STRUCTURE PLAN AND

REGIONAL PLANNING ISSUES PANEL ITEM 3

18 July 2003

Members: M Bayes, R Clements (Sub), A Dodd, D Drake, J Metcalf (Sub), M

Saunders, | Simpson, R J Smith, W Storey, B York.

STRUCTURE PLAN ALTERATIONS TO 2016: OVERVIEW OF RESPONSES TO
DEPOSIT STAGE PUBLIC CONSULTATION

Main Authors: Rachael Campbell (01992 556294), Paul Donovan (01992 556289)

1.1

1.2

1.3

1.2

and Colin Haigh (01992 556279)

Purpose of Report and Introduction

To provide an overview of responses to the consultation on the dep03|t
version of the Structure Plan Alterations to 2016, which took place between 5
March and 16" April 2003. This initial report does not include officer comment
or recommendations on any of the responses. It represents a brief overview
of representations made and is not intended to be a comprehensive summary.
As such it cannot do justice to all the valuable views and comments that have
been received.

All responses are available for inspection in the Forward Planning Unit
(contact Angela Head on 01992 556297) and in the Members’ Room. A
summary is currently in preparation and will be available shortly which will
hopefully assist Members in identifying those issues and specific responses
on which they may wish to seek further information. The summary will be
made available in the Members' Room and copies will be sent direct to Panel
members on request. There will be more detailed analysis of representations
at subsequent meetings of the Panel.

There have been 259 responses, from the following range of sources:

National/Regional Agencies — e.g. Government Office for East of England,
Secretary of State for Health, East of England Development Agency,
Environment Agency, English Heritage, The Crown Estate, English
Partnerships

Hertfordshire District Councils and planning authorities in adjacent counties
Developers and landowners

Parish and Town councils

Business interests

Other organisations — local environment and amenity groups

Members of the public

This report contains a brief section (section 2) on the GO-East response,
followed by an overview of other responses under the following headings,
corresponding to the main chapters of the consultation document:
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Section 3: Development strategy and housing
Section 4: Development for employment needs
Section 5: Other policy matters

Sections 3 and 4 split responses into three groupings, as follows:

* National/Regional agencies - including Secretaries of State, the
Government Office, East of England Development Agency, English
Partnerships, and so on.

* Local authorities — Hertfordshire’s district and borough councils and
adjoining local authorities

* Development interests — including developers and their agents, land
owners, planning consultancies

e Others — including Parish and Town Councils, environment organisations
and local amenity groups.

Section 5 identifies some of the general issues raised on other policy matters,
but does not split the points under the above groupings.

The contents of representations made by individual members of the public will
be contained within the summary currently being prepared. This report
provides feedback on responses of organisations only.

Response of the Government Office

Panel will be aware of the consultation response of GO-East, a copy of which is
attached. As well as making a range of detailed observations on the Alterations
the letter raises a number of issues where GO-East consider that the
Alterations have not taken account of new guidance or emerging policy. It
guestions whether it is now appropriate to take the Alterations forward to an
Examination in Public (EIP), the commencement date for which was anticipated
to be late September.

The letter was considered by Cabinet on 19" May and full Council on 20" May,
where it was resolved to postpone the EIP but to keep progress on the draft
RPG14 under review by this Panel to advise Cabinet and Full Council on
appropriate action. Full Council also resolved that work on the Structure Plan
should progress, including consideration of the responses made during deposit,
examining the need for pre-Inquiry Changes and updating technical papers.
This Panel considered a programme for taking forward this work at its meeting
of 11 June 2003. This report is the first step in reporting back on consultation
responses.

Responses on Development Strategy and Housing
It is often the case that those making representations repeat similar issues in

responding to a range of separate but related policies. In the interests of
keeping the report to a reasonably manageable size, similar points are not
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repeated under separate policies. Where general points of principle are raised,
these have been registered under what is considered to be the most relevant

policy.

Policy 5 Green Belt

National/Regional Agencies — GO-East’s main concern is the approach to
ASRs — given the uncertainty that exists about the long-term development
strategy and the implications of the emerging regional spatial strategy and
dwelling numbers in RPG14, it is premature to seek to change the approach to
ASRs in the Alterations. Concerned that the Alterations seek to change the
strategy for Green Belt and ASRs so soon after adoption of the most recent
development strategy. EEDA consider the strategic need for release of green
belt area has not been assessed in the context of the Sustainable Communities
Plan. The Structure Plan should indicate how its policy towards green belt
contributes to the delivery of the Sustainable Communities Plan. English
Partnerships object as the proposed deletion of Stevenage West is premature
unless a detailed and robust assessment of all greenfield site opportunities
within the county supports such an action and the County Council is not
proposing to undertake this work until 2005/6. The selective development of
urban extensions represents a more sustainable approach then the fragmented
release of sites from the Green Belt. Stevenage West has also been identified
by the ODPM as one of its strategic projects to be delivered under English
Partnerships new remit.

The Secretary of State for Health (holding land at Napsbury Hospital in the
Green Belt) supports recommendation that Green Belt boundaries should be
reviewed but the policy should refer to opportunities at major developed sites in
the Green Belt.

Local authorities — Watford Council consider that the policy should reflect
Policy 5 of the adopted Plan to exclude land from the Green Belt for strategic
housing development. Stevenage Borough consider that Stevenage West
should be developed and the Green Belt rolled back to reflect a development of
10,000 dwellings. North Herts District support the retention of Green Belt
between Luton and Stevenage and the retention of proposed Green Belt
extension to resist development pressure that may come about as a result of
possible expansion of Luton Airport and effects of Milton Keynes/South
Midlands Study. Stevenage Borough object to the designation of Green Belt in
the area between Luton and Stevenage as it does not serve a Green Belt
purpose. The Borough points out that if Stevenage is successful in gaining
growth-point status in RSS/RPG14 there will be need for comprehensive review
of Green Belt around Stevenage. Policy 5 does not allow this to happen.
Welwyn Hatfield object to the prevention of boundary reviews to allow for
release of strategic scale housing development and designation of ASRs — this
fails to provide long-term strategic development strategy. Hertsmere Borough
states that PPG3, whilst placing an emphasis on maximising use of previously
developed sites, recognises need for greenfield development. Existing ASRs
should be retained.
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Essex County Council considers the policy unduly restricts the flexibility to
provide for required strategic scale development in a timely and sustainable
fashion. The approach could lead to ad-hoc releases not in accordance with
the sustainability aims of the Plan. Progress on RPG and district level housing
figures at the regional level should be considered. The policy may frustrate the
process of a comprehensive regional appraisal and the development of
sustainable options for potential growth in the London-Stansted-Cambridge
area. South Bedfordshire District Council object to the failure to take account of
emerging sub-regional growth area proposals for Milton Keynes and South
Midlands sub-region. This is likely to require additional development in
Hertfordshire on a substantial scale. Mid Beds District object to the failure to
carry forward review to Green Belt boundaries to accommodate 10,000
dwellings west of A1(M). Green Belt review should not be limited to towns
specified in Policy 6 but to other settlements also.

Amongst development interests there is both support for and against removal
of green belt release to the west of Stevenage based on views about scale of
potential in urban areas and hence whether it will or will not be required in the
Plan period and also whether development at any strategic scale location or
locations needs to be identified in advance of guidance in RPG14.

There is a view that greenfield and green belt land will be required to meet
development needs in the period to 2016 and that the policy should reflect this,
particularly in identifying at least one strategic site, but also in allowing the
identification of smaller scale peripheral greenfield sites and safeguarded land.
The policy as it stands will preclude identification of safeguarded land. As it is
no longer proposed to include strategic development to the west of the A1(M) it
is no longer appropriate to continue to put forward a green belt extension.

There is support for the deferral in allocating strategic scale greenfield sites
until such time as regional planning body has considered relevant emerging
issues and it would be premature to make allocations in advance of SERAS
publication and other ongoing studies.

An inner and outer green belt boundary review should be undertaken to assess
whether they still serve their intended function — this would provide background
information to the Regional Planning Guidance in assessing any requirement
for strategic housing schemes on greenfield land and to local planning
authorities wishing to review their own boundaries. The policy should also
specify the scale of peripheral development considered appropriate and explore
the potential of previously developed sites on urban fringe/Green Belt which
should be considered for development in preference to developing open land in
urban areas.

3.10 Green Belt reviews for limited peripheral development in accordance with

Policies 6 and 7 are welcomed and a range of specific sites or general locations
have been put forward (see paragraph 3.16). There is a view that the policy
should be reworded to give priority to release of sustainably located previously
developed land whether on periphery of settlements or not. Peripheral



development should not be limited to those settlements identified in Policy 6.
Should include a specific requirement for districts to review existing ASRs
against sustainability and other planning criteria.

3.11 As well as the retention of Green Belt releases to accommodate development
at Stevenage West, there is a view that the policy should make provision for
growth of Luton into Hertfordshire and facilitate development at land North of
Harlow.

3.12 Others - support deletion of strategic scale development to the west of the
Al1(M) at Stevenage and retention of Green Belt extension between Luton and
Stevenage because of emerging proposals for urban regeneration and
greenfield expansion of Luton as well as the possible expansion of Luton
Airport and associated major road and other transport links within Hertfordshire.
Concern that peripheral development represents a ‘loophole to breach the
defence of the Green Belt'.

Policy 6 — Settlement Pattern and Urban Concentration

3.13 National/Regional Agencies — English Partnerships support the promotion of
an urban renaissance as a key aim of its overall development strategy and
propose that the strategy should follow a sequential approach to the location of
development, looking first at capacity within urban areas before looking towards
the development of sustainable urban extensions. EEDA considers that the
development strategy omits strategic guidance on the role of the named
settlements in the linkage between growth and regeneration. Hertfordshire
offers excellent opportunities to contribute to and support regeneration of key
areas such as Lee Valley and Harlow. The Plan should be informed by the
outcome of growth areas at Milton Keynes and in the London-Stansted-
Cambridge and the Stansted Urbanisation and Harlow Options studies.

3.14 Local authorities - North Hertfordshire District request Letchworth referred to
as Letchworth Garden City. Hertsmere Borough question whether London
Colney should also be included within the list of settlements. Stevenage
Borough object to the supporting text on the basis that the strategy has
substantially changed from the adopted Structure Plan, placing undue reliance
on untried and untested sources of previously developed land.

3.15 Amongst development interests there is support for the identification of
various towns within Policy 6, though concern that other settlements should
also be listed — including Wheathampstead, Welham Green, Kings Langley,
London Colney and Park Street/Frogmore, Harlow, Redbourn and Chiswell
Green. There is a concern that the list should be defined in a consistent and
transparent manner and that the policy should be much more supportive of
development in other settlements.

3.16 There will be a need for peripheral and strategic greenfield extensions to meet
county’s needs as the policy as it stands would place undue pressure on major
urban areas and villages resulting in town cramming and inappropriate forms of
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development. The policy should be amended to incorporate a sequential
approach to development in line with national planning policy. Emphasis is too
much on limiting rather than accommodating development. A range of specific
sites or locations are put forward, including the following - land West of
Cheshunt, land on north western edge of Hoddesdon, West Stevenage,
Marshmoor (Welham Green), site north of Harlow, Location north of Abbots
Langley and south of M25, new hospital at Roehyde (Hatfield), Craigwell Fields
on the edge of Radlett, area south of Berkhamsted, Old Haberdasher’s
Association in Borehamwood, King Harry Lane in St Albans, Craigwell Fields in
Radlett, land north of Stevenage, sites in Watford/St Albans corridor, land west
of Cheshunt. Tests for limited peripheral development should be satisfied.

Concern expressed that excessive land releases around peripheries of small
settlements may cumulatively be at expense of single more sustainable
strategic location elsewhere which would be more likely to have scale potential
to genuinely encourage modal shift (land North of Harlow is put forward). It is
proposed that outside main settlements in villages within and beyond the Green
Belt development should be limited to infilling or small-scale development up to
150 dwellings (or 5ha).

The policy is seen as lacking strategic vision as to which of the settlements is
most suitable to accommodate growth — growth should be directed towards
those with best opportunities to become sustainable by virtue of size and
employment opportunities, services and other facilities they contain —
particularly Bishops Stortford, Hemel Hempstead, St Albans, Stevenage,
Watford, Abbots Langley. Concerns that it should also recognise regional
spatial strategies and policies that will support regional economic objectives
and the growth of Luton into Hertfordshire.

Others - with regard to settlements other than those listed in policy 6,
development should be required to take account of settlement character. Whilst
there is support for the general intention of the policy it includes the possibility
of peripheral development. There is a need to define ‘larger settlements’ and
‘limited’. One representation proposes that Tring should be removed from the
list of settlements as there are very few remaining development opportunities
and is surrounded by Green Belt and AONB designations.

Policy 7 — Main Development Strategy

National/Regional Agencies —The Crown Estate considers that the Plan does
not conform with RPG9 as it only provides for housing to 2011. Furthermore, it
does not take forward the Sustainable Communities Programme. Given
disagreement about urban capacity the approach does not provide the certainty
of meeting housing need and the approach should include allowance for
residual strategic greenfield sites. Need to undertake technical work now to
inform pre-Inquiry changes. The Crown Estate support the approach in Policy 7
as according with PPG3. However, the term ‘limited’ should be deleted in light
of approach to housing. English Partnerships object to the lack of a sequential
approach with regard to identifying sustainable urban extensions. HCC is
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deferring responsibility to identify sufficient quantity and range of housing and
there is no definition of what constitutes ‘limited’ peripheral development — an
approach which promotes small scale greenfield releases could put a significant
strain on local services without compensating contributions through planning
obligations which larger schemes can provide. Need sustainable urban
extensions such as Stevenage West which provide development certainty,
address long lead-in times and allow for possible increase in county’s growth
requirements.

Local authorities - Dacorum Borough, East Herts District and North Herts
District express support. Watford Council object to lack of reference to using
strategic sites outside urban areas. Hertsmere Borough consider the policy
should recognise the potential of Major Developed Sites in the Green Belt.
Stevenage Borough consider the review is untimely and unnecessary and the
strategy is unrealistic, placing undue reliance on urban previously developed
land — policy fails to take into account Borough’'s preferred strategy for
Stevenage as regional or sub regional growth point. South Bedfordshire District
object to the failure to take account of emerging sub-regional growth area
proposals, including urban expansion of Luton into Hertfordshire districts.

There is a view amongst development interests that minimising greenfield
development is only one factor in a holistic development strategy — using it
above all other considerations is not a robust approach. Development
strategy needs to encompass more general objectives of moving towards a
better balance between housing, employment, services and alternative
transport opportunities and of meeting regional planning objectives for
accommodating development within the identified sub-regional growth areas —
for example, the London Stansted Cambridge corridor will have a significant
impact on approach in eastern Hertfordshire. The development strategy should
be fundamentally reviewed to consider full implications of not identifying
strategic locations for supplementary housing development on greenfield sites.

Putting off decisions on a cohesive development strategy until the Structure
Plan is next reviewed is not desirable or necessary - this is out of step with
urgency identified by Government to achieve a step change in housing delivery.
Needs to set out housing targets and delivery on five-yearly periods setting out
main sources of provision and reserve sites where there is a shortfall in
provision, adoption of the sequential approach, maintain specific policy to cater
for expansion of Stansted, co-ordination of infrastructure and a specific and
practical policy on Plan, Monitor and Manage. If the County Council considers
it is premature to undertake sustainability appraisal of greenfield development
then the whole Plan is premature.

The County Council’s urban capacity study is unrealistic and there are no easy
brownfield sites left in most urban areas. The County Council’s results should
be considered secondary to districts’ assessments - if districts are right there
will be a serious shortfall of housing as there are no contingent options. The
‘Plan, Monitor, Manage’ approach can only operate if there is contingency
provision. As the strategy is based on housing delivery through windfall sites,
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this will not allow Local Plans to identify 5 years worth of housing and is
therefore contrary to PPG3.

Whilst there is support for making best use of land within urban areas, other
sources need to be recognised and there is a role for both small scale
peripheral development and large scale strategic greenfield sites. PPG3
recognises urban extensions as the next sustainable option to brownfield
development and the policy needs to reflect the sequential approach in PPG3.
There is a need to assess capacity on brownfield/despoiled land prior to
greenfield releases. In this regard, former mineral sites should be considered
sequentially preferable to greenfield land. One view considered that peripheral
locations should not be subject to local plan processes as these are too slow.
A contrary view sees the policy leading to unsustainable patterns of
development through incremental identification of small scale greenfield sites
for development on edges of towns.

Policy 7 potentially sanctions peripheral developments of up to 999 dwellings. —
the sum of non-strategic peripheral developments could cumulatively equate to
very substantial dwelling total of strategic proportions. Districts may identify
peripheral development as being easier than rigorously pursuing urban capacity
opportunities. Limited peripheral development should be no more than 150
dwellings (or 5ha) before the Regional Planning Body has addressed need for
strategic scale greenfield housing development in Herts. Others consider that
‘limited’ should be defined as development that is not strategic (i.e. less than
1,000 dwellings) as such sites could make a valid contribution to sustainable
development. There should be greater concentration of growth at key urban
centres where peripheral growth here is likely to be most sustainable.

As well as the towns listed in Policy 6, the policy should include support for
development at settlements both excluded and not excluded from the Green
Belt and which are of a size and function comparable to small towns.

The Structure Plan can take account of the London Stansted Cambridge sub-
regional study and the findings of SERAS, Regional Transport Strategy and
Multi-Modal Studies and should proceed in tandem with RPG14 — if it proceeds
it would be out of date within a year of adoption.

Other comments include that the policy should be expanded to cover
development of greenfield sites within urban areas and the vagueness of some
terms (e.g. ‘context of the settlements as a whole’ and ‘demonstrable
sustainability benefits’) and a concern that the policy is unlikely to provide
adequate affordable housing by over-reliance on sites within urban areas -
peripheral sites are a way of releasing significant levels of affordable housing.

Others - general support but should not be used to overcrowd urban areas or
potential impact on important wildlife areas within urban areas. The possibility
of peripheral development is considered by some to be a loophole to breach
the defence of the Green Belt and the lack of identified strategic scale housing
development will lead to a gradual erosion of Green Belt around existing
settlements. Policy should be stronger and mention sequential approach.
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Character of urban areas should not be exaggerated and can be overcome by
use of imaginative, sensitive approach to design and high quality landscaping
and planting.

New Policy — Strategic Scale Green Field Housing Development

National/Regional Agencies — GOEAST question whether it is prudent to omit
strategic greenfield reserves and ASRs, particularly given the differences in
opinion on urban capacity, which may be needed to meet longer-term housing
requirements during the Plan period. This view is reinforced by the fact that
RPG14 may include a housing requirement for Hertfordshire that is higher than
that proposed in the Alterations. Seeking to change the strategy for the Green
Belt and ASRs so soon after adoption of the Structure Plan to 2011 would not
be an appropriate way to proceed. English Heritage supports the withdrawal of
Stevenage West. The Crown Estate object as the policy fails to provide any
certain strategic guidance or framework on the fundamental issue of strategic
scale greenfield housing development.

English Partnerships consider that if there is a shortfall in urban capacity
strategic greenfield releases will be needed — as these require long lead-in
times there may be serious supply problems. This policy is premature pending
the outcome of further detailed work on the review of greenfield site
opportunities. Need a new policy to acknowledge that sustainable urban
extensions, such as Stevenage West, may be more appropriate than
fragmented release of land from the green belt. EEDA object as the Plan gives
insufficient and potentially conflicting strategic guidance. The Plan needs to
acknowledge that this lack of guidance will result in it being superseded by
RPG14. Not providing for greenfield requirements risks underachievement of
RPG provision. If so many aspects are unknown and it may be too late to twin
track the Structure Plan with RPG14 it may be better to leave strategic planning
guidance to RPG14 which can address all the uncertainties.

English Nature support the approach as representing a prudent and pragmatic
policy position in light of current uncertainties.

Local authorities - Watford Council object as should not avoid identification of
strategic scale housing locations — the wording offers no certainty or guidance
for the review of local plans and LDFs. North Herts District and East
Hertfordshire District support as being complementary to main development
strategy and would avoid making premature and potentially flawed decisions
based on uncertainties to be addressed during the period to 2016 by RPB.
Hertsmere Borough object as wider regional and sub-regional issues should be
part of the development strategy.

Stevenage Borough consider this is not a strategic policy as it offers no
guidance to districts — methodology used to conclude that Stevenage West
allocation is no longer needed is deeply flawed and should be reinstated,
allowing for full 10,000 dwellings as part of Borough's aim to see Stevenage
designated as regional or sub-regional growth point. Welwyn Hatfield Council



object as will result in piecemeal incremental approach which will be
unsustainable and increase pressure on the district for more housing. Delaying
decisions to 2005 will not allow new housing to be delivered. PPG3 recognises
planned urban extensions as the next most sustainable option - Policy 8 should
be retained or a revised version making provision for new strategic scale
housing allocations or ASRs to be identified for period to 2016. Dacorum
Borough is concerned at the lack of a mechanism to allow for greenfield sites to
come forward if needed as a contingency given the widespread doubts on the
findings of the Urban Capacity Study.

3.36 South Bedfordshire District Council object to preventing districts from identifying
strategic scale sites to meet sub-regional housing allocations and considers the
policy should reflect growth proposals for Luton. Mid Beds District object to
failure to carry forward strategic allocation of 10,000 dwellings at Stevenage
West. Postponement of consideration of accommodating RPG requirement to
2016 until after 2006 is ill-conceived. Districts urban capacity assessment
should be considered as more reliable than HCCs. Bedfordshire County
Council consider it is highly likely that Hertfordshire will need to identify further
greenfield development and there is a need to identify strategic scale
development — any delay will undermine ability to fully meet the housing
requirement in Hertfordshire and lead to greater pressure on surrounding
authorities. There is a failure to adequately explain deletion of Stevenage West
— such planned releases will be needed either here or elsewhere, without which
development will be ‘pepper-potted’ across Herts. Also consider that
commitments in adopted or proposed local plans which do not utilise previously
developed land should not be excluded.

3.37 A range of development interests consider the policy to be too restrictive as it
assumes that HCC’s urban capacity study figures are correct. Strategic and
non-strategic greenfield development will be required and the policy should
reflect the sequential approach. The deletion of Stevenage West is not
accepted or justified and there is strong support for its retention amongst some
parties. Strategic allocations should be identified or the policy should allow
these to be identified through local plan processes. The policy should also
allow the identification of Areas of Special Restraint (ASRs) and require the
review of existing ASRs. Should positively endorse Bishops Stortford ASRs
particularly given the regional and sub-regional context with the Deputy Prime
Minister announcement that London Stansted Cambridge corridor be a major
growth area.

3.38 There is a view that the Alterations should be delayed as unable to address
significant planning matters associated with RPG14 and SERAS. A
sustainability appraisal in 2005-6 is unlikely to deliver housing by 2016 due to
long lead-in times of strategic development.

3.39 Support approach to Stevenage West as development lies beneath current
flight path of London Luton Airport and as such is not an appropriate location
for major new development. This is compounded by uncertainty surrounding
the SERAS report and other options for future development of London Luton
Airport. The location is considered to be contrary to noise advice in PPG24.

10



3.40 Concur that Stevenage West does not represent a sustainable location and
work should start in identification of alternative allocations (area of damaged
land between How Wood, Park Street, London Colney, Harper Lane and
Colney Street is one of the most sustainable locations for strategic sized mixed
use development).

3.41 Support approach as having considerable planning merit and reflects plan,
monitor and manage approach. Provides degree of certainty to 2006 and
allows impact of Government decisions to be assessed and justifiably negates
need for strategic development Stevenage West before 2011. Land north of
Harlow offers key sustainable development opportunity consistent with EEDA,
RES, London Stansted Cambridge sub-region study and Harlow’s draft
community strategy — support no strategic scale housing allocations or new
strategic scale ASRS before RPB concludes its review.

3.42 The Structure Plan should be informed by RPG allowing the two to run in
tandem. It misses opportunity to set out clear strategic planning framework in
light of RPG14, sub-regional studies and SERAS. The sustainability appraisal
of greenfield options should be undertaken now to inform pre-Inquiry changes.

3.43 In addition to proposals to reinstatement of Stevenage West and for recognition
of potential at land north of Harlow and land between How Wood, Park Street,
London Colney, Harper Lane and Colney Street, Shendish Manor is put forward
as having potential for 1,000 dwellings and the ‘area south of Berkhamsted’ is
also raised.

3.44 Others - general support for protection of greenfield land and the difficulty in
carrying out sustainability appraisal before government resolves a number of
strategic issues. Support deletion of Stevenage West on urban capacity,
prematurity and environmental and sustainability grounds. Other parties
oppose deletion of Stevenage West as would place pressure on greenfield land
elsewhere. Positive statement should be made that no greenfield allocations
should be made in local plans. HCC’s urban capacity study represents an
underestimate of potential within urban areas.

Dwelling Distribution (including Policy 9)

3.45 National/Regional Agencies — GOEAST considers that whilst there is
uncertainty about the level of provision that will be required in RPG14, there are
a number of current indicators of the direction of demographic change and
development levels in the region beyond those catered for in RPG9.
Sustainable Communities sets out a step change in housing provision in four
growth areas, including the London-Stansted-Cambridge corridor and Milton
Keynes/South Midlands. These and other factors have not been adequately
reflected in the Alterations. The Crown Estate considers that the Plan fails to
provide for development beyond 2001 and therefore does not conform with
RPG9, PPG3 and the accompanying guide. Need a change in approach or a
new policy to address this.

11
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EEDA object due to uncertainty over urban capacity, lack of long term strategic
greenfield sites and imbalances in the spatial distribution of jobs and housing
growth — all raise questions about the distribution of housing growth. Urge
caution on the level of supply assumed to be available from the re-use of
employment land as there is no evidence that the scale of release can be
delivered. There is a mismatch between Stevenage’s role in the sub-regional
economy, particularly as a source of high value jobs, and its annual dwelling
requirement (the lowest in the County). This will lead to increased
unsustainable commuting from other areas to jobs in Stevenage and will act as
a constraint on economic development as labour supply is restricted. Obiject to
the proposed de-allocation of Stevenage West. Policy gives no indication of
Hertfordshire’s contribution to the step change in delivery of housing in the
growth areas that is sought by the Communities Plan, nor does it acknowledge
the district level housing figure work being undertaken by EERA.

Local authorities - Watford Council consider 290 per annum is too high,
particularly as it is based on HCC’s urban capacity assessment — it should be
more in the region of 175 per annum, which is based on the districts
assessment of capacity. North Herts District accept most sources of capacity
and the overall figure pending completion of its own urban capacity study and
the update of the HCC study. Hertsmere Borough consider 210 per annum
would be more appropriate than 250. Current requirements are 230 per annum
compared to average 297 per annum achieved. The Alterations figure
penalises the district for effectively over-providing in the first half of the
Structure Plan period. The Structure Plan has not taken account of the
projected under supply of employment land anticipated by 2011, the strategic
importance of the Green Belt in Hertsmere, infrastructure capacity, the ability
for settlements to support services and the true extent of passenger transport
links.

East Herts District endorse policy. Stevenage District object as figure is lower
than existing RPG allocation and fails to recognise Borough’s ambitions to have
Stevenage designated a growth point. Makes little sense to have emerging
business clusters stifled by restrictive house building in the area and when it is
clear that Stevenage is far more geared to development than many older towns
in Hertfordshire. Welwyn Hatfield object to 390 dwellings per annum in
absence of proper long term development strategy. Dacorum Borough
consider it's annual rate should not be pushed beyond a level which would
result in a greater level of greenfield land being released for housing than will
be specifically set out in the Proposed Modifications to the Dacorum Borough
Local Plan 1991-2011.

Mid Beds District object to failure to provide for total housing figure 2001-2016
and to reduction of annual rate for North Herts to 430 dwellings. The A1(M) is
under considerable housing demand with population decanting from larger
towns in North Herts. It would be sustainable to provide homes in larger
existing employment and commercial centres at Stevenage, Letchworth and
Hitchin.

12
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There is a view amongst development interests that as RPG9 requires annual
rates to be reviewed upwards in 2006 and this assumption is not reflected in the
Plan, it starts from an artificially low starting point. Plan only provides for period
to 2011 and therefore does not comply with RPG9 or PPG3. However, an
alternative view supports the total figure as it accords with current RPG and
should not change in the absence of any clear cut new information.

Distribution pattern resulting from HCC urban capacity assessment approach
does not conform to sustainability principles when considering suitability of
these areas to accommodate additional development. Substantial levels of out
migration from Stevenage would be contrary to concept of urban concentration.
Continued promotion of migration into North Herts which does not contain
largest settlements. Significant levels of out migration from key districts — East
Herts and Dacorum. Reversal of past trends concerning St Albans. Wider view
should be taken of distribution of population, not just previously developed land.
Stevenage and Watford are locations capable of supporting local public
transport system. No reference to how growth forecasts for economy will relate
to level and location of dwelling provision There will be longer journeys to work
at Stansted unless dwellings provided. Overall level of economically active
residents will fall over plan period and will impede economic growth and social
development — this is a function of reducing building rates within RPG.
Restrictive level of housing in Stevenage will result in increased commuters and
likely to draw workforce from other locations in East Coast Main Line corridor
and further afield.

Distribution does not reflect strategic planning considerations but the location of
previously developed land — this should not be the sole determinant and should
include demographic and economic factors, infrastructure, physical and
environmental constraints, etc.  Propose increase in Broxbourne as a priority
area for economic regeneration, concentrations of deprivation and
unemployment, pressing need for urban renaissance. In Dacorum, Hemel
Hempstead recognised as suitable location for strategic housing development
and in East Herts as strategically important in L-S-C corridor. Hertsmere
contains identified reserve of land demonstrably suitable for housing and where
housing has been at rates below required to meet local needs. North Herts and
Stevenage should be increased to reflect Stevenage West allocation.

Range of more detailed views expressed on how the distribution could be

changed, including:

* Average rate in East Herts is not reflective of economic growth that will
occur in east of county and should be increased from 450 to 500.

* St Albans provision should be increased to reflect opportunities in the
Watford-Albans corridor, linked to strategic public transport improvements.

» Difficult to see how St Albans level of housing will be delivered via approach
of existing commitments plus previously developed land.

» Possible to provide more dwellings in Broxbourne than indicated, particularly
land west of Cheshunt.

* Increased provision should be made in St Albans and East Herts to reflect
opportunities for development on the peripheries of existing main
settlements.
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3.54

3.55

3.56

3.57

» Support proposed figure of 470 dwellings per annum for St Albans District.

» Support urban capacity study and identification of Harperbury as residential
development opportunity together with recognition as major developed site
in the Green Belt.

* Hertsmere have failed to take account of a large site — Old Haberdasher’s
Association, Borehamwood.

* Rates in North Herts too low given demand in the district.

e St Albans rate should be maintained at least 470 per annum because of
pressures from London and affordability issues. Harpenden offers
significant sustainability advantages.

» Provision in Welwyn Hatfield should be increased to reflect opportunities at
Marshmoor, Welham Green.

* Should be greater emphasis in the north of the County.

* Provision in Dacorum should be increased to 360 dwellings per annum.

» Dacorum should be increased to 400 in order to allow a greater proportion
of locally-generated dwelling needs to be met in situ. Stevenage West is
not well placed to meet needs in Dacorum. Technical studies
accompanying the Local Plan Review identify a number of sustainable sites
around Hemel Hempstead urban fringe that could be brought forward.

Others - Stevenage West allocation should be fairly distributed around all
settlements. Numbers for Stevenage should be reduced from 5,700 to 4,600
and for North Herts from 10,400 to 8,060. Support for lower rate in East Herts
as is largely covered by Green Belt and protected countryside designations,
along with limited amount of previously developed land. Objection to housing
targets for St Albans. Flawed urban capacity study has resulted in district
council making piecemeal release of Green Belt sites.

New Policy - Monitoring of Housing Land Supply and Managed Release of
Allocated Sites

National/Regional Agencies — The Crown Estate support policy as according
with approach in PPG3. English Heritage welcome reference to reuse or
conversion of buildings.

Local authorities - Broxbourne Borough, Stevenage, Three Rivers, Watford
and Welwyn Hatfield District object as it would allow windfall sites to come
forward before allocated sites, encouraging an oversupply and undermining the
role of the development plan and possibly resulting in allocations being
abandoned or deferred. Dacorum Borough and Hertsmere District consider it is
impractical to hold back greenfield sites depending on release of previously
developed sites in other districts. North Herts District support complementary
approaches to maximising use of previously developed sites and support
bringing forward previously developed sites without delay.

Amongst development interests there is some support for acceptable
windfalls on previously developed land being brought forward without delay but
these should not take precedence over allocated sites. The policy should
recognise guidance in PPG3 that it may be preferable to develop greenfield
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3.58

3.59

3.60

3.61

3.62

3.63

3.64

3.65

sites in preference to previously developed ones. It should also provide for the
lead-in times for greenfield development which may need to be introduced into
early phases in the Local Plan to ensure delivery.

The policy does not consider or prescribe monitoring approaches set out in
guidance ‘Managed Release of Land Through the Planning System’. LPAs
should be required to monitor housing in accordance with the distribution in
Alterations and identify at least a five year supply which is realistically available,
along with reserve sites to be brought forward if required and justified by
monitoring evidence.

A view has been expressed that the policy should support the development of
previously developed sites before small scale greenfield sites, but not strategic
allocations made by RPB.

Mechanisms for districts to liaise with each other to produce complementary
approaches for releasing sites to maximise use of previously developed land is
not explained and could lead to uncertainty.

One view proposed that as long as sufficient housing land is provided it does
not matter at what stage it is undertaken - there should be no phasing.

Others - support phasing to restrict greenfield development, though wording
could be stronger. Support for complementary approaches between districts to
maximise use of previously developed sites.

Policy 10 — Affordable Housing

National/Regional Agencies - Secretary of State for Health would wish to see
specific reference to key workers under criterion iii. Local authorities should set
site, size and threshold levels based on needs surveys. The Crown Estate
support in principle but consider that a county target may be helpful as a guide.
English Partnerships support the objectives, however, the overall development
strategy relies heavily on small previously developed sites in urban areas which
carries the risk that affordable housing target will not be achieved. EEDA object
to not including specific reference to key workers to ensure that the full
spectrum of need is addressed — failure to do so could jeopardise
competitiveness. The Plan needs to explain how reliance on previously
developed land will enable sufficient numbers of affordable housing to be
delivered.

Local authorities - Watford Council supports districts setting own thresholds
and targets. A further policy on key worker housing could be developed to
assist districts in making provision for this type of housing. Dacorum Borough,
Hertsmere Borough and Welwyn Hatfield District support the policy. Stevenage
Borough object as repeats Government guidance and should identify how the
main development strategy will actively deliver affordable housing.

Development interests have raised a number of issues, including:
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e ‘Minimum’ should be deleted from criterion ii and emphasis instead placed
on negotiation. Developer contributions are not intended to be the sole
source of new affordable housing provision. Criterion iii goes beyond
planning guidance and should be deleted.

* Policy should only be applied to developments of 25+. On larger sites
affordable housing must be based on rigorous assessment of local needs
and not arbitrary district target. Peripheral site quotas should be based on
the needs of the adjoining settlement not also making good shortfalls in
other settlements.

* Wrong for districts to be asked for exact proportions of particular types of
affordable housing as needs change over period of local plan. Should not
dictate categories of affordable housing as this is contrary to Circular 06/98
and too prescriptive.

* Revised policy accords with Circular 06/98 by not imposing countywide
proportion of housing to be secured. Approach consistent with Government
guidance.

* Need greenfield sites to deliver affordable housing.

» Disappointed that the notional overall target for the County of 45% is no
longer included and that there is no reference in the policy to key worker
housing.

3.66 Others - General support. More social and affordable housing should be

4.1

4.2

provided within rural areas along with appropriate infrastructure. Failure to
provide key worker affordable housing needs addressing. Policy should give
clearer guidance on the importance of need.

Responses on Development for Employment Needs (including Policies 14
and 15)

Policy 14 Development for Employment Needs

Some support although the majority of representations received either object or
raise serious concerns over the County Council’s labour supply approach for
estimating future employment needs in Hertfordshire. Comments also refer to
the Plan’s lack of recognition of a wider regional, economic perspective,
particularly strategies such as the Regional Economic Strategy (RES).

National/Regional Agencies — GO-East comment that continued growth in the
East of England will have a bearing on the whole region including those
counties closest to London and in particular Essex and Hertfordshire. Further
demographic pressures will play a significant part in setting the longer term
context for the county’s future development. In relation to policy 14 GO-East
seek clarity on appropriate locations for employment, together with a review of
existing employment allocations in local plans to ensure that they are in
sustainable locations.
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4.3

4.4

4.5

4.6

4.7

4.8

4.9

EEDA objects to the proposed labour force supply approach, saying it is flawed
and contrary to the RES targets. EEDA does not accept there is adequate
provision to achieve the business as usual (BAU) and enhanced growth (EG)
scenarios to meet the RES targets. The policy fails to provide guidance on B1,
B2 and B8 floorspace totals/district distribution, which is contrary to PPG12 and
undermines the opportunity to test the balance between net growth in
floorspace provision and housing supply.

EEDA consider that the proposed loss of employment land needs to be
examined in more detail.  Specific reference is made to an EEDA
commissioned strategic sites study, which indicates that in the
Stevenage/A1(M) corridor, there is existing development pressure that will grow
with any expansion of Stansted.

Overall the principle of releasing employment sites and the distribution of this
reduction to districts through target figures in supplementary planning guidance
(SPG) is considered problematic. EEDA comment that the Plan needs to
demonstrate how it has taken account of qualitative constraints, the economic
development implications of releasing substantial quantities of employment
stock, whether this loss can be achieved by natural turnover, or whether
businesses will be moved and the need to allow for lapsing of permissions.

English Partnerships and the Crown Estate object to new criterion i) on the
grounds that it restricts development of mixed uses on key employment sites.
They say that flexibility is needed, as there could be a role for B8 and other
employment uses, including B2 as part of a mixed use development. Propose
that this criterion be amended to take into account that sites adjacent to existing
or potential transport nodes might be suited to Bldevelopment and allocated as
such.

Network Rail object to the reference to small scale employment development in
criterion iv) as all employment development regardless of scale would benefit
from a location well served by public transport.

English Heritage comment that it is important that smaller scale business
floorspace in town centres is not lost as a result of over-supply on modern out
of town sites and business parks.

Local authorities — Four district councils have made no comment on this policy
and have therefore not expressed any concern over the principle of a labour
supply approach. Watford Council support this approach, however there are
concerns over the accuracy of the model and the potential implications of loss
of employment land for Watford. Proposals to keep under review floorspace
guidance figures are supported, as are proposals to prepare SPG. Dacorum
Borough Council object to the employment policies of the Plan on grounds that
they do not provide a fully practicable and workable long-term policy framework
for Dacorum. Particularly object to proposed loss of employment floorspace in
Dacorum due to its impact on the local economy and impact on employment
opportunities in the long term.
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4.10

411

4.12

North Hertfordshire District Council support the County Council’s labour supply
approach, which complements the district council's existing SPG on
regeneration of sites for housing no longer needed for employment and
community uses. East Hertfordshire District Council and Hertsmere Borough
Council support the policy, the latter suggesting some minor wording
amendments.

Stevenage Borough Council objects for similar reasons put forward by EEDA.
In addition comment that reference should be made to the Roger Tym &
Partners Study (1999) which identified strategic employment needs. Suggest
there should be a county/district commitment to update this work. Further
object to the listed criteria and their expression in local plans. Reasons include
the replacement of local plans with Local Development Frameworks (LDFs);
prejudices district councils’ independent ability to determine whether this policy
and/or more detailed policies are necessary in LDFs and lastly expecting LDFs
to include a detailed policy to reflect strategic guidance is contrary to the
principles of preparing LDDs set out in ODPM’s advice.

Welwyn Hatfield Council object to the employment strategy of the Plan and
comment that within the district, floorspace requirements will need to continue
to exceed that required, purely to meet it labour supply needs. Concerned that
future SPG will require the district to lose employment floorspace, the effect of
which would be to force firms out of the district. The large scale release of
employment land would run counter to existing economic strategies, including
the district's own Economic Development Strategy and the Prosperity In
Hertfordshire document. Agree with Stevenage Borough Council and EEDA
regarding flaws and serious uncertainties in the way that floorspace provision
has been calculated. Further comment that the County Council’'s proposed loss
of employment land is pre-emptive of decisions regionally and sub regionally on
housing and employment. Lastly it is contrary to government guidance to
delegate policy requirements for floorspace limits to SPG which cannot be
exposed to proper testing. Should be revised to remove reference to SPG and
countywide strategy to limit employment floorspace growth to growth in labour

supply.

4.13 The majority of business and development interests object to Policy 14 as it

is centred on an employment supply based approach rather than employment
demand and risks an under provision of employment floorspace. A smaller
number support the principle adopted in the Plan. Many representations take a
similar line to EEDA and English Partnerships, including employment
forecasting is an extremely theoretical and quantitative process which cannot
take into account gqualitative factors and improvements needed. Comments
include the following:

e It is not accepted that the choice is as simple as de-allocate existing
employment sites.

e If it is not possible to de-allocate sites the housing strategy could be
compromised.

* The need for sustainable economic growth should be met primarily through
re-use of suitably located land in, or available for, employment use.
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» Development proposals should seek to capitalise upon the sustainable
potential of Stansted Airport as a driver of economic growth.

e The approach lacks direction on terms of directing employment
development to appropriate areas and identifying specific floorspace
requirements from a regional level.

 The Plan fails to take into consideration the growth aspirations for the
region. The policy in its present form is inflexible to wider regional
developments.

* The policy does not place sufficient emphasis on the protection of all types
of employment land.

4.14 Hertfordshire Chamber of Commerce & Industry do not agree with the labour
supply approach taken. Object to the release of employment land floorspace
for other uses as this will involve the incursion of housing into existing
employment areas.

4.15 Royston Chamber of Commerce disagree that there is an oversupply of
employment space. This does not reflect Royston’s position.

4.16 Others — generally support an approach which limits commercial development
to what is needed to provide sufficient jobs for the number of working people.
CPRE Hertfordshire comment that reference should be made to the benefits of
mixed use and that it is unclear whether more employment land is needed or
not.

New Policy Promotion of Business Clusters

4.17 The majority of representations received support the inclusion of this new policy
on the promotion of business clusters. Specific comments have been made on
the practical issues in bringing forward business clusters in Hertfordshire.

4.18 National/Regional Agencies — EEDA welcomes the inclusion of this new
policy, however the Plan needs to address how in land use terms, local plans
should aim to develop and expand links between clusters. The identification of
further key site allocations is needed to support the development and
expansion of clusters and if necessary, further key site allocations should be
made in the Plan.

4.19 Local authorities — Six district councils have made no comment on this new
policy and have therefore not expressed any concern over the principle of the
inclusion of such as policy. Watford Council and Dacorum Borough Council
support the new policy. Watford Council raise concerns about the difficulties in
achieving clusters through the planning system alone. Hertsmere Borough
Council propose minor word changes and Stevenage Borough Council while
supportive of the principle of business clusters object for similar reasons put
forward by EEDA. Further object to the listed criteria and their expression in
local plans as summarised for policy 14.
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4.20

4.21

4.22

4.23

4.24

4.25

The majority of business and development interests support the principle of
business clusters as a sustainable concept advocated in RPG9 and PPG11.
Specific comments include, reference should be made to Stansted Airport as
providing the basis for a potential business cluster and the policy should
encourage the identification of suitable sustainable locations for business
clusters having regard to PAERs, key employment sites and other key
strategically placed sites, including the London-Stansted-Cambridge sub
regional corridor.

Others — Support this new policy. The East Anglian Region National Farmers
Union comment that clusters must be capable of responding to the needs of
rural areas.

Policy 15 Key Employment Sites

Representations received both support and object to the County Council’'s the
continued identification of key sites in the county.

National/Regional Agencies — GOEAST consider that Structure Plans should
only deal with strategic rather than detailed issues, therefore policy 15 should
not refer to employment ‘sites’ but locations. EEDA object to this policy
commenting that the Plan needs to give guidance on how it is responding to the
Sustainable Communities Plan regarding the provision of employment growth in
the Growth Areas and the Harlow vicinity, the Stevenage area and the
regeneration in the Lee Valley PAER. Specifically the development of Park
Plaza and Three Cherry Trees Lane as specialised technological activities
(STASs) need to be considered in the light of awaited research. EEDA also refer
to recent research which indicates that development pressure in the south and
west of the county is high for all business uses and that there is some evidence
of unmet demand. EEDA comment that the current STA allocations are
unlikely to meet all cluster needs.

English Partnerships support the key objective to promote high value added
growth centred on new knowledge based economy. However English
Partnerships and the Crown Estate object to the final paragraph of the policy
which refers to land at Three Cherry Trees Lane where priority will be given to
STAs or other activities. They say that it is inappropriate to be prescriptive on
key employment sites until the conclusions of an EIP discussion on the
appropriateness of STA designations.

Local authorities — Watford Council, Broxbourne Borough Council and
Hertsmere Borough Council support policy 15. Broxbourne Borough Council
welcomes the continued identification of key sites in the Borough and joint
working to bring forward these sites. Hertsmere Borough Council query why
the issue of affordable housing has been advanced in this policy but not
elsewhere and suggest an amendment to the text which acknowledges that B
class uses alone are unlikely to provide a package of uses that contribute to the
sustainable functioning of a key employment site. Both Stevenage Borough
Council and Welwyn Hatfield Council object. Stevenage Borough Council on

20



4.26

4.27

4.28

5.1

the grounds that inadequate consideration has been given to the need to
allocate further key employment sites; the policy is not in conformity with
regional strategies and pending legislation and lastly there is no recognition of
the role of Stevenage in business clusters. Welwyn Hatfield comment that
given the proposed alterations include greater emphasis on mixed use
developments and changes to government guidance, the designation of key
employment sites solely for B1-B8 employment is now inappropriate.

Response from business and development interests show a mixture of both
support for and objection to the identification of key employment sites.
Comments are similar to EEDA, English Partnerships and the Crown Estate
regarding STAs designations and the need for guidance/reference to
employment development in the Growth Areas and the Harlow vicinity.

Additional comments include:

* the policy should clarify that key employment sites are high quality sites
reserved exclusively for ‘B’ uses

» there is a need to revisit the assumptions behind the economic strategy of
the Plan in the light of the broader regional strategy.

Others — Stevenage and North Herts Green Party and Stevenage Town Forum
support policy 15.

Responses on Other Policy Matters

A considerable number of detailed comments have been received on matters
other than those relating to the development strategy and employment policies.
It is not possible in this report to run through the detailed comments received on
all policies, though these will be presented in the summary currently being
prepared and which will be available shortly. However, a brief synopsis of the
feedback on these policies is contained in Appendix 1.
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Appendix 1

A brief synopsis of the general feedback on policies other than the
development strategy and employment policies (greater detail to be included in
summary under preparation)

Policy 1 Sustainable Development

Mixed response. Many respondees are supportive of the general principle, but
recommend amendments to better reflect their professional remit / area of expertise.
Objectors highlight a gamut of concerns and occasionally call for partial or full
deletion. Major concerns include:

- Policy is superfluous — should be deleted and replaced with reference to existing
PPG sustainability guidance

«  Narrow and restrictive in focus — fails to recognise the different nature of Herts
towns

- Insufficient account is taken of the Regional Economic Strategy, regeneration,
social inclusion and environmental opportunities

« Insufficient consideration of Communities Plan

- Approach to preserving Green Belt is likely to be incompatible with forthcoming
RPG

- Falls to recognise the role of traditional manufacturing

«  Policy aims are incompatible

- Lack of reference to Sustainable Development Framework for the East of
England

- Historic environment cannot be considered within critical capital concept as it is
irreplaceable

New Policy Making Development More Sustainable

General support for policy principle, but concerns over the approach. Respondees
primarily highlight the issue of scale and that it would be inappropriate to require a
sustainability statement for all developments regardless of size. A number of
respondees suggest a threshold approach. There is also concern that requiring
districts to produce supplementary planning guidance checklists will lead to variation
and therefore lack of consistency. GO-East assert there is no need for a separate
checklist and that policy could be deleted. The Crown Estate assert that the
checklist should be relevant to land use planning.

New Policy Design and Quality of Development

Mixed response. Objectors regard the policy as unnecessarily detailed, merely a
repetition of Government guidance, difficult to understand and inappropriate for a
Structure Plan. Recommendations for improvements include:

- Rewording to remove unnecessary detail

« Inclusion of design codes and density information
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- Extend scope to demonstrate design and landscape issues are taken onboard

- Acknowledge that neutral impact development is acceptable

- Reflect supplementary planning guidance already adopted by authorities

«  Shortening of supporting text

«  Should include guidance on how developers demonstrate design and landscape
iIssues have been taken into account

- Advocate the preparation of development briefs for key sites

«  Needs to include principles of ‘rethinking construction’

Policy 2 Infrastructure and Provisions of Development

Mixed response. There is specific support for emphasis on strategic approach and
requirement for developers to finance the costs of provision. More general support,
subject to specified amendments. A number of objectors have queried why only
utility company requirements are mentioned. Other objections focus on:

- Insufficient certainty over direction of growth

« Unreasonable to expect developer to always pay

- Poor wording — adds confusion rather than clarity — repeats PPG1
« Adequate guidance already in Circular 1/97 ‘Planning Obligations’
- Falls to reflect guidance in Circular 1/97 ‘Planning Obligations’

«  Should be a local plan matter

Policy 3 Community Planning

General consensus that policy repeats Government guidance, is too prescriptive and
should be a local plan matter. However, the Crown Estate support proposed
amendments. Districts argue that it will not be possible to co-ordinate local plan and
community plan timetables. Other objectors regard it as unnecessary — it is a desire
rather than land use related and is completely unenforceable.

Policy 4 Town Centres

Little stated support. North Herts envisage that policy will enable strengthening of
vitality and viability and enhancement of local character. Objectors broadly regard
the policy as repeating Government guidance and that it should be a local plan
matter. Concerns include:

- Should recognise the complementary role of district centres and hub villages

- Should prevent out / edge-of-centre development

- Transport criteria is ambiguous — should encourage shift towards non-car modes

«  Emphasis on housing and mixed use development is inflexible — may prejudice
town centre vitality and viability improvement projects

«  Suggestion that parking criterion should be split as it addresses many distinct
issues

- Concern that parking criteria fails to take account of visitor and tourist needs

« Adds little to PPG6 — therefore could be deleted
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- Does not take account of forthcoming abolishment of Traffic Warden System

Policy 11 Accommodation for People with Physical Disabilities and Other
Special Needs

Supported by Hertsmere and Watford. Objectors regard that policy is either
sufficiently dealt with under Part M of the Building Regulations or should be a local
plan matter. Concern that the policy will hinder a supply of sufficient housing and
that setting a target for lifetime homes provision is not practical or reasonable. GO-
East consider this policy and new policy should be combined.

New Policy Accessibility for People with Disabilities and Mobility Problems

EEDA support. Limited support from elsewhere. Policy is generally regarded as a
local plan matter. Objectors suggest it is inappropriate to set a target for mobility
standards homes as this is dealt with under Part M of the Building Regulations. In
contrast, CPRE suggest all homes should be designed to full mobility standards and
a proportion to Lifetime Home standards. Hertsmere suggest policy wording should
not limit itself to houses as flats can also make a contribution to the objective. GO-
East consider this policy and policy 11 should be combined.

Policy 12 Gypsy / Traveller Sites

Supported by Watford. Dacorum suggest an amendment to exclude travellers from
the Chilterns AONB. They also suggest the deletion of reference to accessibility to
schools and other key services, and activities such as keeping animals and large
vehicles.

Ashwell Parish Council concerned that preventing identification of Green Belt will
inevitably lead to the identification of non Green Belt land, automatically excluding
much of Hertfordshire. They suggest an approach based upon equality of access
and expense. GO-East and Stevenage regard the policy as simply restating much of
Circular 1/94 ‘Gypsy Sites and Planning’, as contrary to PPG12 and as contrary to
emerging local development framework guidance.

Policy 13 Education and Training

Limited support, although objections primarily focus on amendments to wording.
Once again there is an assertion that the policy should be a local plan matter.
Oaklands College regard the policy as inconsistent with the positive nature of
supporting text. Other concerns and suggestions include:

« Improve rural nursery and playgroup provision

- Make existing school facilities more available before and after normal school
care

«  Curtail motor vehicle trips to schools
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«  Should be presumption against selling off playing fields

- Failure to acknowledge importance of student accommodation

« Include paragraph relating to the protection of education land until no need is
proven

- First paragraph could refer to need to minimise opportunities for crime and anti-
social behaviour

New Policy Health Service

There is a general assertion that policy should allow HCC to allocate strategic land
for major health facilities and identify them on key diagram. Roehyde in Hatfield is
twice mentioned as a suitable location. Delegation of this role to local plans is
generally regarded as too constraining. Respondees also focused upon locational
issues, stating that the sequential approach is not considered an appropriate
approach and that it may be necessary to look beyond existing centre boundaries.

Policy 16 Retailing

Responses focus on four main issues. Firstly, there is support for the identification
of Watford and Stevenage as major sub-regional centres, but suggestion that
Watford should be elevated above Stevenage. Secondly, respondees welcome the
recognition of the Brookfield Centre, London Colney SavaCentre and Hatfield
Galleria, but recommend a stronger statement on addressing the role of out-of-town
centres. Objectors call for growth of such centres to no longer be permitted. Thirdly,
the supporting text fails to address the impact of distance sub-region centres such as
Thurrock and Bluewater. Fourthly, major retailers believe there is requirement for
new floorspace and object to justification for only ‘limited’ new development — regard
the policy as providing a negative future context.

In addition, GO-East suggest that the final paragraph repeats PPG6 and could be
deleted. English Heritage request acknowledgement of the issue of scale when
considering store modification.

Policy 17 Location of New Development Attracting Many Trips — The Sequential
Approach

Mixed response. GO-East regard policy as repeating PPG6 and therefore
unnecessary. Other respondees assert that the policy should make it clear that:

« All criteria i) to viii) must be satisfied before out-of-centre development can
proceed

«  Policy should not be used to justify town cramming

- Should make clear policy only applies to retail and leisure developments

« Should recognise that custom is not solely resident based — custom is also
derived from business and travel generators

«  Should be clearly stated that developments attracting too many trips will not be
permitted
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«  Should be local plan matter

GO-East suggest introductory text could be shortened for policies 16 and 17 to make
the Plan more concise and focused.

Policy 18 — Rural Economy and Development in the Countryside

The majority of respondees support the overall policy thrust, including the Crown
Estate. Numerous respondees suggest that residential use of rural buildings could
be more appropriate than business uses in certain circumstances. However,
Braughing Parish Council call for exhaustive study before such changes of use are
allowed. English Nature state residential use should be resisted in historically
important buildings. General assertion that the restrictions are too severe. Others
welcome the clearer guidance provided on this issue. Regret at loss of previous
criteria ii) covering diversification.

Responses welcome the acknowledgement of sport and recreation, protection of
environmental assets, visitor accommodation and tourism but note the failure to fully
take account of horseriders, canals and navigable waterways, biofuels, protection of
the countryside for its own sake and rural shops and post offices.

The Crown Estate also consider it appropriate to include a policy on rural facilities to
reflect RPG9 and PPG17 guidance on strengthening rural vitality and viability.

Policy 19 Employment Development outside the Main Towns (proposed to be
deleted)

Crown Estate support policy deletion. Legal and General Assurance object to
deletion as policy provides important strategic planning guidance.

Policy 20 Tourism

General support for this policy. There are minor objections to the policy wording,
particularly that design and environmental impacts should apply to both rural and
urban areas. English Nature identify tourism as relevant to living places like St
Albans. British Waterways object to green tourism definition and call for canal-based
tourism to be included in new definition. Arlington Property call for recognition and
support of film industry activities. Once again, there is an assertion that this is a local
plan matter. GO-East consider introductory text could be shorter.

Policy 21 Telecommunication
Overall support for this policy subject to minor wording amendments. As a result of
changes, the Crown Estate now support this policy. Orange regard the policy as

clear and accurate reflection of PPG8. T-Mobile support the explanatory text but
suggest deletion of paragraph 215 bullet point 4 (quantity of facilities) as it does not
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offer a balanced planning position. They also regard the planning profession as the
incorrect arena to determine bullet point 9 (health effects). The reference to
International Commission guidelines is regarded as inappropriate, as these may be
revised during the plan period.

Respondees request additional paragraph preventing masts near residential or
educational facilities and in rural areas. Watford recommend the splitting of the first
paragraph into a criteria-based policy, as it is too long and covers too many issues.

Policy 22 Reduction of Travel Need and Car Usage

General support for policy intention. However, it is noted that the policy does not
consider the impact of development outside Hertfordshire which could affect the
county. In addition, there are numerous amendment suggestions:

+  Criteria should be ‘and’ not ‘or’

- ‘The Management of Traffic and Car Use’ is proposed as a new title to properly
reflect the policy objective

«  Policy misses the opportunity to require Green Travel Plan submissions as part
of an application

«  Should be clear what local provisions are supported

-  Criteria i) nullifies the policy aim to reduce motor traffic growth as it implies a
predict and provide approach

- Implementation proposals could be expressed more clearly

- Emphasis on mixed use in urban areas should be spelt out in policy

Policy 23 Networks and Facilities for Non Motorised Transport and Passenger
Transport

Overall support for the policy principle, particularly promotion of cross-regional
movements away from London and the emphasis on non motorised transport.
However, specific concerns relating to:

« Railheading will place pressure on railway stations with best commuter services

- Need to improve parking at rural stations

«  Should be a local plan matter

- Failure to acknowledge canal and towpath potential

«  Failure to prioritise non motorised transport as set out in PPG13

- Should be separate policy covering walking and cycling, given importance in
PPG13

Policy 24 Environmental Traffic Zones
Respondees are generally supportive and commend the principle, but wish to
acknowledge the discriminatory effects of traffic calming measures (on elderly,

disabled, emergency vehicles), the need to address traffic calming issue in both
urban and rural environments, to mention horseriders and to consider how the policy
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might be encouraged. GO-East regard that implementation proposals could be
expressed more clearly.

Policy 25 Parking

Mixed response. Strong objection to the implication that parking will be limited at
railway stations, as this can facilitate more sustainable travel patterns. Lack of long-
term railway parking increases likelihood of reliance on car for whole journey.
General desire to recognise the positive role of park and ride facilities, although
CPRE call for reference to their negative aspects and the unsuitability of parking in
greenfield sites.

General consensus to apply parking standards more flexibly to reflect local
characteristics or the type of development (particularly supermarkets). GO-East
state that maximum parking standards should accord with those in PPG13. HBF
wish developer contributions to apply only to large developments. Respondees also
request reference to car clubs and to allow lower parking standards where they are
implemented. Stevenage call for zonal approach, on street / off street parking
balance and note the lack of reference to parking strategies. They also wish to
ensure parkway proposals do not prejudice passenger transport facilities elsewhere.
Hertsmere recommend numerous amendments as they believe criteria based
approach is unnecessary. They also regard car free development opportunities as
limited.

Policy 26 Primary Routes and Through Traffic

Overall support. General belief that network needs to be used safely with no
capacity increase. Should return possession of urban streets to pedestrians,
children and cyclists. Highways Agency are concerned that policy misinterprets
Transport White Paper which states that less restrictive approach should be applied
in support of integrated transport.

Policy 27 Highway Improvements Other than to Primary Routes

Overall support. Concern that policy does not mention role of Local Transport Plans.

Policy 28 New Roads

General support, subject to minor amendments. However, GO-East regard this
policy as a statement of general intent and could therefore be incorporated into
supporting text. Another objector considers there is a lack of joined up strategic
thinking between transportation policies, with a tendency to ignore broader regional
issues.
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Policy 29 Traffic and Road Safety Implications of Development Proposals

General support, subject to minor amendments. Highways Agency suggest policy
should be expanded to take account of Government guidance concerning
development types required to develop travel plans. Strong support from Little
Berkhamsted Parish Council, particularly in relation to mineral and waste workings.

New Policy Freight

Mixed response. General thrust supported, but fails to be sufficiently positive.
Emphasis could be strengthened to focus on promotional approach to the creation of
freight depots and expansion of the policy to incorporate interchange facilities,
overnight lorry parks and navigable waterways (although English Nature regard this
as conditional on there being sufficient water to operate locks in light of climate
change concerns). Suggestion that all heavy good vehicles be confined to A roads.

Policy 30 Rail and Water Freight Depots

Overall support. General urge for HCC to identify suitable sites and those existing
depots which should be safeguarded, thereby allowing redevelopment or alternative
use of other sites. GO-East suggest policy could be clarified by implementation and
locational criteria details. It is not accepted that existing depots necessarily provide
best opportunity for developing new facilities. Lafarge Aggregates call for HCC to
work with Strategic Rail Authority to identify suitable sites. Radlett Aerodrome is
twice mentioned as suitable location.

British Waterways refer to lack of reference to navigable waterways,
counterbalanced by English Nature’s concern regarding sufficient water to operate
locks in light of climate change predictions.

Policy 31 Rail Improvement Schemes

General support. Disappointment to note omission of Hertfordshire East West
Passenger Transport Links. Some concern over inclusion of East Coast Route
Upgrade, but general support for this proposal. Strategic Rail Authority support best
use of existing network. GO-East regard policy could usefully provide details about
timescales and likelihood of implementation. Another objector considers there is a
lack of joined up strategic thinking between transportation policies, with a tendency
to ignore broader regional issues. English Partnerships support east west rail
scheme to reduce reliance on radial routes and encourage concentrating of
development in existing settlements. EEDA support recognition of schemes
prioritised in the Regional Economic Strategy.
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Policy 32 Central Herts Passenger Transit System (proposed to be deleted)

Welwyn Hatfield object to deletion. Serious omission of policies promoting east west
passenger transport schemes.

Policy 33 Trunk Road Programme

Policy should reflect A1(M) multi modal study suggestion of introducing variable
speed limits. Should also mention that A10 Wadesmill Bypass is under construction.
The Woodland Trust is concerned that HCC state support for M1 and A1(M)
widening as programmes may affect ancient woodland. The Strategic Rail Authority
concerned policy is too specific and may prevent car parking increase at railway
stations. Should reflect that although no road congestion exacerbation is preferred,
sites where this may occur should not be excluded. GO-East query whether these
facts warrant policy inclusion. Another objector considers there is a lack of joined up
strategic thinking between transportation policies, with a tendency to ignore broader
regional issues. EEDA support recognition of schemes prioritised in the Regional
Economic Strategy.

Policy 34 Motorway Service Areas

Should be greater flexibility introduced to distance between service areas, and where
feasible should be located on damaged or poorly restored land, not virgin sites. Title
should reflect policy context by inclusion of word “New”.

Policy 35 County Transport Schemes

Mixed response with general support and occasional objection to road schemes.
Objection to deletion of Watford Junction Interchange, A5183 Park Street Bypass
and East West Passenger Transport Links. Support for promoting of cross regional
movements. Request for HCC to liase with Highways Agency re. A414 to M11 link
road. Essex County Council object to the inclusion of the A414 to M11 link road.
Request for definition of County Telematics Strategy. Another objector considers
there is a lack of joined up strategic thinking between transportation policies, with a
tendency to ignore broader regional issues. EEDA support recognition of schemes
prioritised in the Regional Economic Strategy.

Policy 36 Improvements to Local Feeder Network

One respondee supports, one makes no comment and one objects in that it should
be a local plan matter.
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Policy 37 Stansted Airport-Related Development in Hertfordshire (proposed to
be deleted)

Persimmon Homes regard deletion of policy as inappropriate given potential growth
of Stansted. Assertion that deletion is short sighted. Countryside Properties assert
that the Plan should make provision for housing close to Stansted to accommodate
employees associated with expansion permission and potential SERAS outcome.

New Policy Airports

Mixed response. Supporters highlight the economic role airports play in
Hertfordshire. Objectors concerned that policy is overly negative, does not provide a
strong position on potential expansion, that the approach towards associated
development is ambiguous and that it will frustrate or be used to resist housing
development. EEDA assert that policy provides inadequate guidance for regarding
airport growth. Other objectors assert that HCC should not be the determining
authority. Supporters assert that HCC should take a more proactive role, should
establish criteria against which airport expansion proposals can be measured, and to
widen the policy to take account of general aviation i.e. new and existing flying
schools. English Nature acknowledge that Stansted’s impact within Hertfordshire
provides legitimacy for the Plan to seek to influence the scale of development.
English Partnerships acknowledge the importance of calculating affordable housing
needs as result of any increased airport development.

Policy 38 Critical Capacity and Other Important Environmental Assets

General support. GO-East consider there is too much explanatory text. Some
concern arises where other development considerations may outweigh
environmental asset protection. Suggestion to mention mitigation measures where
this may occur. Omission of reference to economic benefits of landscape and
species in undesignated sites. Felt inappropriate that all assets are given same level
of protection. Policy should make clear distinction between statutory designations
and local plan designations. English Nature want direct reference to historic
landscape character. The Crown Estate supports the use of High Biodiversity Areas
and recommend this is used in the Biodiversity Action Plan for consistency.

Policy 39 The Water Environment, Resources and Conservation

General support, including the Crown Estate. Regulatory bodies (Environment
Agency, British Waterways) concerned that policy fails to sufficiently acknowledge
their professional remit. Support for approach to minimise flooding risk and methods
to minimise water usage. Some concern policy attempts to encompass too many
issues; resources, quality, flooding could be separate policies.
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New Policy Protection of Soil

Overall support. Suggestion policy should follow current good practice guidance.

Policy 40 Agricultural Land

General support, but some concern mineral element of policy is too restrictive.
Should allow extraction with restoration proposals. Also concern over balance
between ‘unavoidable’ development and protection of agricultural land. GO-East
assert that policy adds little to PPG7 and should be deleted.

Policy 41 Woodland, Tree and Hedge Cover

General support. Concern policy is too extreme, that trees and hedge cover will
inevitably be lost and that redress of loss cannot always occur in urban areas. Policy
may only be enforceable where trees have existing protection. Suggestion policy
principle be expanded to include watercourses and ponds. Length of explanatory
text could be reduced.

Policy 42 Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty

General support. Concern over conflict which may arise with rail development where
alternative options are not available. Assertion that housing development must be
considered within context of lack of water.

Policy 43 Landscape Conservation Areas (proposed to be deleted)

Support for deletion.

Policy 44 Landscape Regions (proposed to be deleted)

No comments.

New Policy Landscape Character

Support from the Crown Estate as policy accords with PPG7, but general concern
relating to three issues. Firstly, assertion that policy lacks clarity on some issues.
Secondly, the policy should refer to generic rather than specific SPG, as updating
SPG will result in an outdated policy. Thirdly, Landscape Character should not
replace Landscape Conservation Areas until this work has reached maturity — at
present, it has not been sufficiently progressed.

In addition, the policy does not acknowledge the role of the man-made dimension of
landscape.
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New Policy Visual Amenity

Mixed response. General belief that policy is overly prescriptive, not required or
should be dealt with at local plan level. Suggestion that policy principle is sufficiently
covered by new design and quality policy. Concern that policy is overly focused on
landscape as mitigation measure and that views are not protected by planning
legislation. Does not consider visual impact of light pollution or role of historic
features in the landscape contributing to visual amenity.

Policy 45 Restoration of Damaged Land

General support, subject in minor amendments to shift policy emphasis. General
concern that policy focuses on rural areas and within Landscape Character Areas.
Should recognise urban areas and that restoration frequently occurs as part of
redevelopment proposal. Mention should be made of the archaeological or historic
interest of contaminated land or buildings.

Policy 46 Open Space in Settlements

Considered too detailed and prescriptive — is a matter for local plans. Respondees
support the strategic approach, the emphasis on audits and the acknowledgement of
the contribution made by open space to environmental assets and biodiversity.
Concern that policy does not refer to historic landscapes or other roles that open
space performs i.e. floodplain, visual amenity. Hertsmere suggest rewording related
to need assessment. Also concern policy goes beyond PPG17 as there is no
requirement to realise qualitative gain for the community in exchange of land.

Policy 47 Sporting, Recreation and Other Leisure Facilities

Mixed response. Dacorum assert that policy should focus on strategic issues.
Objectors regard this policy as unduly detailed, lacking mention of social inclusion
and private sports facilities, and beyond the provisions of PPG17. Suggestion that
policy could be split to deal with protecting existing facilities. Hertsmere suggest
there may be occasions where qualitative gains warrant quantitative losses. Leisure
providers focus on market and community demand. North Herts assert criteria xi)
should refer to intensive use in town centres, as distinct from intensive development,
as use is the attraction.

Policy 48 Rights of Way
General support. Suggestion that policies 48 and 49 be amalgamated. East Anglian

Region National Farmers Union regard main aim is to rationalise and modernise
access network. National Trust want gaps filled and radial routes provided centring
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on visitor destinations and around transport nodes. It is also regarded as important
that housing developments do not destroy existing footpaths and bridleways.

Policy 49 Access to the Countryside

General support. Suggestion that policies 48 and 49 be amalgamated. Policy
should recognise strategic rights of way network for long distance footpaths and the
role of urban fringe areas (such as Colne Valley Linear Park in Watford). East Anglia
Region National Farmers Union highlight inherent downsides of countryside access
that must be recognised i.e. maintenance costs (habitats, fences, gates),
trespassing, motorbikes and 4-wheelers, car dumping and fly tipping.

Policy 50 Regional Parks

Overwhelming support.  Suggestion that policy be widened to incorporate
Stanborough Lakes Country Park and to allow development, enhancement and
extension of existing regional parks.

Policy 51 Watling Chase Community Forest

General support for policy objectives. Suggestion that designation does not stifle
redevelopment opportunities which would deliver sustainability objectives and realise
visual improvement.

New Policy Cemeteries and Crematoria

Mixed reaction. Support for joint assessment and cross boundary approach.
Request for re-inclusion of ‘green cemeteries’ policy. Hertsmere raise major
objection to lack of reference to geographical context — is pressure arising from
London? the region? what about the needs of different religious groups?

Policy 52 Safeguarding of Mineral Resources

Objection to inconsistent sterilisation policies between Structure Plan and Minerals
Local Plan. Stevenage regard reference to local plans as inappropriate, as
forthcoming local development frameworks will not be required to conform to
Structure Plan policies. GO-East support this policy. Arlington Property request
greater flexibility to account for potential of other forms of development.

Policy 53 Mineral Supply
Various concerns. Suggestion that policy should accord with Minerals Local Plan by

mentioning aftercare and recycled aggregates, and should refer to restoration
processes. Bedfordshire concerned that policy is ambiguous and does not take



account of regional apportionment — should state that it will maintain a seven year
landbank. CPRE regard policy as ‘predict and provide’ — policy should place greater
emphasis on reducing demand.

Policy 54 Energy Generation

Mixed response. General support, subject to some wording amendments. Policy
should make reference to Circular 1/2003 Wind Turbine Development. Policy should
be referred to as distinct criteria in Policy 1. CPRE support renewable energy
projects to meet local needs. East Anglian Region National Farmers Union support
farm production of renewable energy crops and request positive planning policies
and tax regime to encourage small scale renewable energy plants.

New Policy Energy Conservation

General support. Accords with RPG9. Some concern that policy is too detailed to
be Structure Plan matter. CPRE wish to ensure such development is located away
from sensitive areas. GO-East support this policy but assert explanatory text could
be shortened.

Policy 55 Waste Management

General support subject to wording amendments. Assertion that policy should
recognise recycling of biosolids benefits for agriculture, that toxic emissions should
be avoided and should take account of the regional waste management strategy.
Objection that policy is evasive, lacks clarity and should have a more rigorous
commitment to county self-sufficiency. This last point is re-iterated by Essex.

Policy 56 Hazardous Installations

Some support. Consideration that issue should be dealt with at local plan level.
Stevenage regard reference to local plans as inappropriate, as forthcoming local
development frameworks will not be required to conform to Structure Plan policies.
English Nature want policy to address potential impacts of installations on
environmental assets.

Policy 57 Potentially Polluting Development and Location of Pollution Sensitive
Development

Support for inclusion of lighting and noise pollution reference, but suggestion these
can form separate policies as in pre-deposit consultation document. Environment
Agency suggest rewording to mitigate impact of light pollution on wildlife and
habitats. Stevenage regard reference to local plans as inappropriate, as forthcoming
local development frameworks will not be required to conform to Structure Plan
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policies. The Crown Estate regards that noise and air quality should be dealt with
under separate policy.
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Website:  http://www.go-east.gov.uk

15 April 2003 Our Ref: E1/M1900/02/02/10
Your Ref:  FP/RC/ah/02.03.02F

Dear Mr Wood

HERTFORDSHIRE STRUCTURE PLAN ALTERATIONS 2001-2016
DEPOSIT DRAFT

Thank you for consulting the Government Office on the deposit draft of the
Hertfordshire Structure Plan Alterations 2001-2016.

Recent Government guidance, which supplements PPG11: Regional Planning,
advises that it is desirable to move forward as quickly as is practicable into the new
development plans system proposed in the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Bill.
County and Unitary Authorities should therefore be encouraged to review their
structure plan preparation programmes and re-consider whether it would now be
sensible to redirect the resources towards the appropriate elements of the Regional
Spatial Strategy (RSS).

As you know, the Regional Planning Panel agreed in principle at its meeting in early
March that the regional, county and district planning bodies would work together to
produce district level housing figures to 2021 for inclusion in draft RPG14. Lord
Rooker has now agreed the Panel's proposals. This means that in this respect draft
RPG14 will reflect the purposes of an RSS. The draft RPG14 is now due to be
published in February 2004.

This decision has fundamental implications for the compatibility of the strategy set
out in the draft Structure Plan Alterations - in particular the amount and distribution of
housing - with the emerging draft RPG14. Given the timing of these Alterations and
on-going work on draft RPG14 we consider that inclusion of district level housing
figures in RPG raises serious questions about the value of proceeding with these
Alterations. These concerns appear to be borne out by the approach the County
Council has taken, which reflects some of the uncertainties about bringing forward
Alterations to the approved Structure Plan at this stage. Not least amongst these is
the fact that the dwelling distribution is not made on a firm, long-term basis but relies
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on RPG14 to set the requirement in the longer term. We question therefore whether
the Alterations meet their main stated purpose, to update the Structure Plan to 2016.

In addition, we have a number of other related concerns about the Structure Plan
Alterations and their relationship with development issues in Hertfordshire and the
wider southeast, and the direction of Government policy.

The East of England has been one of the fastest growing regions in recent years.
Continued growth will have a bearing on the whole region including those counties
closest to London, in particular Essex and Hertfordshire. Demographic pressures will
therefore play a significant part in setting the longer-term context for the County’s
future development. As the Alterations rightly point out there is uncertainty about
what overall level of housing provision in the region will be required in RPG14.
However, there are a number of current indicators of the direction of demographic
change and development levels in the region.

The Regional Planning Panel discussed at its 14 April meeting the demographic
projections for new dwellings which will inform the overall requirement to be included
in RPG14. Further work on this issue will be considered by the Panel at its June
meeting with a final decision on the overall dwelling requirement likely in July. The
available projections point to significant demographic pressures beyond the levels
catered for in RPG9.

As well as population and household projections and trend-based growth forecasts,
there are other important strategies and studies which will inform the process of
agreeing a dwelling requirement. These include the draft East of England Housing
Strategy, which points to significant levels of newly arising and unmet demand and
need for housing as a result of supply failing to meet the demand and need that
exists. The draft East of England Affordable Housing Study also raises this
significant issue of under provision of housing in general and affordable housing in
particular. The East of England Development Agency is currently reviewing its
Regional Economic Strategy. One of the key issues will be to ensure that there is an
adequate supply of housing to meet regional economic needs.

These important influences must be viewed within the wider context of the direction
of Government policy. You will be aware of the recent publication of Sustainable
Communities: Building for the Future, which sets out the Government’s proposals for
a step-change in housing delivery focused on four growth areas, including the
London-Stansted-Cambridge corridor and Milton Keynes/South Midlands. The
Communities Plan provides an important new context for strategic and local
planning, which will have particular implications for the East of England. The
Sustainable Communities in East of England daughter document gives a clear
indication of the challenges faced in this region. In terms of housing these include:
to provide for the East of England’s growing population; to address the imbalance in
the demand for and supply of housing; increasing the numbers for those on modest
incomes; and to close the gap between the need for and provision of rural affordable
housing (page 5).

Meeting the region’s long-term housing needs in general and in the growth areas in
particular will be significant issues for the on-going work on draft RPG14. These
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issues have not in our view been adequately reflected in the Alterations (nor could
they reasonably be expected to be given the respective timing of the Communities
Plan and Alterations).

Due to the uncertainty about the implications of this strategic work for the region’s
and Hertfordshire’s housing numbers and distribution, we reiterate our concern that
bringing forward these Alterations now - particularly given the timing of the regional
work and progress of the Structure Plan Alterations - is not the most productive way
of proceeding. But in the event that these Alterations are nevertheless brought
forward, it will be important to ensure that they are workable and certain in their
effects.

We note that the County Council is seeking to adopt challenging targets for recycling
land. In doing so the Council is following the broad policy approach set out in PPG3:
Housing. We welcome the fact that the strategy reflects the important principles of
thoroughly assessing urban capacity and making optimum use of previously-
developed land. But we note that there is a significant difference of opinion between
the County and District councils over the urban capacity that exists in Hertfordshire.
We consider that this uncertainty that exists over urban capacity is an issue which, if
the Alterations are taken forward, will need to be discussed fully at an examination-
in-public. As a result of this uncertainty, we also question whether it is prudent to
omit strategic greenfield reserves which may be needed to meet longer-term housing
requirements during the Structure Plan period.

The fact that RPG14 may include a housing requirement for Hertfordshire that is
higher than that proposed in the Alterations also calls into question the approach
adopted in the Alterations with respect to strategic greenfield reserves and Areas of
Special Restraint (ASRs), in which Green Belt land is safeguarded to meet longer-
term housing needs. The Alterations propose that new ASRs should not be identified
and that existing ones may be reviewed locally. Yet an increased housing
requirement in RPG14 could have implications, for example, for the longer-term need
for strategic greenfield releases or amendments to Green Belt boundaries if these
are considered to be a part of the most sustainable approach to meeting the
County’s housing requirement. We consider that the approach in the Alterations is
premature given the uncertainty about the housing numbers and distribution in
RPG14 and the unresolved differences between authorities on the urban capacity
that exists. Again, the Structure Plan Alterations provide little certainty as policies
leave the issue of possible strategic greenfield releases to RPG14. We reiterate our
earlier point that in this respect it is difficult to see how the Alterations would update
the Structure Plan to 2016.

We are also concerned that the approach taken to the Green Belt does not reflect
policy in PPG2: Green Belts. PPG2 requires that proposals affecting Green Belts in
development plans should be related to a time-scale which is longer than that
normally adopted for other aspects of the plan. Seeking to change the strategy for
the Green Belt and ASRs in particular so soon after the adoption of the most recent
development strategy in the 1998 Structure Plan is,in our view, an inappropriate way
to proceed.
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In conclusion, it is our view that the Alterations should not continue in advance of and
in addition to current work on draft RPG14; but if the Alterations are to continue, that
it is premature to omit the existing strategic releases and other Areas of Special
Restraint. In the final analysis, the Alterations would not, in our view, provide for an
effective transition to the regional spatial strategy to be set out in RPG14.

We have gone on in the rest of this letter to comment on the policies and proposals
included in the Alterations.

General Comments

You will be aware from the publication of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Bill
and accompanying guidance that the Government wishes to see plans currently in
preparation take account of the principles of the new system. These include setting
out a clear strategic vision for the area, more succinct text and policies, and cutting
out unnecessary or repetitive policies or wording. These principles build on existing
policy guidance in PPG12: Development Plans which states that plans need to be
clear, succinct and easily understood; and that lengthy, over-detailed plans may work
against effective implementation.

Our comments in the first half of this letter reflect the fact that, rather than setting out
a clear vision for development in Hertfordshire to 2016, the development strategy is
based on a number of uncertainties. Notwithstanding our fundamental concerns, we
consider that overall the Alterations are clearly written and presented. We are
concerned, however, that the Plan does not reflect adequately the need to be
concise and focused. The Plan includes a lot of contextual and background text that
adds to its overall length and which, in our view, makes it less reader-friendly. In
some cases this could be reduced or deleted altogether; we give examples in our
detailed comments below. More generally, we would request that you reconsider the
need for this much contextual material and supporting text. We also consider that a
number of policies, or parts of policies, are unnecessary as they add little to the
effectiveness of the Alterations or repeat legislative or national policy provisions.
Comments on Policies

We have a couple of points of clarification on the Introduction. The list of
components of PPG3 and 13 in paragraph 22 should include a new focus on the
quality of development and making more efficient use of land. The third bullet in
paragraph 28 should also be clear that densities exceeding 50 dwellings per
hectares may be appropriate in many circumstances, reflecting policy in PPG3 and
RPG9.

Implementation and Monitoring
We welcome and support the intentions set out in this section, which recognise the
importance of monitoring both in terms of implementation of the development

strategy in the Alterations and to inform the regional planning process (paragraphs
36 — 39).

40



Framework for Sustainable Development

We welcome the strategic focus on sustainable development. We note, however,
that this section does not refer to the Regional Sustainable Development Framework,
A Sustainable Development Framework for the East of England. This should be
included as an important regional context for achieving sustainable development.
New Policy — Making Development More Sustainable

While we support fully the intention to make development more sustainable we do
not consider that this policy takes an appropriate approach. The principles of
sustainable development are incorporated in national policy and guidance and are
broadly reflected in the preceding Policy 1. Proposals in the Planning and
Compulsory Purchase Bill include a sustainability appraisal of development plans.
We consider therefore that the principles of sustainable development should be
reflected in policies in local plans and development documents. There is no need for
a separate checklist as proposed, particularly as this is not a current or proposed
requirement in legislation or national policy. The policy could therefore be deleted.

Design and Quality of Development

We welcome the proposed new policy on design which will ensure that this important
issue is taken account of fully in preparation of local plans and development
documents. We think, however, that the supporting text (paragraphs 43 to 50) is too
long and could be shortened considerably.

Policy 3 — Community Planning

This policy requires community strategies and local plans to be closely linked. While
we agree that it is sensible to ensure as far as is possible that the preparation of the
two are linked, we do not consider that this needs to be the subject of a strategic
policy. Proposals in the Planning Bill require that preparation of local development
documents will have regard to the community strategy so there is no need for the
Structure Plan to repeat this requirement. The policy could therefore be deleted.

Policy 4 — Town Centres

The background to this policy (paragraphs 60 to 65) and the policy itself mainly
reflect the requirements set out in PPG6: Town Centres and Retail Developments.
We consider that this policy adds little beyond what is already set out in PPG6 - and
in Policies 6 and 16 in the Alterations - as a basis for preparation of local plans and
so could be deleted from the Alterations in the interest of a more streamlined and
focused Plan.

Development Strategy

The Green Belt
We commented above on the approach to Green Belt issues in the Alterations. Our

main concerns arise from paragraph 72, which seeks to change the approach to
Areas of Special Restraint (ASRs) from that in the approved Structure Plan. We
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note the justification for this, but we reiterate our earlier comments: given the advice
in paragraph 2.12 of PPG2 and the uncertainty that exists about the longer-term
development strategy and the implications of the emerging regional spatial strategy
and dwelling numbers in RPG14, it is premature to seek to change the approach to
ASRs in these Alterations.

Housing

Our comments in the first half of this letter largely relate to the Housing section of the
Development Strategy. We reiterate the main points here through reference to
particular text and policies.

Paragraphs 98 and 99 reflect the differences between the outcomes of the County
and District Councils’ urban capacity studies. The Alterations note that there is
“considerable uncertainty about overall housing capacity.” In our view this reinforces
our earlier comments that it is premature to take a different approach to strategic
greenfield reserves and ASRs in these Alterations when this uncertainty clearly
exists.

We note the reasons given in paragraph 106 for not identifying new or existing
reserve allocations to meet longer-term development needs. As we pointed out
earlier, we consider that the doubts about the urban capacity which has been
identified and the implications for these Alterations of draft RPG14 suggest that it is
imprudent to not plan for strategic greenfield reserves which may be needed to meet
longer-term housing requirements during the Structure Plan period.

New Policy — Strategic Scale Green Field Housing Development

For the reasons we have given we consider that this policy is inappropriate and so
should be deleted.

Policy 9 — Dwelling Distribution

The policy and supporting text are premature in the context of the inclusion of district
level housing figures in RPG14. In particular, the approach to dwelling distribution
set out at the end of paragraph 120 takes no account of the implications of the
growth area studies arising from the Communities Plan or other policy considerations
which may emerge shortly as part of the regional spatial strategy.

Policy 11 — Accommodation for People with Physical Disabilities and Other
Special Needs and New Policy — Accessibility for People with Disabilities and
Mobility Problems

The Council could consider whether these two policies could be combined to
produce one shorter policy which addresses this important issue. We would also
question whether items i) and iii) of the new policy repeat existing legislative
requirements and so may not be strictly needed.

Policy 12 — Gypsy/Traveller Sites
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There is no need to repeat in this policy the requirement that sites should not be
identified in the Green Belt or on other areas of open land protected from
development as this is clearly set out in Circular 1/94 and repeated in PPG2.

Policy 13 — Education and Training

The first paragraph of this policy could additionally refer to the need to minimise
opportunities for crime and anti-social behaviour through location and design.

Business and Commerce

Policy 14 — Development for Employment Needs

Reference to employment uses needs further explanation as this general term can
encompass a range of development types with different land use implications. For
example, the preferred location for offices, set out in Government policy, is within
town centres (PPGB6, paragraph 1.15), while distribution uses and warehouses have
different locational requirements (PPG4, paragraph 12). Clarity on appropriate
locations is particularly relevant in respect of points i) and vi) of this policy.

We consider that this policy also needs to require a review of existing employment
allocations in local plans to ensure that they are in sustainable locations and still
required to meet identified needs.

Policy 15 — Key Employment Sites

Structure Plans should deal with strategic rather than detailed issues. Accordingly
this policy should not refer to employment ‘sites’ but locations.

Retailing and Development Attracting Many Trips
The introductory section on this issue is another example of where we consider less

background material is needed in the interests of making the Plan more concise and
focused (paragraphs 188 — 199).

Policy 16 — Retailing

We welcome inclusion of this policy which sets out the hierarchy of town and other
centres in the County in accordance with guidance in PPG6 (paragraph 1.5). We
consider, however, that the final paragraph, which repeats the policy requirements
set out in PPG6, is not strictly necessary and so could be deleted.

Policy 17 — Location of New Development Attracting Many Trips — The
Sequential Approach

This policy largely repeats the main policy provisions of PPG6, without adding
anything further which is specifically relevant to this issue in Hertfordshire as a basis
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for preparing policies in local plans or development documents. PPG12 requires that
authorities should not repeat sections of PPGs and other national policy guidance in
plans. The emphasis should be on producing development plan policies which
implement national and regional policy at the local level (PPG12, paragraph 3.3).
Accordingly, we consider that the policy is not strictly necessary and so could be
deleted.

Tourism

This is a further example where the background text could be briefer (paragraphs
204 - 212).

Transport and Major Transport Investment

We note that the two sections covering transport issues between them include some
16 policies. We question whether all these policies are strictly relevant or necessary
to deliver the development strategy set out in the Alterations. We comment in detail
below on individual policies.

Policy 22 — Reduction of Travel Need and Car Usage

While we support the principles set out in this policy, the policy could be more clearly
expressed in terms of implementation, in particular how local planning authorities
should reflect these requirements in local plans and development documents.

Policy 24 — Environmental Traffic Zones

Our comments are similar to those on Policy 22. This policy is unclear on the
planning and implementation of the zones described and the proper role of other
land-use plans and strategies in achieving the aims of the policy.

Policy 25 — Parking

We support the principle of achieving consistency in parking standards across the
County. We are concerned, however, that this policy does not accord with the
requirement in PPG13 that policies in development plans should set maximum levels
of parking for broad classes of development (PPG13, paragraph 52). The relevant
maximum standards, which should accord with those in Annex D of PPG13, should
therefore be included in the plan as a basis to inform preparation of policies in local
plans or development documents.

Policy 28 — New Roads
We question whether this policy is strictly relevant or necessary as it is largely a

statement of general intent. Accordingly, we consider it could form part of the
supporting text if considered necessary rather than be the subject of a separate

policy.

Policy 30 — Rail and Water Freight Depots



This policy could be clarified by additional details about implementation and
locational criteria, ie whether such locations should be identified in subordinate plans
and the broad basis for determining appropriate locations.

Policy 31 — Rail Improvement Schemes

Again this policy could usefully provide some more details about timescales for and
likelihood of implementation of these schemes during the lifetime of the Structure
Plan. If there is no prospect of schemes being implemented during the timescale
covered by the Plan then they should not be included.

Policy 33 — Trunk Road Programme

As with Policy 28, we question whether these statements of fact need to be the
subject of a strategic policy rather than included in the supporting text.

The words “the Department for” should be deleted before “Transport” in the first line.
Policy 35 — County Transport Schemes

Similar comments apply to those we made on Policy 31. The policy could include
more detail about timescales for implementation of the schemes listed. Those
outside the timescales addressed by the Alterations should not be included. The
policy title should include the word “Road” for clarity: “County Transport Road
Schemes.”

Environmental Assets

There is a considerable amount of introductory, contextual material in this section
before the first policy (paragraphs 272 — 302). While this may be of general interest
we consider that this much detailed material is not needed to deal with the main
purposes of this section. We consider therefore that these paragraphs should be
reconsidered in the interests of producing a shorter, more focused plan.

Policy 38 — Critical Capital and Other Important Environmental Assets

This policy lists a wide range of assets which have different statuses and levels of
protection. A number of these have statutory status and protection and so it is not
strictly necessary to include them in this list. The policy should, at least, make a
clear distinction between those assets which do not have statutory status and
protection and which local planning authorities will need to decide how best to plan
for in local plans and development documents.

Policy 40 — Agricultural Land

This policy largely repeats or paraphrases the relevant sections in PPG7: The
Countryside (paragraphs 2.17 and 2.18). The policy adds little that is relevant to its
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implementation in the specific context of Hertfordshire. We consider therefore that
the policy is unnecessary and so should be deleted.

Woodland, Tree and Hedge Cover

The section which introduces the policies on “Woodland, Tree and Hedge Cover
includes very detailed background material, not all of which is necessary (paragraphs
318 — 322). Again, in the interests of making the plan more readable and focused,
this amount of material could be reduced.

Energy Conservation and Generation

The same comments as those immediately above apply to the introductory section
on this topic, which is too long and discursive and should be reduced in length
(paragraphs 373 — 381).

We support the inclusion of Policy 52 and the new policy on Energy Conservation.
Finally, we welcome the fact that you have made the deposit Structure Plan
Alterations available in electronic formats, both on your website and a CD-Rom. We

fully support this approach in terms of implementation of e-government.

Yours sincerely

JOHN DOWIE
Director, Planning & Transport

46



