking about taking areas out of Green Belt protection, CP11 refers to ‘’b) make minor revisions, where appropriate, to the detailed Green Belt boundaries around the main urban area, to accommodate development needs’. As worded this is not justified, and not consistent with national policy.
Not consistent with national policy: One of the roles of Green Belt land is to ‘retain attractive landscapes, near to where people live’. Many people buy properties that overlook the Green Belt land for that very purpose, as it has a pleasant vista, and ready access to green space. By developing Green Belt land on the edge of an urban area, the landscape of the existing properties deteriorates, affecting their enjoyment and the value of their properties. Therefore this would not enhance the landscapes near to where people live.
Not justified: No evidence has been produced that local residents would be happy to have their landscapes spoiled or the value of their properties diminished without compensation.
	Amend to say ‘no development of Green Belt land on the fringes of urban areas will take place where the landscape and view of the existing green belt, or the enjoyment of the Green Belt by existing residents is diminished, unless all those affected approve’.


	Paragraph 5.106 recognises that changes to the Green Belt will be at the most sustainable locations on the edge of existing settlements. Alongside the commitment in Strategic Objective 1 to limit changes to locations which result in the least harm to the Green Belt and sustainability objectives, when considering locations, landscape and landuse issues will be a consideration.


	No change considered necessary.



	50016
	Thames Water Property Services
	Thames Water support Policy CP11 in relation to the Green Belt and in particular the continued designation of Maple Lodge STW as a major developed site.

As identified in the Water Cycle Study it may be necessary to undertake upgrades to Maple Lodge STW during the course of the LDF period. It is therefore important that the site retains its designation as a major developed site in order to facilitate development on the site required in connection with growth within Three Rivers District and elsewhere within the catchment of the STW as well as to provide environmental improvements.
	No change required.


	Support welcomed.
	No change required.



	50036
	Banner Homes Ltd
	The DPD allows for the review of Green Belt boundaries to accommodate development needs. We support this approach, in connection with Branksome Lodge, Loudwater. That site has already been considered as part of the Core Strategy Preferred Options and we look forward to its inclusion in the Site Allocations Development Plan Document.
	No change required.


	Comment noted.
	No change required.



	50052
	MEPC
	MEPC support the reference to the Council making revisions to the detailed Green Belt boundaries around the main urban area, including where appropriate, the removal of sites to accommodate development needs. Specific support is given to the Council reviewing the ‘Major Developed Site in the Green Belt’ status in relation to Leavesden Aerodrome, having regard to the important contribution the site is expected to make to meeting needs for housing and employment.

Land at Leavesden Aerodrome, within the ownership of MEPC represents a unique opportunity to make a significant contribution towards the housing needs of the District on previously developed land. Although the whole former Aerodrome site is designated as a Major Developed Site in the Green Belt, this status currently limits the ability to deliver a comprehensive sustainable mixed-use development co-located with the studios and Leavesden Park both of which are significant employment sources. The site should be removed from the Green Belt through the Council’s Site Allocations DPD to reflect historic development, extant planning consents and in order to maximise its potential to deliver a comprehensive redevelopment of the former Leavesden Aerodrome. The mix of employment development should fully take into account the existing employment floorspace available, both at Leavesden Park and the Studios.
	No change required.


	Comment noted.
	No change required.



	50075
	Warner Bros
	Warner Bros. support the reference to the Council making revisions to the ‘Major Developed Site in the Green Belt’ status in relation to Leavesden Aerodrome, having regard to the important contribution the site is expected to make to meeting needs for housing and employment. We welcome the Council’s recognition of the importance of Leavesden Studios as an employment site, as confirmed by the recent planning application.

Warner Bros. agree that the existing ‘Major Developed Site in the Green Belt’ status currently limits the scope to achieve both the permitted extension to the Studios and development for housing and associated community uses, as outlined in paragraph 5.109. Warner Bros. therefore agree that a review of the Green Belt boundary is justified and necessary and that this should come forward as part of the Site Allocations Development Plan Document.

Any review of green belt boundaries should be comprehensive and take account of the significant existing and consented development at Leavesden Studios, which with the exception of the backlot should be removed from the Green Belt.

Such a review will enable the comprehensive redevelopment of the former Leavesden Aerodrome site, co-locating new housing alongside existing employment at Leavesden Studios and Leavesden Park.
	No change required.


	Comment noted.
	No change required.



	50080
	The Wellcome Trust
	Policy CP11 is supported in that it acknowledges the need for removal of some land from the Green Belt to deliver the Spatial Strategy.

Notwithstanding the above it should also be acknowledged that the 2 no Major Developed Sites in the Green Belt cannot continue to be identified for delivery of housing and/or employment if there is no reasonable prospect for delivery. Also, these sites should be considered through the Site Allocations DPD and the Proposals Map in respect of quantum, phasing, etc.
	It should be acknowledged that the 2 no Major Developed Sites in the Green Belt can not continue to be identified for delivery of housing and/or employment if there is no reasonable prospect for delivery. Also, these sites should be considered through the Site Allocations DPD and the Proposals Map in respect of quantum, phasing, etc.
	Policy CP11 sets out that Major Developed Site status for Maple Lodge Sewage Treatment Works is to be retained recognising that development here may be required over the plan period for strategic and operational reasons.

Paragraph 5.109 states that Major Developed Site status for Leavesden Aerodrome will be reviewed through the Site Allocations DPD, therefore no further clarification in the Core Strategy is considered necessary.
	No change considered necessary.



	50086
	Mr David Wilson
	Policy CP11 is supported in that it acknowledges the need for removal of some land from the Green Belt to deliver the Spatial Strategy.

Notwithstanding the above it should also be acknowledged that the 2 no Major Developed Sites in the Green Belt cannot continue to be identified for delivery of housing and/or employment if there is no reasonable prospect for delivery. Also, these sites should be considered through the Site Allocations DPD and the Proposals Map in respect of quantum, phasing, etc.
	It should be acknowledged that the 2 no Major Developed Sites in the Green Belt can not continue to be identified for delivery of housing and/or employment if there is no reasonable prospect for delivery. Also, these sites should be considered through the Site Allocations DPD and the Proposals Map in respect of quantum, phasing, etc.
	Policy CP11 sets out that Major Developed Site status for Maple Lodge Sewage Treatment Works is to be retained recognising that development here may be required over the plan period for strategic and operational reasons.

Paragraph 5.109 states that Major Developed Site status for Leavesden Aerodrome will be reviewed through the Site Allocations DPD, therefore no further clarification in the Core Strategy is considered necessary.
	No change considered necessary.



	50092
	Mrs Sally Chapman
	Limiting changes to the Green Belt boundary to ‘the edges of existing urban areas’ is contrary to the Spatial Strategy for future development based upon the settlement hierarchy. The Spatial Strategy provides for limited development to meet local needs in the villages of Bedmond and Sarratt (PSP4). The built up area boundary of these villages is tightly drawn and the surrounding land is designated as green belt. Development to meet the identified need for affordable housing is likely to rely on land released from the Green Belt on the edge of the villages subject to a sustainability assessment. Strategic Objective S1, Spatial Strategy 4 and Green Belt policy CP11 would preclude the release of Green Belt sites on the edge of these villages whereas Policy PSP4 (c) allows for some ‘limited small scale development in or on the edge of the villages’. There should be consistency across the policies. Since the Spatial Strategy and the Place Shaping policies allow for limited development at Bedmond and Sarratt the scope for such development on edge of settlement sites should be recognised in all the relevant policies. The wording of the affected policies needs extending to include reference to the edge of the built up area boundary of the villages of Bedmond and Sarratt.
	
	Bedmond and Sarratt are villages within the Green Belt, and development in these locations would not therefore result in changes to the Green Belt through release of land. CP11 is not therefore required to allow release of land from the Green Belt at these villages as there would be no change to the Green Belt.


	No change considered necessary.



	50098
	Ralph Trustees Ltd
	RTL reserves its position with respect to potential minor revisions to Green Belt boundaries to release land for housing until the Site Allocations DPD.

Consideration needs to be given to existing employment uses (such as hotels) within the Green Belt which may need support to expand, Clearly such development would be inappropriate development within the Green Belt but the very special circumstances of such development to the local economy need to be acknowledged in the Core Strategy.

The Core Strategy is considered unsound as it does not reflect that there are existing uses within the Green Belt which contribute to the economy of the District. The Green Belt policies need to be sufficiently flexible to ensure that business in the Green Belt can grow to meet their needs subject to compliance with national guidance.
	The policy should be reworded to reflect the fact that existing businesses are located in the Green Belt.


	Policy CP11 states that there will be a general presumption against inappropriate development that would not preserve the openness of the Green Belt, or which would conflict with the purpose of including land within it. If development (whether for existing business or any other use) would be in compliance with national guidance (in particular PPG2), then it is not considered necessary for the Core Strategy to make specific provision to ensure that businesses in the Green Belt can grow to meet their needs as this would be covered by the provisions of national guidance.
	No change considered necessary.



	50103
	Croxley Green Residents’ Association
	The Proposed Submission Core Strategy contains contradictory statements (under Green Belt):
‘Within the Green Belt, there is a general presumption against inappropriate development which should not be approved except in very special circumstances’.
‘there is also a need for some minor adjustments to the Green Belt boundary to accommodate growth in the most sustainable locations on the edge of existing settlements. The Green Belt boundary is tightly drawn around urban areas and local evidence has demonstrated that future development needs cannot be accommodated entirely within the urban area’.

Pg 33 of the Core Strategy states that:
‘In assessing applications for development not identified as part of the District’s housing supply including windfall sites, the Council will have regard to policies and parameters set out in the Core Strategy. Applications will be considered on a case by case basis having regards to:
1. 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 regional targets.

Not very special circumstances then!

The consultation statement Key Issue 9: protect important wildlife sites and species and maintain the distinctive landscape character of the district through the protection and management of the landscape indicated great support for the protection and enhancement of important wildlife sites and species and maintenance of the distinctive landscape character of the district through the protection and management of the landscape.

The majority of respondents to prior consultation gave the lowest priority to development in the area around North Croxley Green.

The Government’s PPS7: Sustainable Development in Rural Areas specifically refers to the countryside 
around urban areas. Section 26 states:
While the policies in PPG2 continue to apply in green belts, local planning authorities should ensure that planning policies in Local Development documents address the particular land use issues and opportunities to be found in the countryside around all urban areas, recognising its importance to those who live or work there, and also in providing the nearest and most accessible countryside to urban residents. Planning authorities should aim to secure environmental improvements and to maximise a range of beneficial uses of this land, whilst reducing potential conflicts between neighbouring land uses. This should include improvement of public access (e.g. through support for country parks and community forests) and facilitating the provision of appropriate sport and recreation facilities.’

Bearing in mind the record number of consultation responses received by TRDC in relation to a TRDC preferred option to allocate 160 dwellings on a green belt site in North Croxley Green, TRDC should have formally recognised the importance of land around urban areas such as Croxley Green to those who live and work there and introduced a suitable policy to be embedded in the LDF which addressed this important issue for existing and future local residents. Can this be addressed within the Core Strategy.
	
	The need to provide housing in the District and the absence of alternative deliverable non-Green Belt sites (as demonstrated by local evidence) constitute very special circumstances which would be required for development to take place in the Green Belt.

The Council fully acknowledge the high number of responses to the previous consultation on the housing site at Killingdown Farm which indicated concerns about the development of that site and of the Green Belt in general. To this extent, the Council resolved that the Killingdown Farm site (larger capacity site) would not be taken forward as a specific site as part of the Site Allocations document. However, this in itself does not suggest that the land around other settlements in the District is of less importance to people who live and work in these settlements when compared to Croxley Green. 

As set out in the previous response, the protection of green belt surrounding Three Rivers settlements is recognised by the Core Strategy as an issue for the whole District (including but not limited to Croxley Green), and therefore it is not considered appropriate for the Core Strategy to include a separate policy specifically related to Croxley Green and the surrounding green belt.


	No change considered necessary.



	50136
	Merchant Taylors School
	The Submission Draft Core Strategy does not designate the MTS site as a Major Developed Site in the Green Belt when national policy, and the effectiveness of and justification for the policy clearly indicate that it should do so.

In our submission, given the characteristics of the site referred to below, the failure to allocate the MTS site as an MDS in the Green Belt would render the Core Strategy unsound under the tests of PPS12. It would be inconsistent with National Policy. It would also not be justified as it would not be the most appropriate strategy when compared with the alternative of designation, and it would not be effective.

The Submission Draft Core Strategy identified Maple Lodge Sewage Works as a Major Developed Site, but rejects that Merchant Taylors' School (and indeed Royal Masonic School for Girls) also be designated as Major Developed Sites. The reason given for this at Preferred Option stage was that the site 'was not considered suitable for designation in accordance with national policy'.

This statement re-affirms our view that the Merchant Taylors' site is suitable for designation as a MDS and that the failure of the Core Strategy to identify the site in this way is unsound on the basis of the tests of justification, effectiveness and consistency with government policy.

As set out previously, the school has been located at its site in Northwood since 1933. Since 1933 there has been on-going development in order to meet curricular and extra-curricular needs. This is a feature of all schools. Constant review of buildings to meet modern educational requirements is essential and new requirements often mean new buildings. At MTS there has been an ongoing development programme over the years, with the most recent buildings to be constructed on the east side of the main drive erected between 1974 and 1999 and the present construction of sports related buildings at the northern end of the developed area.

Competition for pupils from feeder schools is high among schools such as Merchant Taylors'. There are a considerable number of other comparator schools within the catchment area. The school has been improving its position in relation to these schools but this success can only be continued if ageing buildings are replaced or re-equipped, new trends are provided for and parents' increasingly high expectations are met.

The Merchant Taylors' School future on the existing site has been secured following the grant of a new 125 year lease from the Merchant Taylor's Company.

In recent years a new building housing the Art Department, Economics and Politics Department and a lecture theatre has been constructed (1999). The Undercroft of the Great Hall has been completely refurbished providing a new main entrance to the School (2002). Other areas have been refurbished within the School including changing rooms, the kitchen, the IT complex, the library and science laboratories. The Groundsmans' Accommodation was replaced in 2007. In 2008 the ground floor of the Manor of the Rose was refurbished to provide space for a nursery unit.

The school has undertaken a comprehensive evaluation of its operational requirements, including the need for new buildings, upgrading of existing buildings and works to access and circulation routes.

Further curricular needs are difficult to forecast with any certainty and may change given new academic trends or other external factors. The main requirements for additional space however are expected to be as follows:-
* Additional accommodation for Design and Technology: this department is outgrowing its present building and could be relocated to a dedicated new building allowing further space for workshops, storage and display. Recent changes to the curriculum mean that much more storage for students' work has to be provided and so both Art and Design and Technology need to have more space in future.
* A new performing arts complex: school performances are presently undertaken in the Great Hall which is considered unsatisfactory for a number of reasons. Lighting rigs and other equipment need to be installed specifically for such occasions and the acoustic and internal environment is far from ideal. The Great Hall is also used for regular assemblies which restricts its use for other activities. The performing arts are an expanding area of the curriculum and many other schools are now developing or planning new performing arts buildings.
* In general, additional more flexible teaching spaces will be needed, that could not easily be created by refurbishment of the old buildings- consequently additional floorspace will be required.

A Master Plan to address these issues was prepared aimed at providing modern facilities that meet the needs of the School well into the 21st Century, to provide high quality facilities for the delivery of the curriculum, and to achieve this by using space efficiently and refurbishing buildings wherever possible and to thereby minimise the amount of new development that is required to meet future needs. The Master Plan recognises the status of the site as Green Belt and seeks to ensure that any new buildings have no greater impact on the Green Belt than those existing and opportunities should be taken wherever possible to reduce the impact. The Master Plan does not lead to significant increase in the already developed area of the site.

The Master Plan includes the identification of areas where new development may occur- in particular the area to the northern end of East Drive in the vicinity of the old Arts Building and Maintenance Area and other projects which involve largely internal refurbishment and reconfiguration of existing buildings.

Despite the above analysis, the Green Belt designation of the site presently means that any development must be justified by very special circumstances as inappropriate in the Green Belt, an approach which should not be necessary given that:
* the site pre-dates Green Belt policy
* there is a significant quantum of existing floorspace at the site already
* development can be accommodated within injuring the openness of the Green Belt and
* there will be significant benefits of modest additional development.

Test of Soundness: compliance with PPG2 advice
The failure of the School to be identified as a MDS in the Green Belt is unsound as it does not accord with the advice in PPG2. Prior to the 1995 version of PPG2, 'institutions standing in extensive grounds' were not considered inappropriate within the Green Belt.

This dispensation was removed in the 1995 version of PPG2, but was replaced by an approach which allows local authorities to identify major developed sites in the Green Belt where infilling and redevelopment in not inappropriate development subject to certain criteria.

The PPG does not provide specific advice on which type of uses qualify and which do not; nor does it provide advice on how 'major' or how 'developed' such sites need to be to qualify for this status.

However paragraph C1 specifically mentions educational establishments in the list of types of uses that could be designated as MDS. It also states that they often pre-date the planning system and Green Belt designation and may be in continuing use or redundant.

It is clear from this advice that schools within the Green Belt may qualify for MDS status. In the case of Merchant Taylors', the establishment of a school on the site pre-dates the planning system, and development has been allowed over the years particularly prior to 1995 on the basis of the 'institutions standing in extensive grounds' exceptions.

Reviewing practice in other authorities, the key criteria for designation as an MDS relate to:
* the size of the site; * the quantum of existing development; * the prospects of future infilling or partial redevelopment that could occur without injuring the purposes of the Green Belt

In relation to Merchant Taylors' School, the school campus is some 60ha. The main developed area of the School extends to some 10ha. An area which contains a large number of buildings.

By any analysis, in comparison with other isolated development within the Green Belt (for example farm complexes) the Merchant Taylors' site is 'major' in character. The school accommodates some 850 pupils and employs over 200 full time and part time staff. The site is therefore a significant source of activity.

In addition, the site with its core cluster of buildings of various ages, can accommodate additional development, either by infilling or partial redevelopment, that would not injure the purposes of the Green Belt. Indeed, as stated above, educational institutions are in constant need of updating and modernisation to meet curricular needs and therefore educational benefits would arise. The benefits of limited infilling at MDs sites is recognised in para C3 by the reference to opportunities to create jobs and prosperity in a form that does not prejudice the Green Belt. Indeed the provision for the designation of such sites is to ensure they are not unnecessarily constrained in meeting operational needs. The benefits of expansion at educational institutions are also recognised on paras C15-C17.

The rejection of the designation of the Merchant Taylors' School site as a MDS was stated by the Council at preferred options stage as being on the basis that it is not considered to be 'suitable for designation in accordance with national policy'. This is incorrect and renders the Core Strategy unsound in this respect. The MTS site is clearly of a type that is referred to in the guidance, and its characteristics are such that it is entirely befitting of MDS status.

Accompanying our representations to the Preferred Option Core Strategy were examples of other authorities where schools within the Green Belt of a similar scale to Merchant Taylors have been designated as MDS. Further evidence can be provided on this matter to the Inspector at the time of the Examination.

Test of Soundness; effectiveness of the DPD
MTS remain convinced that the designation of the School site as an MDS in the Green Belt will ensure that the Core Strategy is effective. It will formalise an appropriate level of control and will ensure that the application of policy is flexible, coherent and consistent with other neighbouring or nearby authorities.

Test of Soundness: justification for policy
Finally we submit that the failure of the Core Strategy to define the MTS as and MDS is unsound due to a lack of justification for this approach. The Council's comments at Preferred Option stage provided no rigorous analysis in this respect. Indeed there would be significant benefits in terms of achieving positive educational objectives, MDS status represents the most appropriate strategy as compared to washing the Green Belt over the whole site without and MDS boundary.
	The Core Strategy should be amended by the addition of Merchant Taylors' School in policy CP11 as a Major Developed Site.


	There is no guidance on when a site should be designated as a Major Developed Site, notwithstanding practice in other authorities.

While PPG2 recognises that education establishments may be Major Developed Sites and that they may predate the town and country planning system and green belt designation, there is no requirement that all such educational establishments are designated as Major Developed Sites.

The fundamental aim of Green Belt policy set out in PPG2 is to prevent urban sprawl by keeping land permanently open, and one of the key purposes of including land in Green Belts as set out in PPG2 is to assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment. Core Strategy Strategic Objective 1 sets out that there will remain a strong commitment to the protection of the Green Belt and that where changes to the Green Belt are required to meet identified development needs, these changes will be limited to the most sustainable locations on the edges of existing urban areas. The Merchant Taylors School site is in a sensitive location and it is considered that designation of the site as a Major Developed Site would not be consistent with the aims of national policy or with the objectives of the Core Strategy, and would therefore not be the most appropriate strategy for the site.

Policy CP11 (and PPG2) state that there is a general presumption against inappropriate development that would not preserve the openness of the Green Belt or which would conflict with the purposes of including land within it. Where development needs of the Merchant Taylors School can be 
accommodated without 'injuring the openness of the Green Belt', this would not be considered inappropriate under the provisions of policy, regardless of any Major Developed Site status.


	No change considered necessary.



	50137
	Royal Masonic School for Girls
	The Submission Draft Core Strategy identified Maple Lodge Sewage Works as a Major Developed Site, but rejects the suggestion that RMSG (and indeed Merchant Taylors' School) also be designated as Major Developed Sites.

The reason given for this at Preferred Option stage was that the site 'was not considered suitable for designation in accordance with national policy'.

This statement re-affirms our view that the RMSG site is suitable for designation as a MDS and that the failure of the Core Strategy to identify the site in this way is unsound on the basis of the tests of justification, effectiveness and consistency with government policy.

As set out previously, the school has been located at its site in Rickmansworth since 1933. Since that time there has been on-going development in order to meet curricular and extra-curricular needs. This is a feature of all schools. Constant review of buildings to meet modern educational requirements is essential and new requirements often mean new buildings. 

The school has undertaken a comprehensive evaluation of its operational requirements as it sees them at the present time alongside a space planning and space rationalisation exercise. This has considered upgrading of existing buildings and the need 
for new buildings.

Further curricular needs are difficult to forecast with any certainty and may change given new academic trends or other external 
factors. The main requirements for additional space however are expected to be as follows:-
* A new performing arts complex: The performing arts are an expanding area of the curriculum and many other schools are now developing or planning new performing arts buildings. At present the School uses theatres or performance spaces off site, either at other maintained schools or owned by the Local Authority. Performing Arts subjects (music, singing, drama) are presently widely spread around the Campus and need to be brought together. For a large independent school not to have its own performance space is a severe disadvantage. The performing arts centre will provide for the teaching of the creative arts throughout the school year, as well as provide for performance spaces.
* A creative arts centre: the creative arts (art, ceramics, photography, textiles) are also widely spread around the campus and need to be brought together. A dedicated department would allow for further spaces for workshops, storage and display. Recent changes to the curriculum mean that much more storage for students' work has to be provided and so both Art and Design Technology need to have more space in future.

In addition, a key objective of the proposals is to increase the number of boarders at the School. This requires up-grading and enhancement of the existing boarding houses. When the School opened in the 1930s there were some 400 pupils, all of which were boarders. They were accommodated in dormitories which are now considered unacceptable with basic amenities such as central washing and toilet facilities. 

Key to the successful implementation of the above programme is the relocation of the pre-prep/ prep department, which in any event does not meet the School's needs. A new assembly hall and extensions to Cadogan House to allow for its conversion to this use were approved in 2008 and are now under construction. However it was necessary for a case of very special circumstances to be made.

Reconfiguration of accommodation across the site- allowed for by the relocation of the prep and pre-prep departments to Cadogan House- will mean that all of the requirements for the performing arts, creative arts and Design and Technology can be accommodated in existing buildings.

A Master Plan to address these issues was prepared and submitted to the Council in January 2008. At that time, the only new buildings proposed were the assembly hall and extensions to one building (Cadogan House). The remaining needs are proposed to be met by building conversions. Indeed, the masterplan recognises the status of the site as Green Belt and seeks to ensure that any new buildings have no greater impact on the Green Belt than those existing and opportunities should be taken wherever possible to reduce the impact.

While the current masterplan does not therefore require new buildings apart from that which already has planning permission, it is clear that in the future, further limited infilling may well be required as curricular and extra-curricular needs arise. The Green Belt designation of the site presently means that any development must be justified by very special circumstances as inappropriate in the Green Belt, an approach which should not be necessary given that:-
* the site pre-dates Green Belt policy
* there is a significant quantum of existing buildings at the site already
* development can be accommodated within injuring the openness of the Green Belt and
* there is likely to be significant educational benefits of modest additional development.

Compliance with PPG2 advice
Prior to the 1995 version of PPG2, 'institutions standing in extensive grounds' were not considered inappropriate within the Green Belt.

This dispensation was removed in the 1995 version of PPG2, but was replaced by an approach which allows local authorities to identify major developed sites in the Green Belt where infilling and redevelopment in not inappropriate development subject to certain criteria.

The PPG does not provide specific advice on which type of uses qualify and which do not; nor does it provide advice on how 'major' or how 'developed' such sites need to be to qualify for this status.

However paragraph C1 specifically mentions educational establishments in the list of types of uses that could be designated as MDS. It also states that they often pre-date the planning system and Green Belt designation and may be in continuing use or redundant.

It is clear from this advice that schools within the Green Belt may qualify for MDS status. In the case of RMSG, the establishment of a school on the site pre-dates the planning system and development has been allowed over the years, and particularly prior to 1995 on the basis of the 'institutions standing in extensive grounds' exceptions.

Reviewing practice in other authorities, the key criteria for designation as an MDS relate to:-
* the size of the site
* the quantum of existing development
* the prospects of future infilling or partial redevelopment that could occur without injuring the purposes of the Green Belt.

In relation to RMSG, the school campus is some 65ha with a collection of buildings comprising the main developed area.

By any analysis, in comparison with other isolated development within the Green Belt (for example farm complexes) the RMSG site is 'major' in character. The School accommodates some 750 pupils and employs almost 240 full time and part time staff. The site is therefore a significant source of activity.

In addition, the site with its core cluster of buildings of various ages, can accommodate additional development, either by infilling or partial redevelopment, that would not injure the purposes of the Green Belt. Indeed, as stated above, educational institutions are in constant need of updating and modernisation to meet curricular needs and therefore educational benefits would arise. The benefits of limited infilling at MDs sites is recognised in para C3 by the reference to opportunities to create jobs and prosperity in a form that does not prejudice the Green Belt. Indeed the provision for the designation of such sites is to ensure they are not unnecessarily constrained in meeting operational needs. The benefits of expansion at educational institutions are also 
recognised on paras C15-C17.

The rejection of the designation of the RMSG site as a MDS was stated by the Council at preferred options stage as being on the basis that it is not considered to be 'suitable for designation in accordance with national policy'. This is incorrect and renders the Core Strategy unsound in this respect. The RMSG site is clearly of a type that is referred to in the guidance, and its characteristics are such that it is entirely befitting of MDS status.

Accompanying our representations to the Preferred Option Core Strategy were examples of other authorities where schools within the Green Belt of a similar scale to RMSG have been designated as MDS. Further evidence can be provided on this matter to the Inspector at the time of the Examination.

Test of Soundness; effectiveness of the DPD
We remain convinced that the designation of the RMSG site as an MDS in the Green Belt will ensure that the Core Strategy is effective. It will formalise an appropriate level of control and will ensure that the application of policy is flexible, coherent and consistent with other neighbouring or nearby authorities.

Test of Soundness: justification for policy
Finally we submit that the failure of the Core Strategy to define the RMSG site as an MDS is unsound due to a lack of justification for 
this approach. The Council's comments at Preferred Option stage provided no rigorous analysis in this respect. Indeed there would be significant benefits in terms of achieving positive educational objectives, MDS status represents the most appropriate strategy as compared to washing the Green Belt over the whole site without and MDS boundary.

Given the characteristics of the site referred to above, the failure to allocate the site as an MDS in the Green Belt would render the Core Strategy unsound under the tests of PPS12. It would not be consistent with national policy. It would also not be justified as it would not be the most appropriate strategy when compared with the alternative of designation and it would not be effective.
	The Core Strategy should be amended by the addition of Royal Masonic School for Girls in policy CP11 as a Major Developed Site.


	There is no guidance on when a site should be designated as a Major Developed Site, notwithstanding practice in other authorities.

While PPG2 recognises that education establishments may be Major Developed Sites and that they may predate the town and country planning system and green belt designation, there is no requirement that all such educational establishments are designated as Major Developed Sites.

The fundamental aim of Green Belt policy set out in PPG2 is to prevent urban sprawl by keeping land permanently open, and one of the key purposes of including land in Green Belts as set out in PPG2 is to assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment. Core Strategy Strategic Objective 1 sets out that there will remain a strong commitment to the protection of the Green Belt and that where changes to the Green Belt are required to meet identified development needs, these changes will be limited to the most sustainable locations on the edges of existing urban areas. The Royal Masonic School for Girls site is in a sensitive location and it is considered that designation of the site as a Major Developed Site would not be consistent with the aims of national policy or with the objectives of the Core Strategy, and would therefore not be the most appropriate strategy for the site.

Policy CP11 (and PPG2) state that there is a general presumption against inappropriate development that would not preserve the openness of the Green Belt or which would conflict with the purposes of including land within it. Where 
development needs of the Royal Masonic School for Girls can be accommodated without 'injuring the openness of the Green Belt', this would not be considered inappropriate under the provisions of policy, regardless of any Major 
Developed Site status.


	No change considered necessary.



	50142
	CPRE Hertfordshire
	Point b) of Policy CP11 states that minor revisions to Green Belt boundaries will be made to accommodate development needs.  This will only be necessary if the review of housing targets which we call for in our representations on Policy CP2 and paragraphs 5.8 to 5.10 produces a figure that cannot be accommodated within existing urban areas.
	Point b) may need to be deleted or re-written, depending on the results of the review of housing targets.


	Consultation on ’Changes to the Core Strategy Proposed Submission’ addresses revocation of East of England Plan..


	Consultation on ’Changes to the Core Strategy Proposed Submission’ addresses revocation of East of England Plan.

	50065
	Chilterns Conservation Board
	Paragraph 5.111 states that the Council will produce a design SPD which will incorporate or make reference to the Chilterns Buildings Design Guide and supplementary technical notes on building materials. This is supported.
	No change required.


	Support welcomed.
	No change required.



	50011
	Environment Agency
	We support this policy and are pleased it stresses the importance of not only retaining but also integrating new development with adjoining networks of green open spaces.
	No change required.


	Support welcomed.
	No change required.



	50066
	Chilterns Conservation Board
	Policy CP12 deals with the design of development and is supported as drafted.
	No change required.


	Support welcomed.
	No change required.



	50115
	English Heritage
	While we welcome parts a) and b) of this policy recognising the importance of local context and character, and the need to conserve and enhance heritage assets, we do not feel this goes far enough in recognising the potential for historic assets to contribute to place shaping. We have referred to the parts of PPS5 above which promote such an approach, specifically polices HE3.1, HE3.2 and HE3.3, as well as paragraph 7.
	Add to end of para 5.112 as follows:  ‘ …and the distinctive character of towns and villages. The starting point for understanding character is through analysis of the historic evolution of a place. English Heritage’s guidance ‘Understanding Place: an Introduction’, and related guidance, sets out ways to approach this. The Council’s Conservation Area Appraisals will make a contribution to the evidence base and the county Historic Environment Record should be consulted. At site level applicants may need to provide more detailed analysis of the historic evolution and significance of heritage assets and how their development complements and enhances this context.’

Add a new part to CP12 following a) as follows: ‘ Be informed by analysis of the historic evolution of the site, and its surroundings, to establish the historic significance, character and qualities which should shape the proposed development.’

Amend part b) to read ‘Conserve and enhance heritage assets and their settings, including any assets defined as Heritage at Risk’

(NB. The natural environment element of existing part b) might be covered in part l), or might otherwise form a separate point).
	More detailed policy on the consideration of heritage assets by development proposals as suggested will be included in the Development Management Policies DPD and in the Design SPD.

It is not considered necessary to expand points a) and b) of CP12 as suggested as these issues may already be considered through the policy without the need to specify.


	No change considered necessary.



	50133
	Hertfordshire County Council
	In its current form Policy CP12 and its supporting text may not be considered to be fully effective as they do not make reference to all relevant strategies that need to be considered to deliver high quality and sustainable design. 

The current (2nd edition) of ‘Roads in Hertfordshire’ provides detailed advice on the transport aspects of new residential and commercial developments. As well as setting out advice relating to the layout of roads and other highway features for the developments, the guide contains details of the standards that must be met before the adoption of highways can take place.          


	Both policy CP12 and the supporting text (Para 5.111) should make reference to the design of roads that come forward with development proposals. The County Council proposes the following policy wording: 

“Roads that are to be adopted in Hertfordshire and maintained at public expense should be designed and constructed to adoptable standard in accordance with Roads in Hertfordshire. Roads that are to remain private should have a long-term management and maintenance agreement”. 
	Agree that reference to Roads in Hertfordshire should be made for advice on transport aspects of new residential and commercial development.

The suggested addition to the policy is considered too detailed to be included within the Core Strategy itself, but may be incorporated into the Design Guide SPD or Development Management Policies DPD.
	Amend para 5.11 to include a final bullet point:
'*Roads in Hertfordshire.'

	50134
	Hertfordshire County Council
	The assertion made in bullet (f) that the use of innovative design should be used in order to reduce waste is welcomed.

A reference should be added to CP12 that required developers to provide access to non-car mode shares in new development.
	
	Access for new development is considered under CP10. It is not considered necessary to repeat this under CP12.


	No change considered necessary.



	50070
	Hertfordshire County Council Historic Environment
	Archaeological Site'- the explanation refers to known archaeological sites only.


	We suggest this is amended to the following: 'Assessment of whether the site contains, or is believed to contain any archaeological sites, or whether there are any within 1000m of it. Sites further than 1000m of any archaeological sites will score highest'. Reason: it is essential that the criterion includes the potential for as yet unknown archaeological remains to be present, including remains of national importance. This is in accordance with PPS5 policy HE2.3 which states 'Local planning authorities should use the evidence to assess the type, numbers, distribution, significance and condition of heritage assets and the contribution that they may make to their environment now and in the future. It should also be used to help predict the likelihood that currently unidentified heritage assets, particularly sites of historic and archaeological interest, will be discovered in the future'.
	Agree change to ensure accordance with PPS5.


	Amend 'Archaeological Site' explanation (pg 68) to: 'Assessment of whether the site contains, or is believed to contain, any known archaeological sites, or whether there are any within 1000m of it. Sites further than 1000m from any known archaeological site will score highest.'



	50135
	Hertfordshire County Council
	The explanation given to apply weighting to a site on the basis of its proximity to an archaeological site is considered not to be consistent with national policy. 

It is essential that the criterion includes the potential for as yet unknown archaeological remains to be present, including remains of national importance.  This is in accordance with PPS 5 policy HE 2.3 which states: ‘Local planning authorities should use the evidence to assess the type, numbers, distribution, significance and condition of heritage assets and the contribution that they may make to their environment now and in the future. It should also be used to help predict the likelihood that currently unidentified heritage assets, particularly sites of historic and archaeological interest, will be discovered in the future’
	The County Council suggests that the wording is amended to the following; 

“Assessment of whether the site contains, or is believed to contain, any archaeological sites, or whether there are any within 1000m of it. Sites further than 1000m from any archaeological sites will score highest”


	Agree change to ensure accordance with PPS5.


	Amend 'Archaeological Site' explanation (pg 68) to: 'Assessment of whether the site contains, or is believed to contain, any known archaeological sites, or whether there are any within 1000m of it. Sites further than 1000m from any known archaeological site will score highest.'

	50116
	English Heritage
	English Heritage commented at the preferred options stage that the scoring could lead to misleading results, and that the weighting attached to heritage assets is highly debatable. We understand that this is considered by the Council as only one tool to be used to establish suitability of sites but we disagree that it appropriately reflects the significance of heritage assets and their sensitivity to change in accordance with PPS5.
	We recommend that Appendix 2 is omitted from the Core Strategy.


	It is not considered that the appendix should be omitted from the Core Strategy as it provides guidance for communities on the kind of issues that will be considered in allocating sites or assessing applications. However text should be added to the appendix to clarify that while the criteria and scores may inform decisions on sites, in coming to a decision the Council will also consider each site on its merits and specific site circumstances.


	Add paragraph to bottom of pg 64: 'It should be noted that whilst the criteria and score of how well a site performs in relation to the range of planning and sustainability criteria may inform the Council's decision on the site, in coming to a decision the Council will consider each site on its merits and take into account site specific circumstances. It is not the case that higher scoring sites will automatically be taken forward and that lower scoring sites will not be taken forward.

	50019
	Chipperfield Parish Council
	The reference to continue financial support to R19 Abbots Langley to Chipperfield is outdated as the service from Kings Langley to Chipperfield was withdrawn without consultation and notice to Chipperfield residents.
	Consider reinstating this service in rural areas or delete from proposals as it is misleading.
	Agree change to project listing as service no longer runs to Chipperfield.


	Amend Infrastructure Project to ‘Continue financial support for R19 Abbots Langley to Chipperfield via Kings Langley station’



	50117
	English Heritage
	We would like the Infrastructure Delivery Schedule to include provision for contributions to the conservation and enhancement of heritage assets, and their settings. This might be added as a generic ambition, particularly referring to Heritage at Risk.
	
	The Infrastructure Delivery Schedule sets out schemes currently proposed to take place during the Core Strategy plan period. There are provisions to update the Schedule as new information becomes available, but without specific details it is not considered possible to add generic ambitions to the Schedule as this would not be effective.
	No change considered necessary.



	50012
	Environment Agency
	We advise a minor amendment to add water efficiency as an indicator for CP1 because Three Rivers sits within an area of 'serious' water stress.
	Add water efficiency as an indicator for CP1.


	Council does not oppose the inclusion of water efficiency as an indicator as the Spatial Portrait of Three Rivers recognises that the District is in an area of serious water stress. However there are concerns that 'water efficiency' may not be an indicator that could be monitored, and therefore it is not considered that this should be added as an indicator.
	No change considered necessary.



	50028
	Natural England
	Natural England welcomes revisions made to the Proposed Submission Core Strategy and consider 'Appendix 7 (CP9)' to be legally compliant and sound.
	No change required.


	Support welcomed.
	No change required.



	50040
	Hertfordshire Biological Records Centre
	Reference is made to bodies that are expected to provide ecological data as part of the process, and these include HBRC. Depending on the available information, targets may need to be refined to be made more effective in due course, although this is also consistent with the need to have a flexible plan.
	
	Comment noted.
	No change required.

	50100
	Herts and Middlesex Wildlife Trust
	HMWT and/or the Wildlife Sites Partnership should be included in the partners under CP9
	HMWT and/or the Wildlife Sites Partnership should be included in the partners under CP9
	Agree change


	Amend partners for first three indicators of CP9 to: 
'District Council/ HBRC/ HMWT'
'District Council/ HBRC/ HMWT/ Natural England'
'District Council/ HBRC/ HMWT'

	50118
	English Heritage
	We would like to see this included in the Appendices within the main Core Strategy document, and Heritage at Risk to be included in the indicators, including grade II listed buildings. This would accord with policy HE5 of PPS5.
	
	Heritage assets at risk is included as an indicator under CP1.


	No change considered necessary.



	50037
	Mr Brian Thomson
	I have a particular interest in the rural environment in Three Rivers and generally support the Green Infrastructure and Green Belt aspects of the submission, although I have reservations about the proposal to reduce Green Belt protection on urban fringes. However, I am concerned that these policies will not be fully effective because they ignore the interests of the farming community of the District who are key stakeholders in managing the rural environment. The Council's policies depend on prosperous and environmentally sustainable farming. No evidence is presented in the Core Strategy concerning the land use requirements and infrastructure needs of the farming sector, nor is there any evidence that the views of farmers have been sought. These deficiencies need to be remedied if the Core Strategy is to be sound.
	The Council should produce evidence concerning the land use requirements and infrastructure needs of the farming sector, including by consulting local farmers. Analysis of this evidence should then be factored into the policy framework.


	Previous public consultation in 2006, 2007 and 2009 consulted the whole District.

It is not considered necessary for the Three Rivers Core Strategy to include specific provision for farming in the District as this is adequately covered through national guidance, for example under PPG2 and PPS7.


	No change considered necessary.



	50067
	Chilterns Conservation Board
	The Board objects to the lack of a policy that specifically deals with the nationally designated Chilterns AONB. The Core Strategy already addresses the Green Belt and the Board considers that it would be more sound if it also addressed the AONB with a policy that ensures the conservation and enhancement of the natural beauty of the protected landscape and its setting. The Wycombe District Council adopted Core Strategy includes the following policy which seeks to address all key environmental assets in a single policy. If a similar approach were to be taken by Three Rivers DC the Board considers this would ensure that the Core Strategy complied with the National Parks and Access to the Countryside Act 1949, the Countryside and Rights of Way Act 2000, PPS7 and the Chilterns AONB Management Plan.

Wycombe DC Core Strategy Policy CS17 Environmental Assets
The Council will conserve and improve the environmental assets of the District by requiring:
1) the conservation and enhancement of the Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty and its setting.
2) the implementation of the objectives of national and local biodiversity action plans through measures including conserving and enhancing biodiversity in terms of species and habitat, protecting international, national and locally designated sites of importance for biodiversity and creating opportunities to link 
wildlife habitats.
3) the protection of open spaces and action to address deficiency in open space
4) the identification, retention and enhancement of green infrastructure assets, including the development of green corridors and networks as envisaged in the South East Plan and other relevant strategies including the forthcoming Bucks County Council Green Infrastructure Strategy
5) the conservation and enhancement of landscape character, with reference to national and county level landscape character assessments and where appropriate landscape character defined in more detail at local level
6) the preservation or enhancement of historic environments (and, where appropriate, their settings) through the identification, protection and/or appropriate management of archaeological remains, historic buildings and registered landscapes of national and local importance
7) the conservation and enhancement of watercourses, water bodies and their settings for their landscape character, biodiversity and recreational value- especially the River Thames and its valley corridor and the Districts chalk streams
8) the prevention of inappropriate subdivision of agricultural land to avoid degradation of land of amenity value.
	The Board seeks the addition of a policy along the lines detailed.


	PPS7 gives great weight to the conservation of the natural beauty of the landscape and countryside of AONBs. 

Core Strategy Strategic Objective 9 sets out the Council's intention to conserve and enhance the countryside, including the AONB. The Spatial Strategy assesses development according to whether development on the site would have significant impact on the environment, including in terms of visual amenity. Point f) of CP1 states that development will protect and enhance the natural environment from inappropriate development.

It is therefore not considered necessary to include any more within the Core Strategy to ensure the protection of the AONB.

The Development Management Policies DPD will however contain a more detailed policy specifically on landscape which will provide further guidance for assessing applications for development. 


	No change considered necessary.




