Issue 6: Whether the SALDD provides satisfactorily for the amount and type
of housing proposed by the Core Strategy and in the broad locations in which
the latter intends it should be developed.
Executive Summary


















The Council’s allocations are not entirely consistent with the CS Spatial Strategy. The Council
has not allocated the most sustainable sites as demonstrated by their own Housing Site
Scores table included as part of the evidence base. It has not allocated housing in the most
sustainable locations;
We are concerned that a number of the selected sites within the SALDD are not deliverable
in the plan period due to a number of specific site constraints. The SALDD must build in
sufficient flexibility to make up any shortfall identified;
The SALDD will not meet OAN as required by the NPPF. It will neither provide sufficient
flexibility to deliver the minimum housing targets set out in the CS. Therefore, a greater
review of the Green Belt is required for the SALDD to be “positively prepared”;
The Council’s allocations do not have regard to the requirement for a long-term defensible
Green Belt (GB) boundary as required by the NPPF. The Council’s has failed to identify
‘safeguarded land’ within the GB as required by the NPPF;
The circumstances of Three Rivers do not justify a cautious approach to altering the GB, the
NPPF does not identify the GB as a constraint to growth or a reason not to meet OAN;
it would be appropriate to allocate land on the edge of the Leavesden and Garston, which
are Key Centres within the CS Spatial Strategy and are sustainable locations. There are
opportunities on the edge of these settlements, specifically around the north of Garston,
which can be suitably amended to create long-term defensible boundaries that follow
physical features that are readily recognisable and likely to be permanent. The land at
Fairways Farm, Garston is a particular strong candidate for allocation;
The land at Fairways Farm, Garston has been the subject of an on-going promotion since an
earlier appeal Inspector’s positive comment towards the lack of GB function of the site back
in in 1974. The Planning Inspector noted the following in relation to this site: “…the large
triangle of land (including the appeal site), bounded to the east by the M1 motorway, to the
west by the North Orbital Road (A405), and to the south by development fronting the north
side of Bucknalls Lane, serves no practical purpose as part of the metropolitan green belt and
that the case for the retention of this land in the green belt would be difficult to sustain
against a comprehensive, well-planned development thereof, substantially for residential and
complimentary purposes.” (Appeal Ref: W/723/66)
The site (3.3ha) has the potential of residential development in the range of 70 to 100 new
dwellings;
The Council’s assessment of the subject site is not robust or accurate. Having reconsidered
the scoring of the site it is in our view ranked highly in the CS sustainability indicators and is
therefore suitable for allocation;
The development of the Fairways Farm site will have minimal impact on the GB. The site is
bounded to the east by the M1 and is therefore enclosed and provides no open relief in its
wider setting. Visually, the site is self-contained, the proposed housing will be contained
within the site and additional landscaping could supplement the well-established screening
afforded to the site to limit its visual impact;





The proposed development will not result in or encourage unrestricted sprawl of large built
up areas. The sites natural boundaries being physically contained by roads will prevent
neighbouring towns from merging into one another. The development of this site will not
cause coalescence of settlements. The release of the site would preserve the setting of the
character of the town and assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of
derelict and other urban land. The site will provide a long-term defensible boundary using
the physical features around it and will be readily recognisable and likely to be permanent as
required by paragraph 85 of the NPPF. Turning to consider the objectives of the GB, the site
does not perform any of the GB objectives.
It is therefore submitted that the inclusion of the Fairways Farm site as a “Proposed Housing
Site Allocation” for up to 100 dwellings as a minimum will make the DPD “sound”.

Q6.1 Whether housing sites should be chosen by ‘sustainability score’ and ‘ranking’ or on the basis
of their specific ‘merits’.
It is acknowledged that ‘sustainability score’ and ‘ranking’ is one of many considerations in plan
making and therefore a sites performance within this evidence is not the sole reason alone to
allocate sites for housing. However, the CS identifies that development will be located at the most
sustainable locations on the edge of existing settlements. Further, the CS Spatial Strategy sets out
that all development sites will be identified having regard to a criteria-based approach assessing
sites against the criteria contained in Appendix 2 of the CS and will be allocated on this basis i.e.
against sustainability score and ranking. The Council has not however allocated sites relative to their
performance against Appendix 2, which is not consistent with the CS Spatial Strategy.
Four sites in particular: H1(1); H(2); H(6); and H(13) do not satisfy the Council’s criteria and are
consequently contrary to the CS Spatial Strategy. These particular sites are remote from the
settlements edge, in non-sustainable locations reliant on the private car due to accessibility issues.
This will fail one of the core planning principles set out in paragraph 17 of the NPPF by not locating
development in the most sustainable locations. However, most significantly these allocations do not
have regard to the intended permanence of a Green Belt boundary. The boundaries proposed for
these four sites in particular will not satisfy the NPPF requirement (paragraph 85) to define
boundaries clearly, using physical features that are readily recognisable and likely to be permanent.
The examples along Toms Lane are particularly relevant. These sites are set among existing
development intended to remain within the Green Belt because of the contribution the open
character of these areas makes to the openness of the Green Belt. Conversely, the allocation sites
are to be removed from the Green Belt and will create indefensible ‘openings’ within the Green Belt
eroding openness and character surrounding. This is contradictory to the guidance of the NPPF.
Q6.2 Whether the availability, suitability and viability of each of the allocated housing sites is
based on firm knowledge or, alternatively, realistic assumptions informed by credible evidence.
We have exercised our planning judgement and undertaken to review the current ‘Proposed
Housing Site Allocations’ contained within the SALDD. We have considered whether the sites are
developable in accordance with NPPF paragraph 47, which defines developable as: available (now),
suitable (close to facilities) and achievable (within 5 years).

We enclose at Appendix 1 our assessment of the ‘Proposed Housing Site Allocations’ and have
determined that a number of the sites are not developable in the Plan period due to, among others,
as follows:










a number of the sites perform important Green Belt functions and their loss will weaken
the function of the District’s Green Belt. Further the several of the sites will not present
a long term defensible boundary as required by the NPPF;
site constraints, such as contamination and/or flood risk – insurers are increasingly
rejecting insurance for homes in flood risk locations;
policy objections, such as building on playing fields contrary to Sport England policy;
overestimated supply, NPPF has removed the minimum density requirement of 30
dwellings per hectare.
The Council’s estimates are based on providing flat developments which will not meets
the Districts housing need profiles which seeks larger family properties within lower
density developments;
The Council has not provided evidence that the sites are viable for redevelopment and
relocation of existing uses; and
South Oxhey major town centre regeneration, which has serious delivery constraints,
and no site specific allocations.

We would draw attention to one major proposed allocation at South Oxhey Town Centre H(35). This
proposed site area is not an allocation and is not suitable for this document. The Council has not
identified precise and specific land parcels suitable to accommodate the dwelling capacity of 280.
The sites are windfall development and will be provided for within a subsequent SPD. The South
Oxhey Town Centre allocation should not be pursued through the Site Allocations DPD without
specific sites. There is no explanation as to how the quantum of development has been calculated,
whether sites have been identified and whether landowners are willing to release land. The
redevelopment proposals present, among others, the following issues:
i.

ii.
iii.

iv.
v.
vi.
vii.

Whilst the site is within the ownership of the Council there is a need for the Council to
buy back the leases on the properties to enable redevelopment and to regain ownership
of a number of properties previously sold to housing associations. The Council has not
produced any evidence to demonstrate the sites are deliverable at the point envisaged;
There are significant number of existing uses in the area, which may not wish to be
relocated or join in any redevelopment plans;
It is likely that the Council would have to use Compulsory Purchase Orders to either
assemble the land or relocate businesses which for this type of development may take
years to complete and there is no evidence of the Council’s intention in this respect;
There is no evidence that the proposed development is viable;
Local consultation has shown that there is objection to the proposals by local
stakeholders;
It is understood that the there is a significant delay in the process of trying to buy back
homes from the local housing associations; and
The status of various leasehold arrangements is currently unknown which would add a
further layer of complexity in the land assembly.

We enclose a recent press article dated the 30 September 2013 highlighting that the developer
partner has pulled out of the project causing further set back and uncertainty to the project
(Appendix 2).
The foregoing assessment (full text within Appendix 1) has therefore identified a potential shortfall
of 828 dwellings in the Council’s housing land supply due to reliance on non-deliverable sites or sites
which are not the most appropriate strategy when considered against the reasonable alternatives. It
is therefore submitted that the Council must plan for additional housing site allocations to make up
the shortfall because the current strategy is not “sound” as the SALDD is not “effective”, which
requires the DPD to be: (i) deliverable and (ii) flexible.
It is our submission that the SALDD does not currently satisfy this test. It has therefore been
determined that the SALDD must build in sufficient flexibility to make up any shortfall identified and
allocate additional housing sites capable of delivering a minimum of 828 additional dwellings. This
will ultimately require the addition of further sites within the SALDD to ensure delivery of the
minimum housing requirement set out in the adopted CS. The Fairways Farm site is an appropriate
candidate for inclusion within the SALDD with potential to deliver up to 100 dwellings and its
consequential boundary changes would meet the requirements of paragraph 85 of the NPPF.
Q6.3 Whether allocated sites currently in active use for other purposes are appropriately allocated
for housing, having regard to employment and local services.
Site H(3) Kings Langley Employment Area is inappropriately allocated for development – see
Appendix 1.
Q6.4 Whether the allocated sites are broadly in the right locations.
No further comments but we reserve the right to contribute to the debate at the Examination.
Q6.5 Whether the allocated sites are, in practical terms, accessible.
No further comments but we reserve the right to contribute to the debate at the Examination.
Q6.6 Whether the density assumed for each site is a realistic and appropriate reflection of its
potential, having regard to social, environmental and economic considerations and the explicit
intentions of Core Strategy policy CP3.
The Council has over-estimated the capacity of a number of the sites it has put forward for
development. There is no longer pressure to pursue higher density development where this does not
reflect local character. The property market and housing demand is seeking larger family properties
within lower density developments and no longer a significant proportion of flats. It is therefore
considered that the Council’s approach is overly optimistic on site density and delivery and therefore
in reality fewer homes are likely to be delivered in the Plan period.
Q6.7 Whether, having regard to the above matters, the likely distribution of the planned housing
will be sufficiently in accordance with the intentions of the Core Strategy to produce a spatial
outcome that may be considered sustainable as the strategy intends.
No further comments but we reserve the right to contribute to the debate at the Examination.

Q6.8 Whether, having regard to the above matters, the temporal outcome will serve to sustain a
housing trajectory that will provide for the minimum requirements of the Framework in respect of
ongoing housing land availability.
In response to Issue 1 we have identified that it is necessary for the SALDD to enable: (a) delivery of
housing required to meet OAN requiring additional allocations and Green Belt release (b) failing this
to deliver the minimum housing targets inherent in the CS which will require additional allocations
given the concerns with capacity estimations and deliverability of a number of the allocated sites
identified and (c) creation of a long-term defensible boundary and the identification of ‘safeguarded
land’ in accordance with the NPPF.
The SALDD will not meet OAN as required by the NPPF and will fail to deliver “the full, objectively
assessed needs for market and affordable housing in the housing market area”. It will neither
provide sufficient flexibility to deliver the minimum housing targets set out in the CS. Therefore, a
greater review of the Green Belt is required for the SALDD to be “positively prepared”.
It is therefore submitted that the Council must plan for additional housing site allocations to make
up the shortfall because the current strategy is not “sound” as the SALDD is not “effective”, which
requires the DPD to be: (i) deliverable and (ii) flexible.
Q6.9 Whether the intended phasing of the allocated sites over the plan period is sufficiently clear
and robust to be effective and whether it will, in practical terms, serve Core Strategy and
Framework intentions to promote sustainable development.
No further comments but we reserve the right to contribute to the debate at the Examination.
Q6.10 Whether there are key infrastructure constraints that will materially influence the above
matters over the course of the plan period and, if there are, whether sufficient account has been
taken of them.
No further comments but we reserve the right to contribute to the debate at the Examination.
Q6.11 Whether it is reasonable and realistic to rely on a windfall allowance of 38 dwellings per
annum beyond 2021.
No further comments but we reserve the right to contribute to the debate at the Examination.
Q6.12 Whether there are key environmental constraints including flood risk, groundwater
protection and biodiversity objectives that will materially influence the above matters over the
course of the plan period and, if there are, whether sufficient account has been taken of them.
CS Policy CP1 (Overarching Policy on Sustainable Development) states that all development in Three
Rivers will contribute to the sustainability of the District. This means in accordance with Policy CP1
taking into account the need to, among others, avoiding development in areas at risk from flooding.
However, a significant number of the allocated sites are within Flood Zone (FZ) 3a and parts may fall
within FZ3b. These sites fail the Sequential Test and consequently are contrary to the NPPF. These
sites may also fail the Exception Test set out in the NPPF subject to the Environment Agency support.
Q6.13 Whether, having regard to the above matters, alternative and/or additional housing sites
should be allocated for release during the plan period, so as to meet the requirements and
intentions of the Core Strategy and the Framework.

In response to Issue 1 we have identified that it is necessary for the SALDD to enable: (a) delivery of
housing required to meet OAN requiring additional allocations and Green Belt release (b) failing this
to deliver the minimum housing targets inherent in the CS which will require additional allocations
given the concerns with capacity estimations and deliverability of a number of the allocated sites
identified and (c) creation of a long-term defensible boundary and the identification of ‘safeguarded
land’ in accordance with the NPPF.
The SALDD will not meet OAN as required by the NPPF and will fail to deliver “the full, objectively
assessed needs for market and affordable housing in the housing market area”. It will neither
provide sufficient flexibility to deliver the minimum housing targets set out in the CS. Therefore, a
greater review of the Green Belt is required for the SALDD to be “positively prepared”.
It is therefore submitted that the Council must plan for additional housing site allocations to make
up the shortfall because the current strategy is not “sound” as the SALDD is not “effective”, which
requires the DPD to be: (i) deliverable and (ii) flexible.
Q6.14 Whether, in this context, specific alternative and/or additional housing sites advanced by
objectors to the SALDD have decisive merits.
The land at Fairways Farm, Garston is a superior candidate for allocation. The site has been the
subject of an on-going promotion since an earlier appeal Inspector’s positive comment towards the
lack of GB function of the site back in in 1974.
The subject site, Fairways Farm, was previously part of a joint promotion with the adjacent Penfold
Golf Course. The proposal at that time, known as Fairways Garden Village, proposed redevelopment
of both sites over 8.2ha of land with capacity for approximately 300 homes. These proposals were
duly assessed by the Council as part of its Sustainability Appraisal and Site Allocation Site Score
assessment process. A number of alternative sites scored higher than the Fairways Garden Village
proposals and were duly included within the Council’s strategy. The Fairways Garden Village was
rejected as an option.
Whilst we do not share these concerns the land owner, Mr Shaun Lyne, has responded and
confirmed Penfold Golf Course would no longer form part of the proposals. The current proposals,
which have been before the Council since July 2011, are for more modest development on the land
Fairways Farm only. We include at Appendix 3 a Masterplan, which establishes potential footprints
for development of 3.3ha with potential of residential development in the range of 70 to 100 new
dwellings.
The Council has also in error identified the previous proposals including the Penfold Golf Course
within its Excel Spread sheet schedule of Alternative Housing Sites requested by the Inspector - it is
understood the Council will clarify and rectify this error.
The development of the Fairways Farm site will have minimal impact on the GB. In terms of the GB
to be used the site is bounded to the east by the M1. The site is therefore enclosed and provides no
open relief in its wider setting. Visually, the site is self-contained, the proposed housing will be
contained within the site and additional landscaping could supplement the well-established
screening afforded to the site to limit its visual impact.

The NPPF identifies the five purposes of including land in GBs. The proposed development will not
result in or encourage unrestricted sprawl of large built up areas. The sites natural boundaries being
physically contained by roads will prevent neighbouring towns from merging into one another. The
development of this site will not cause coalescence of settlements. The release of the site would
preserve the setting of the character of the town and assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging
the recycling of derelict and other urban land. The site will provide a long-term defensible boundary
using the physical features around it and will be readily recognisable and likely to be permanent as
required by paragraph 85 of the NPPF. Turning to consider the objectives of the GB, the site does not
perform any of the GB objectives.
The development does not propose flats and focuses on more family units in keeping with 3-4
bedroom family units within the area. These will be well landscaped and emphasis placed on green
spaces. The proposal will also minimise the amount of Green Belt land to be developed as the
adjacent golf course is to be retained in this proposal, which will maximise the amount of openness
and green space retained.
It is also important to know that the site does not suffer from any constraint to development and is
deliverable now. The site is not a risk from flooding, unlike a significant number of the Council’s
selected housing sites.
Vehicle access is proposed from Bucknalls Lane. The submitted highway assessment (Appendix 4)
demonstrates that the proposed means of access is acceptable to the Highway Authority as the
junction is appropriate and the highway network can accommodate the development proposed. In
addition it has been demonstrated that there is a good public transport service close the site
improving the sustainability credential of the proposal. Clearly proposals for 70-100 dwellings is
significantly less than previously proposed and will be accommodated in the network without
detriment to the character of the local area as demonstrated by the Transport Statement.
The Council has re-assessed the latest proposals for the site (excluding the land at Penfold Golf
Course), however, we do not believe the Council’s assessment of the site is robust or accurate. There
are inconsistencies within the Council’s scoring of individual sites against its sustainability indicators
and there is a need to reconsider the scoring process to address any inconsistencies.
In light of the foregoing, we have therefore undertaken to re-appraise the amended proposals for
the Fairways Farm site using the Council’s Housing Site Selection Criteria contained in Appendix 6 of
its Sustainability Appraisal and the site score matrix contained in its Site Score Assessment 2012.
We enclose at Appendix 5 the results of our site score re-appraisal of the Fairways Farm site. The
Council has scored the Fairways Farm proposals at 718, however when the site previously formed
part of the wider Fairways Garden Village proposal it was scored 730 as in the Council’s original
assessment. The Council has indicated that the previous proposals were not as suitable as the
current and therefore it follows that the new proposal would score higher than its predecessor as it
addresses a number of concerns raised by the previous proposal. Our subjective assessment for
Fairways Farm (excluding Penfold Golf Course) has scored 931 based on a conservative assessment
using the Council’s own criteria. The justification for the uplift in the sites score is set out in full at
Appendix 4, however in summary this has been due to the following:




Site Ownership: The site is within a single ownership and is a deliverable and available site. It
has therefore received a maximum score.
Green Belt Impact: The development of the Fairways Farm site will have less impact on the GB.
The site is smaller than the previous larger comprehensive development site, which included the
Penfold Golf Course. The proposal will result in the use of less GB.
In terms of the GB to be used the site is bounded to the east by the M1. The site is therefore
enclosed and provides no open relief in its wider setting. Visually, the site is self-contained, the
proposed housing will be contained within the site and additional landscaping could supplement
the well-established screening afforded to the site to limit its visual impact.
The NPPF identifies the five purposes of including land in Green Belts. For the foregoing reasons
the proposed development will consequently not result in or encourage unrestricted sprawl of
large built up areas. The sites natural boundaries being physically contained by roads will
prevent neighbouring towns from merging into one another. The development of this site will
not cause coalescence of settlements. The release of the site would preserve the setting of the
character of the town and assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict
and other urban land. The site will provide a long-term defensible boundary using the physical
features around it and will be readily recognisable and likely to be permanent.
Turning to consider the objectives of the Green Belt, the site:
•
•
•
•
•
•









does not provide opportunities for access to the open countryside for the urban population;
does not provide opportunities for outdoor sport and outdoor recreation near urban areas;
is not part of an attractive landscape, being surrounded by roads;
does not contribute to improving damaged and derelict land around towns;
has no nature conservation interest; and
is not in agricultural, forestry or other related uses.

Tree Preservation Orders: There are no TPO on site. It therefore received a maximum score.
Flood Zone: The site is within FZ1. It therefore received a maximum score.
Ground Water Protection/SSSI/Wildlife Site/Listed Buildings/Locally Listed Buildings/Air
Quality: There are no known constraints. It has therefore received a maximum score.
Noise: There is appropriate mitigation available should noise be an identified constraint.
Employment: The site is within close proximity and accessible to employment opportunities.
Primary Shopping/Secondary Shopping/Local Centre/Local Shops/Library: The site is highly
accessible by public transport to the main shopping areas of the Borough.
Bus Service: The A405 is served by three regular bus routes with stops in lay-bys on both sides of
the road immediately north of the Bucknalls Lane junction. The southbound stop is located
about a 420m (5-minute) walk distance from the nearest point of the site, and 780m (a 10minute walk) from the furthest point.

In light of the foregoing it is submitted that the proposal site scores considerably more favourable in
SA than some of the sites the Council has selected to allocated for development and therefore
should be considered as a superior candidate for a residential allocation.

The Council has provided site specific comments within its evidence base document entitled: “Site
Allocations Supporting Information” (Nov 2012) which identifies the Council’s decision making on
the Fairways Farm site as follows:
1.
2.
3.

the development may not create a defensible Green Belt boundary against further
encroachment to the west;
there is an element of flood risk; and
the proposals would have an impact on the road network.

In response to 1 above, it is our submission that the Fairways Farm will create a defensible boundary
because the site is neatly contained within a triangular area, wedged between the M1 and A405,
with residential development to the south, makes it an ideal site for release of land for housing
purposes, without future threats to the broader Green Belt. This has been endorsed by an Inspector
in a previous appeal lodged in 1974, the Planning Inspector noted the following in relation to this
site:
“…the large triangle of land (including the appeal site), bounded to the east by the M1 motorway, to
the west by the North Orbital Road (A405), and to the south by development fronting the north side
of Bucknalls Lane, serves no practical purpose as part of the metropolitan green belt and that the
case for the retention of this land in the green belt would be difficult to sustain against a
comprehensive, well-planned development thereof, substantially for residential and complimentary
purposes.” (Appeal Ref: W/723/66)
It is our submission that the Inspector’s comments remain relevant today. The NPPF clearly stresses
the importance of defendable boundaries against further encroachment on the Green Belt. The
NPPF states that boundaries should be clearly defined and carefully considered “so as not to include
land where it is unnecessary to keep permanently open”, as has been shown to be the case with the
Fairways Farm site. The site would follow paragraph 85 requirements to use physical features that
are readily recognisable and likely to be permanent such as the M1, A405 and Golf Course.
The NPPF also states that “If the boundaries are drawn excessively tight around existing built up
areas it may not be possible to maintain the degree of permanence that Green Belts should have”.
Fairways Farm would be on land with defendable boundaries against further encroachment and is
well positioned within 15 minutes walk of Garston National Rail station, an extensive local bus
system, major auto routes, and is within walking distance of the amenities of Garston. Among
others, these factors contribute towards making the Fairways Farm site the more sustainable option
for a future housing development.
In respect of 2 above, only a modest area within the south east corner of the site is subject to fluvial
flood risk in accordance with the Environment Agency flood maps. There is adequate mitigation that
can be put in place to ensure that properties are flood resilient and that the proposals do not
increase the risk of flooding elsewhere. Further, the proposed access scheme would not be within
the flood zone allowing safe access and egress in a flood event. Notwithstanding the above this has
not prevented the allocation of a number of sites wholly within a flood risk area.
Finally, in relation to 3 above, the landowner has commissioned a highway assessment to determine
the appropriateness of the access proposals which is enclosed. The report demonstrates that the
proposed means of access is acceptable to the Highway Authority as the junction is appropriate and
the highway network can accommodate the development proposed.

It is therefore our submission that the proposal site scores more favourably than its predecessor
against the Council’s sustainability and site score indicators. It is therefore our submission that the
Fairways Farm site would therefore be more appropriate for a development allocation than the
majority of sites that have been identified within the current draft of the SAPSD as suitable for
allocation. The Fairways Farm site score of 931 would rank the site within the top 10 site scores.
Based on the foregoing it is our submission that the Fairways Farm site should be included within the
SALDD as an identified housing site safeguarded for housing development. It is considered that the
SALDD must build in sufficient flexibility to make up any shortfall in housing delivery identified by
our assessment in Appendix 1. This will ultimately require the addition of further sites within the
SALDD to ensure delivery of the minimum housing requirement set out in the adopted CS. This is
required to make the SALDD “effective” i.e. deliverable and flexible.
Based on the foregoing it has been identified that the minimum changes necessary to make the DPD
satisfy the tests of “soundness” by being “justified”, “effective” and “consistent with national policy”
require the inclusion of the Fairways Farm site but may also require further allocations, such as the
wider Penfold Golf Course and Fairways Farm proposals for 300 dwellings, among others
It is therefore submitted that the inclusion of the Fairways Farm site as a “Proposed Housing Site
Allocation” for up to 100 dwellings will make the DPD “sound”.

Appendix 1

Site Allocations Development Plan Documents
Proposed Submission Consultation November 2012

Assessment of Proposed Housing Site Allocations
Background: The purpose of this assessment is to consider whether the sites selected by the Council in its Local Plan are developable - paragraph 47 of the
NPPF defines developable as: available (now), suitable (close to facilities) and achievable (within 5 years). It is also to assess whether the Council has made
sound planning judgement in the selection of its sites, having regard to the reasonable alternatives, and whether they are deliverable leading to the strategy
delivering the minimum number of homes within the Plan period as required by the Core Strategy DPD.
If the findings are that the Council’s selected sites are not deliverable than it follows that the Site Allocations DPD is not sound.

Site Ref

Constraints to delivery
(are they developable in NPPF terms, policy restrictions, physical problems, or other)

H(3) Kings Langley
Employment Area

1. The site is within Flood Zone (FZ) 3a and parts may fall within FZ3b.
2. The site fails the Sequential Test and consequently is contrary to the NPPF (see Footnote
1 at page 8 for justification).
3. The site may fail the Exception Test set out in the NPPF subject to the Environment
Agency support.
4. The site is in fragmented/multiple ownership and there is no control over delivery or
prevention of potentially harmful piecemeal development. This will also risk prevention of
development within the Plan period.
5. The site is designated employment land and its economic role in the borough should be
safeguarded as an important contributor towards employment growth.
6. The site is identified as a wildlife site for its ecological importance and therefore there is a
requirement to ensure that the wildlife interest is not prejudiced by the development. There
is no indication that the Council has adequately assessed the potential for mitigation
against any adverse impacts.
7. Sport England would be a statutory consultee on any future planning application affecting
the playing fields (and their ancillary facilities) at the site under the terms of the Town and
Country Planning (Development Management Procedure) Order 2010 (SI No. 2184
(2010)) because the development would affect a playing field. All proposals affecting

1

Suggested amended dwelling
provision taking into account
delivery constraints

In light of the foregoing it is submitted
that the suggested capacity of the site
be discounted to 135 new dwellings
between the period 2013-2026.

playing fields are assessed in relation to Sport England’s playing fields policy ‘A Sporting
Future for the Playing Fields of England’ (1997). Sport England will normally oppose
development that would lead to the loss of, or prejudice the use of, all or part of a playing
field, without meeting at least one of the specific exception criteria identified in the above
policy. This policy is broadly consistent with Government guidance on development
affecting playing fields set out in paragraph 15 of PPG17. Sport England will maintain an
objection position until the above is demonstrated which may result in delay or a reduction
in the deliverable land on the site.
8. The Council has not identified precise and specific land parcels suitable to accommodate
the dwelling capacity of 150. It is not clear where the housing is to be located. This will
result in sporadic development in a non co-ordinated manner.
9. The Council has overestimated supply at the site. The NPPF has removed the minimum
density requirement of 30 dwellings per hectare. The property market and housing
demand is seeking larger family properties within lower density developments and no
longer a significant proportion of flats.
In light of the foregoing the Council has not provided evidence that the site is developable for a
scheme of 150 residential dwellings in accordance with the NPPF paragraph 47 which defines
developable as: available (now), suitable (close to facilities) and achievable (within 5 years).
Accordingly, the boundaries of the site require redefining and the dwelling capacity amended to
reflect a realistic density based on a national trend towards lower density development. We would
recommend a 10% discount be applied to compensate for overestimate capacity as a minimum
based on the Government’s ‘Tapping the Potential: Best practice in assessing urban housing
capacity’ guideline figures. There is also concern that the proposals will not deliver housing within
the Plan period and therefore the Council should build in flexibility within its Plan to meet the
minimum East of England Plan requirements, which whilst no longer part of the development plan
still forms the most robust estimates of housing need for the district and forms the housing figures
adopted within the Core Strategy DPD.
H(4) Mansion
House Farm
Equestrian Centre,
Bedmond Road,
Abbots Langley

1. The site represents open unbounded Green Belt which performs an important Green Belt
function as set out in the NPPF.
2. The site does not represent a sustainable form of development.
In light of the foregoing the Council has not provided evidence that the site is developable for a
scheme of 15 residential dwellings in accordance with the NPPF paragraph 47 which defines

2

In light of the foregoing it is submitted
that the site be discounted from the
supply by virtue of not being the most
appropriate when considered against
the reasonable alternatives. It
therefore follows that the SAPSD as
drafted is not “sound” because it is not

developable as: available (now), suitable (close to facilities) and achievable (within 5 years).
Accordingly, we would recommend the site is removed from the supply as it represents an
inappropriate location.

H(6) Leavesden
Pumping Station,
East Lane, Abbots
Langley

1. The site is not sequentially preferable to other more accessible and sustainably located
sites.
2. The site is currently open unbounded Green Belt and performs an important Green Belt
function. It should be protected in line with the NPPF.
3. The site is a former pumping station and is likely to require remediation to safeguard
against historic contamination.
4. The site has substandard highway access and may not be appropriate for additional
movements.
5. The Council has overestimated supply at the site. The NPPF has removed the minimum
density requirement of 30 dwellings per hectare. The property market and housing
demand is seeking larger family properties within lower density developments and no
longer a significant proportion of flats.
In light of the foregoing the Council has not provided evidence that the site is developable for a
scheme of 15 residential dwellings in accordance with the NPPF paragraphs 47 which defines
developable as: available (now), suitable (close to facilities) and achievable (within 5 years).
Accordingly, the dwelling capacity amended to reflect a realistic density based on a national trend
towards lower density development. We would recommend a 10% discount be applied to
compensate for overestimate capacity as a minimum based on the Government’s ‘Tapping the
Potential: Best practice in assessing urban housing capacity’ guideline figures. There is also
concern that the proposals will not deliver housing within the Plan period and therefore the Council
should build in flexibility within its Plan to meet the minimum East of England Plan requirements,
which whilst no longer part of the development plan still forms the most robust estimates of
housing need for the district and forms the housing figures adopted within the Core Strategy DPD.

H(13) Killingdown
Farm Buildings,

“justified”. To be “justified” the SAPSD
must be: (a) founded on a robust and
credible evidence base; and (b) the
most appropriate strategy when
considered against the reasonable
alternatives.

1. The site represents open unbounded Green Belt which performs an important Green Belt
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In light of the foregoing it is submitted
that the site be discounted from the
supply by virtue of not being the most
appropriate when considered against
the reasonable alternatives. It
therefore follows that the SAPSD as
drafted is not “sound” because it is not
“justified”. To be “justified” the SAPSD
must be: (a) founded on a robust and
credible evidence base; and (b) the
most appropriate strategy when
considered against the reasonable
alternatives.
In light of the foregoing it is submitted
that the site be discounted from the
supply by virtue of not being the most

Croxley Green

function as set out in the NPPF.
2. The site is located within a rural conservation area with a number of Listed Buildings
which shall be adversely impacted by additional development.
3. The site does not represent a sustainable form of development and there are other more
suitable sites, which are appropriate for development.
Accordingly, we would recommend the site is removed from the supply as it represents an
inappropriate location.

H(16) Croxley
Station Car Park
and Timber Yard

appropriate when considered against
the reasonable alternatives. It
therefore follows that the SAPSD as
drafted is not “sound” because it is not
“justified”. To be “justified” the SAPSD
must be: (a) founded on a robust and
credible evidence base; and (b) the
most appropriate strategy when
considered against the reasonable
alternatives.

1. There is a need to retain the existing car park and there is on over-estimate of available
land for development.
2. The site will result in flats above shops and it is submitted that capacity of up to 25 is an
over-estimate of capacity.
In light of the foregoing the Council has not provided evidence that the site is developable for a
scheme of 25 residential dwellings in accordance with the NPPF paragraph 47 which defines
developable as: available (now), suitable (close to facilities) and achievable (within 5 years).
Accordingly, the dwelling capacity should be amended to reflect a realistic density based on a
national trend towards lower density development. We would recommend a significant discount be
applied to compensate for overestimate capacity. There is also concern that the proposals will not
deliver housing within the Plan period and therefore the Council should build in flexibility within its
Plan to meet the minimum East of England Plan requirements, which whilst no longer part of the
development plan still forms the most robust estimates of housing need for the district and forms
the housing figures adopted within the Core Strategy DPD.

H(17) Branksome
Lodge, Loudwater
Lane, Loudwater

1. The site represents open unbounded Green Belt which performs an important Green Belt
function as set out in the NPPF.
2. The site is located within a rural conservation area with a number of Listed Buildings
which shall be adversely impacted by additional development.
3. The site does not represent a sustainable form of development and there are other more
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In light of the foregoing it is submitted
that the suggested capacity of the site
be discounted to 12 new dwellings
between the period 2013-2026.
In light of the foregoing it is submitted
that the site be discounted from the
supply by virtue of not being the most
appropriate when considered against
the reasonable alternatives. It
therefore follows that the SAPSD as
drafted is not “sound” because it is not

suitable sites, which are appropriate for development.
Accordingly, we would recommend the site is removed from the supply as it represents an
inappropriate location.

H(18) Land Rear

of The Queens
Drive, Mill End

1. The site abuts the M25 and would be the only one of its kind to be co close to a major
noise source which would be harmful to amenity and may not satisfy the tests set out in
PPG24 relating to noise.
2. The site does not represent a sustainable form of development and there are other more
suitable sites, which are appropriate for development.
Accordingly, we would recommend the site is removed from the supply as it represents an
inappropriate location.

H(20) Long Island

Exchange,
Victoria Close,
Rickmansworth

1. The site abuts a busy roundabout and would be close to a major noise source which
would be harmful to amenity and may not satisfy the tests set out in PPG24 relating to
noise.
2. The site does not represent a sustainable form of development and there are other more
suitable sites, which are appropriate for development.
Accordingly, we would recommend the site is removed from the supply as it represents an
inappropriate location.

H(21) Police

Station, Rectory
Road,

1. The site abuts a busy roundabout and would be close to a major noise source which
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“justified”. To be “justified” the SAPSD
must be: (a) founded on a robust and
credible evidence base; and (b) the
most appropriate strategy when
considered against the reasonable
alternatives.
In light of the foregoing it is submitted
that the site be discounted from the
supply by virtue of not being the most
appropriate when considered against
the reasonable alternatives. It
therefore follows that the SAPSD as
drafted is not “sound” because it is not
“justified”. To be “justified” the SAPSD
must be: (a) founded on a robust and
credible evidence base; and (b) the
most appropriate strategy when
considered against the reasonable
alternatives.
In light of the foregoing it is submitted
that the site be discounted from the
supply by virtue of not being the most
appropriate when considered against
the reasonable alternatives. It
therefore follows that the SAPSD as
drafted is not “sound” because it is not
“justified”. To be “justified” the SAPSD
must be: (a) founded on a robust and
credible evidence base; and (b) the
most appropriate strategy when
considered against the reasonable
alternatives.
In light of the foregoing it is submitted
that the site be discounted from the
supply by virtue of not being the most

Rickmansworth

would be harmful to amenity and may not satisfy the tests set out in PPG24 relating to
noise.
2. The site does not represent a sustainable form of development and there are other more
suitable sites, which are appropriate for development.
Accordingly, we would recommend the site is removed from the supply as it represents an
inappropriate location.

appropriate when considered against
the reasonable alternatives. It
therefore follows that the SAPSD as
drafted is not “sound” because it is not
“justified”. To be “justified” the SAPSD
must be: (a) founded on a robust and
credible evidence base; and (b) the
most appropriate strategy when
considered against the reasonable
alternatives.

H(23) Langwood

House, High
Street,
Rickmansworth

1. The site is within Flood Zone (FZ) 3a and parts may fall within FZ3b.
2. The site fails the Sequential Test and consequently is contrary to the NPPF (see Footnote
1 at page 8 for justification).
3. The site may fail the Exception Test set out in PPS25 subject to the Environment Agency
support.
In light of the foregoing the Council has not provided evidence that the site is developable for a
scheme of 15 residential dwellings in accordance with the NPPF paragraph 47 which defines
developable as: available (now), suitable (close to facilities) and achievable (within 5 years).
Accordingly, we would recommend the site is removed from the supply as it represents an
inappropriate location.

H(24) Gas Works,
Salter’s Close,
Rickmansworth

1. The site is within Flood Zone (FZ) 3a and parts may fall within FZ3b.
2. The site fails the Sequential Test and consequently is contrary to the NPPF (see Footnote
1 at page 8 for justification).
3. The site may fail the Exception Test set out in PPS25 subject to the Environment Agency
support.
4. The site is a former Gas Works and will require remediation to safeguard against historic
contamination.
5. The Council has overestimated supply at the site. The NPPF has removed the minimum
density requirement of 30 dwellings per hectare. The property market and housing

6

In light of the foregoing it is submitted
that the site be discounted from the
supply by virtue of not being the most
appropriate when considered against
the reasonable alternatives. It
therefore follows that the SAPSD as
drafted is not “sound” because it is not
“justified”. To be “justified” the SAPSD
must be: (a) founded on a robust and
credible evidence base; and (b) the
most appropriate strategy when
considered against the reasonable
alternatives.

10 new dwellings between 2016-2026.

demand is seeking larger family properties within lower density developments and no
longer a significant proportion of flats.
In light of the foregoing the Council has not provided evidence that the site is developable for a
scheme of 20 residential dwellings in accordance with the NPPF paragraph 47 which defines
developable as: available (now), suitable (close to facilities) and achievable (within 5 years).
Accordingly, the dwelling capacity should be amended to reflect a realistic density based on a
national trend towards lower density development. We would recommend a 10% discount be
applied to compensate for overestimate capacity. There is also concern that the proposals will not
deliver housing within the Plan period 2011-2015 as identified and therefore the Council should
build in flexibility within its Plan to meet the minimum East of England Plan requirements.
H(25) Bridge

Motors, Church
Street,
Rickmansworth

1. The site is within Flood Zone (FZ) 3a and parts may fall within FZ3b.
2. The site fails the Sequential Test and consequently is contrary to the NPPF (see Footnote
1 at page 8 for justification).
3. The site may fail the Exception Test set out in PPS25 subject to the Environment Agency
support.
In light of the foregoing the Council has not provided evidence that the site is developable for a
scheme of 10 residential dwellings in accordance with the NPPF paragraph 47 which defines
developable as: available (now), suitable (close to facilities) and achievable (within 5 years).
Accordingly, we would recommend the site is removed from the supply as it represents an
inappropriate location.

H(26) Depot,

Harefield Road,
Rickmansworth

1. The site is within Flood Zone (FZ) 3a and parts may fall within FZ3b.
2. The site fails the Sequential Test and consequently is contrary to the NPPF (see Footnote
1 at page 8 for justification).
3. The site may fail the Exception Test set out in PPS25 subject to the Environment Agency
support.
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In light of the foregoing it is submitted
that the site be discounted from the
supply by virtue of not being the most
appropriate when considered against
the reasonable alternatives. It
therefore follows that the SAPSD as
drafted is not “sound” because it is not
“justified”. To be “justified” the SAPSD
must be: (a) founded on a robust and
credible evidence base; and (b) the
most appropriate strategy when
considered against the reasonable
alternatives.
In light of the foregoing it is submitted
that the site be discounted from the
supply by virtue of not being the most
appropriate when considered against
the reasonable alternatives. It
therefore follows that the SAPSD as
drafted is not “sound” because it is not
“justified”. To be “justified” the SAPSD

In light of the foregoing the Council has not provided evidence that the site is developable for a
scheme of 25 residential dwellings in accordance with the NPPF paragraph 47 which defines
developable as: available (now), suitable (close to facilities) and achievable (within 5 years).
Accordingly, we would recommend the site is removed from the supply as it represents an
inappropriate location.
H(27) Depot,
Stockers farm
Road,
Rickmansworth

must be: (a) founded on a robust and
credible evidence base; and (b) the
most appropriate strategy when
considered against the reasonable
alternatives.

1. The site is within Flood Zone (FZ) 3a and parts may fall within FZ3b.
2. The site fails the Sequential Test and consequently is contrary to the NPPF (see Footnote
1 at page 8 for justification).
3. The site may fail the Exception Test set out in the NPPF subject to the Environment
Agency support.
4. The sites former use will require remediation to safeguard against historic contamination.
5. The Council has overestimated supply at the site. The site is approximately 1ha and likely
to accommodate around 40 dwellings. The NPPF has removed the minimum density
requirement of 30 dwellings per hectare. The property market and housing demand is
seeking larger family properties within lower density developments and no longer a
significant proportion of flats.
In light of the foregoing the Council has not provided evidence that the site is developable for a
scheme of 60 residential dwellings in accordance with the NPPF paragraph 47 which defines
developable as: available (now), suitable (close to facilities) and achievable (within 5 years).
Accordingly, the dwelling capacity should be amended to reflect a realistic density based on a
national trend towards lower density development. We would recommend a 10% discount be
applied to compensate for overestimate capacity. There is also concern that the proposals will not
deliver housing within the Plan period 2016-2020 as identified and therefore the Council should
build in flexibility within its Plan to meet the minimum East of England Plan requirements.
40 new dwellings between 2016-2026.

H(28) land South
of Tolpits Lane

1. The site is within Flood Zone (FZ) 3a and parts may fall within FZ3b.
2. The site fails the Sequential Test and consequently is contrary to the NPPF (see Footnote
1 at page 8 for justification).
3. The site may fail the Exception Test set out in the NPPF subject to the Environment
Agency support.
4. The Council has overestimated supply at the site. The NPPF has removed the minimum
density requirement of 30 dwellings per hectare. The property market and housing
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demand is seeking larger family properties within lower density developments and no
longer a significant proportion of flats.

25 new dwellings between 2021-2026.

In light of the foregoing the Council has not provided evidence that the site is developable for a
scheme of 50 residential dwellings in accordance with the NPPF paragraph 47 which defines
developable as: available (now), suitable (close to facilities) and achievable (within 5 years).
Accordingly, the dwelling capacity should be amended to reflect a realistic density based on a
national trend towards lower density development. We would recommend a 10% discount be
applied to compensate for overestimate capacity.
H(29) Pocklington

House, Eastbury
1. The site would result in the loss of much needed care home within the District. There are
no provisions for re-allocation of additional care facilities and therefore the deliverability of
the site is questioned.
2. The site does not represent a sustainable form of development and there are other more
suitable sites, which are more appropriate for development.
Accordingly, we would recommend the site is removed from the supply as it represents an
inappropriate location.

H(30) The

Fairway, Green
Lane, Oxhey Hall

1. The site would result in the loss of much needed care home within the District. There are
no provisions for re-allocation of additional care facilities and therefore the deliverability of
the site is questioned.
2. The site does not represent a sustainable form of development and there are other more
suitable sites, which are more appropriate for development.
Accordingly, we would recommend the site is removed from the supply as it represents an
inappropriate location.
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In light of the foregoing it is submitted
that the site be discounted from the
supply by virtue of not being the most
appropriate when considered against
the reasonable alternatives. It
therefore follows that the SAPSD as
drafted is not “sound” because it is not
“justified”. To be “justified” the SAPSD
must be: (a) founded on a robust and
credible evidence base; and (b) the
most appropriate strategy when
considered against the reasonable
alternatives.
In light of the foregoing it is submitted
that the site be discounted from the
supply by virtue of not being the most
appropriate when considered against
the reasonable alternatives. It
therefore follows that the SAPSD as
drafted is not “sound” because it is not
“justified”. To be “justified” the SAPSD
must be: (a) founded on a robust and
credible evidence base; and (b) the
most appropriate strategy when
considered against the reasonable

alternatives.
H(33) Little Furze

School, South
Oxhey

1. The site represents open unbounded Green Belt which performs an important Green Belt
function as set out in the NPPF.
2. The site is located within a local nature reserve which shall be adversely impacted by
additional development.
3. The site does not represent a sustainable form of development and there are other more
suitable sites, which are appropriate for development.
Accordingly, we would recommend the site is removed from the supply as it represents an
inappropriate location.

H(35) South Oxhey
Town Centre

1. The proposed site area is not an allocation and is not suitable for this document. The
Council has not identified precise and specific land parcels suitable to accommodate the
dwelling capacity of 280. The sites are windfall development and will be provided for
within a subsequent SPD. The South Oxhey Town Centre allocation should not be
pursued through the Site Allocations DPD without specific sites.
2. There is no explanation as to how the quantum of development has been calculated,
whether sites have been identified and whether landowners are willing to release land. If
the redevelopment proposals were for an area of undeveloped or unused land within one
ownership, a development which includes a considerable number of dwellings would be
achievable, however this is not realistic in this location.
It can be seen that there are likely to be serious delivery problems associated with
comprehensive redevelopment due to many factors including:




Whilst the site is within the ownership of the Council there is a need for the
Council to buy back the leases on the properties to enable redevelopment and to
regain ownership of a number of properties previously sold to housing
associations. The Council has not produced any evidence to demonstrate the
sites are deliverable at the point envisaged;
There are significant number of existing uses in the area, which may not wish to
be relocated or join in any redevelopment plans;
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In light of the foregoing it is submitted
that the site be discounted from the
supply by virtue of not being the most
appropriate when considered against
the reasonable alternatives. It
therefore follows that the SAPSD as
drafted is not “sound” because it is not
“justified”. To be “justified” the SAPSD
must be: (a) founded on a robust and
credible evidence base; and (b) the
most appropriate strategy when
considered against the reasonable
alternatives.

In light of the foregoing it is submitted
that the site be discounted from the
supply by virtue of not being the most
appropriate when considered against
the reasonable alternatives. It
therefore follows that the SAPSD as
drafted is not “sound” because it is not
“justified”. To be “justified” the SAPSD
must be: (a) founded on a robust and
credible evidence base; and (b) the
most appropriate strategy when
considered against the reasonable
alternatives.








It is likely that the Council would have to use Compulsory Purchase Orders to
either assemble the land or relocate businesses which for this type of
development may take years to complete and there is no evidence of the
Council’s intention in this respect;
There is no evidence that the proposed development is viable;
Local consultation has shown that there is objection to the proposals by local
stakeholders;
It is understood that the there is a significant delay in the process of trying to buy
back homes from the local housing associations; and
The status of various leasehold arrangements is currently unknown which would
add a further layer of complexity in the land assembly.

There is no evidence base to demonstrate that the sites are developable and likely to
contribute to housing delivery at the point envisaged.
Such a scheme is likely to be predominantly smaller units are likely to come forward. In
order to retain a mix of dwelling types, there will need to be a greater proportion of larger,
family housing on less constrained sites, such as urban periphery sites. As such the high
density assumptions are overstating the quantum of numbers even if the land assembly
issues can be overcome.
3. The Council has overestimated supply at the site. The NPPF has removed the minimum
density requirement of 30 dwellings per hectare. The property market and housing
demand is seeking larger family properties within lower density developments and no
longer a significant proportion of flats.
In light of the foregoing the Council has not provided evidence that the site is developable for a
scheme of 280 residential dwellings in accordance with the NPPF paragraph 47 which defines
developable as: available (now), suitable (close to facilities) and achievable (within 5 years).
Accordingly, the boundaries of the site require redefining and the dwelling capacity amended to
reflect a realistic density based on a national trend towards lower density development. There is
also concern that the proposals will not deliver housing within the Plan period and therefore the
Council should build in flexibility within its Plan to meet the minimum East of England Plan
requirements.
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H(36) Grapevine

Public House,
Prestwick Road,
South Oxhey

1. The proposal will result in the loss of a significant area of Nascot Wood, which is open
unbounded Green Belt which performs an important Green Belt function as set out in the
NPPF.
2. The site does not represent a sustainable form of development and there are other more
suitable sites, which are appropriate for development.
Accordingly, the boundaries of the site require redefining and the dwelling capacity amended to
reflect a realistic density based on a national trend towards lower density development. We would
recommend a 10% discount be applied to compensate for overestimate capacity as a minimum
based on the Government’s ‘Tapping the Potential: Best practice in assessing urban housing
capacity’ guideline figures. There is also concern that the proposals will not deliver housing within
the Plan period and therefore the Council should build in flexibility within its Plan to meet the
minimum East of England Plan requirements, which whilst no longer part of the development plan
still forms the most robust estimates of housing need for the district and forms the housing figures
adopted within the Core Strategy DPD.

H(37) Land at
Heysham Drive,
South Oxhey

1. Sport England would be a statutory consultee on any future planning application affecting
the playing fields (and their ancillary facilities) at the site under the terms of the Town and
Country Planning (Development Management Procedure) Order 2010 (SI No. 2184
(2010)) because the development would affect a playing field. All proposals affecting
playing fields are assessed in relation to Sport England’s playing fields policy ‘A Sporting
Future for the Playing Fields of England’ (1997). Sport England will normally oppose
development that would lead to the loss of, or prejudice the use of, all or part of a playing
field, without meeting at least one of the specific exception criteria identified in the above
policy. This policy is broadly consistent with Government guidance on development
affecting playing fields set out in paragraph 15 of PPG17. Sport England will maintain an
objection position until the above is demonstrated which may result in delay or a reduction
in the deliverable land on the site.
2. The Council has overestimated supply at the site. The NPPF has removed the minimum
density requirement of 30 dwellings per hectare. The property market and housing
demand is seeking larger family properties within lower density developments and no
longer a significant proportion of flats.
In light of the foregoing the Council has not provided evidence that the site is developable for a
scheme of 50 residential dwellings in accordance with the NPPF paragraph 47 which defines
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In light of the foregoing it is submitted
that the suggested capacity of the site
be discounted to 13 new dwellings
between the period 2013-2026.

In light of the foregoing it is submitted
that the site be discounted from the
supply by virtue of not being the most
appropriate when considered against
the reasonable alternatives. It
therefore follows that the SAPSD as
drafted is not “sound” because it is not
“justified”. To be “justified” the SAPSD
must be: (a) founded on a robust and
credible evidence base; and (b) the
most appropriate strategy when
considered against the reasonable
alternatives.

developable as: available (now), suitable (close to facilities) and achievable (within 5 years).
Accordingly, we would recommend the site is removed from the supply as it represents an
inappropriate location.
H(38) Rear of

Lytham Avenue,
South Oxhey

1. The site adjoins a major electricity sub station with overhead cables run on pylons directly
over the site.
2. There are safer, better environments to deliver housing.
3. The site does not represent a sustainable form of development and there are other more
suitable sites, which are appropriate for development.
In light of the foregoing the Council has not provided evidence that the site is developable for a in
accordance with the NPPF paragraph 47 which defines developable as: available (now), suitable
(close to facilities) and achievable (within 5 years).
Further, we would recommend the site is removed from the supply as it represents an
inappropriate location.

In light of the foregoing it is submitted
that the site be discounted from the
supply by virtue of not being the most
appropriate when considered against
the reasonable alternatives. It
therefore follows that the SAPSD as
drafted is not “sound” because it is not
“justified”. To be “justified” the SAPSD
must be: (a) founded on a robust and
credible evidence base; and (b) the
most appropriate strategy when
considered against the reasonable
alternatives.

Total dwellings unlikely to be delivered in the Plan - 828 dwellings

Footnotes: The footnotes below provide the background justification to our site assessment set out above.
1. The application of the sequential approach in the NPPF encourages decision makers to steer development to Flood Zone 1. Where there are no
reasonably available sites in Flood Zone 1, planners should consider reasonably available sites in Flood Zone 2, applying the Exception Test if necessary.
Where there are no reasonably available sites in Flood Zones 1 or 2, sites in Flood Zone 3 will be considered appropriate if the Exception Test is passed.
The proposals for this site comprise residential development, which is classified in NPPF as ‘more vulnerable’ development. The site falls within flood zone
3a. Accordingly to pass the Sequential Test the application proposals must demonstrate that there are no “reasonably available” sites in a lower flood risk
zone or at a lower risk of flooding.
There are a number of available sites within lower risk flood zones and therefore the site does not satisfy the Sequential Test set out in the NPPF.
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Appendix 2

WATFORD OBSERVER
Housing association, Catalyst, pulls out of South Oxhey initiative
Ambitions to redevelop South Oxhey have received a blow after a housing association pulled out of
the project.
London-based Catalyst had been involved in negotiation over the initiative to 450 new homes to the
estate.
The housing association is the second to abandon the scheme after Three Rivers’ main provider,
Thrive, quit last year.
Councillor Ann Shaw, the leader of Three Rivers District Council, described Catalyst’s exit was "an
irritation" rather than a major blow to the scheme.
She said: "It is just means we have to review the way we are dealing with it. We are not going to
abandon it.
"We had had long discussions with them (Catalyst). But I would much rather find they are not
interested at the moment than further down the line. It is an irritation.
"There is so much decanting with residents and shopkeepers that we have never said this would be
done at top speed. It needs to be done at a speed that accommodates that."
The South Oxhey Initiative was devised after 130 flats between Fairfield Avenue and Oxhey Drive,
including some 98 currently let to Thrive tenants, have been identified by the council as being
beyond repair and in need of replacing.
Under current plans, these flats would be demolished to make way for 450 new homes, a 30,000 sq
ft supermarket and a new retail area.
Half the new flats will be market rate and the other half will be "affordable".
Thrive Homes had been the initial housing provider in negotiations over the project but its chief
executive, Elspeth Mackenzie, left the South Oxhey initiative steering committee, in November.
At the time she cited the council not matching the price it wants for 98 Thrive homes on the site as
her reason.
However the council offered a different reason saying she had stepped down from the committee to
avoid a commercial conflict of interest.

Appendix 3

Key

N

Site Boundary

Indicative Residential
Development

Existing vegetation
retained to provide
screening

Road Network

Shared Surfaces and
Traffic Calming

Existing Vegetation

Limited development
served via low trafficked
streets

Proposed Trees

M1

Amenity and Parking
Areas

Public Open Space

Main access
road identified
with wider streets
and avenue trees

New open
space with
views across
golf course

Development
encloses and
overlooks new
open space

Design consideration
for pedestrian activity

BUCKNA
0m

25m

50m

75m

LLS LANE
100m

Appendix 4

FAIRWAYS FARM, LAND NORTH OF BUCKNALLS LANE, ABBOTS LANGLEY
Note on Access and Junction Capacity

L390-01
May 2011

1.0

INTRODUCTION

1.1

Ardent Consulting Engineers has been appointed by S Lyle Esq to
advise on the highways aspects of the potential redevelopment of
land at Fairways Farm, to the north of Bucknalls Lane, Abbots
Langley, Herts.

The site is located to the north of Garston on the

northetrn edge of the Watford built-up area. It is bordered by a civic
amenity depot to the north, the M1 motorway and a residential culde-sac, Bucknall Close, to the east, the rear of houses fronting onto
Bucknalls Lane to the south and Penfold Park golf course to the
west. The A405 North Orbital Road runs north-south to the west of
the site, passing under the M1 at J6.

1.2

The local planning authority is Three Rivers District Council (TRDC)
while the local highway authority, responsible for all roads in the
vicinity of the site with the exception of the M1, is Hertfordshire
County Council (HCC).

The site lies very close to the boundaries

with both Watford Borough (to the south of the junction of the A405
with Coates Way) and St Albans City & District (to the east of the
M1).

1.3

The site, together with the golf course to the west, was identified by
TRDC as a potential location for residential development in the
emerging Local Development Framework (LDF).

However, HCC

objected to that proposal since it would involve the provision of a
new access junction on the A405, which forms part of HCC’s
strategic road network, which would be contrary to policy.

1.4

This note has been prepared to set out the position with regards to
the transport aspects of a development on the site, most notably
access and the capacity of the A405/Bucknalls Lane junction. It
could be amended to form the basis of a Transport Assessment (TA)
to

be

submitted

with

a

planning

development on the site.

ML/ss10343/L390/Misc/L390-01

1

application

for

residential

FAIRWAYS FARM, LAND NORTH OF BUCKNALLS LANE, ABBOTS LANGLEY
Note on Access and Junction Capacity

L390-01
May 2011

2.0

EXISTING SITUATION

2.1

The site comprises stables and open fields, and is currently in
equestrian/agricultural use.

It is accessed by means of a track

running along the western boundary of no 69.

2.2

Bucknalls Lane runs east from a signal junction with the dual
carriageway A405 North Orbital Road/St Albans Road, crossing the
M1 motorway before terminating in woodland. It provides the sole
access to a number of residential dwellings (on Tudor Manor Way
and Bucknalls Close, and on Lemon Field Drive which runs south and
provides access to Avalon Close, Cranefield Drive, Mutchetts Close
and Chichester Way).

Bucknalls Lane also provides access to the

Building Research Establishment (BRE) to the east of the M1 (which
has an alternative access via Bucknalls Drive in Bricket Wood to the
north east, although the route through the BRE site is not a public
right of way).

2.3

Bucknalls Lane currently provides the sole access to a total of some
470 existing dwellings in addition to the BRE; well in excess of the
normal limit of around 300 historically stipulated by HCC.

To the

west of the M1 it has a 6m wide carriageway with footways on both
sides and single yellow line parking restrictions prohibiting parking
between 15:00-16:00 on weekdays; all houses fronting onto it have
in-curtilage parking for at least two cars.

It would probably be

defined as a “Major Access Road” by HCC given its nature and
function, not being a through road or bus route and subject to a
30moh speed limit.

2.4

Vehicles cannot turn right out of Bucknalls Lane onto the A405 and
drivers heading north must turn left and U-turn at the junction with
Coates Way some 190m to the south. Similarly, the right turn into
Coates Way from the south is also prohibited and drivers wishing to
undertake this manoeuvre must do so by undertaking a U-turn at
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the Bucknalls Lane signal junction; the right turn into Bucknalls Lane
is also permitted.

The Coates Way and Bucknalls Lane junctions

together form a “longabout” arrangement. Northbound traffic on the
A405 is free flowing through the junction and the mainline flow on
this carriageway is unsignalled.

The A405 is subject to a 50mph

speed limit and forms part of HCC’s Primary Route Network (PRN).

2.5

The A405 is served by three regular bus routes with stops in lay-bys
on both sides of the road immediately north of the Bucknalls Lane
junction. The southbound stop is located about a 420m (5-minute)
walk distance from the nearest point of the site, and 780m (a 10minute walk) from the furthest point.

This is beyond the 400m

desirable maximum walk distance to a bus stop, and the distance to
the northbound stop is further.

2.6

The 321 route runs between Luton Airport and Watford via St Albans
every 30 minutes, and between St Albans and Maple Cross

via

Watford every 30 minutes on weekdays and Saturdays (hourly
between Luton town and Watford only on Sundays, and hourly
between Luton town and Maple Cross in the evenings).

The 621

runs between Watford and Hatfield via St Albans every hour on
weekdays and Saturdays.

Finally the 724 runs between Heathrow

Airport and Harlow via Uxbridge, Watford, St Albans, Hatfield,
Wwelwyn Garden City, Hertford and Ware on an hourly frequency
during weekday and Saturday daytimes (two-hourly on Sundays).

2.7

There

are

controlled

pedestrian

crossing

facilities

across

the

Bucknalls Lane arm of the A405 junction, with footways on both
sides of the A405, that on the eastern (site) side running alongside
a cycleway. There is a subway under the A405 immediately to the
north of the Bucknalls Lane junction which provides a direct
pedestrian route to the northbound bus stop, and also caters for
cyclists, having ramps on both sides of the road.
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The nearest railway station to the site is at Garston on the Watford
Junction to St Albans Abbey branch line and is a walk distance of
approximately 2km from the site.

3.0

THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT

3.1

Our brief is to assess the scope for the site to be developed to provide
circa 100 dwellings. The houses at nos 67 and 69 Bucknalls Lane are in
the same ownership as the site and could be demolished to provide an
access.

3.2

Initial discussions with HCC have established that they would not object
to the principle of a further 100 dwellings being accessed from Bucknalls
Lane, subject to the provision of a suitable access junction and to it being
demonstrated that the signal junction with the A405 has sufficient
capacity to accommodate the associated additional traffic.

3.3

Ardent Consulting Engineers Drawing No L390-001A shows the
proposed access arrangement, involving the demolition of no 67 but
allowing no 69 to be retained, with the existing site access running
alongside the eastern boundary of no 67 stopped-up. The arrangement
includes a Minor Access Road with a 5m wide carriageway with 2m
footway on the western side only, 6m kerb radii and 2.4m x 43m visibility
splays in both directions.

The spacing from the existing junction with

Bucknalls Close to the east is 33m, which is minimum permitted by HCC
on a Major Access Road.

3.4

HCC has confirmed that such an access arrangement is acceptable in
principle.

4.0

TRIP GENERATION AND MODAL SPLIT

4.1

We have derived the predicted weekday peak hour trip generation of the
development by deriving peson trip rates for privately owned houses from
the TRICS database. This is robust since a proportion of dwellings would
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be affordable, which have lower trip rates, and some may be flats, which
also have lower trip rates. We have then applied the modal split for the
resident population of the surrounding area derived from Travel to Work
data from the 2001 Census (data from the 2011 Census is not yet
available). Table 1 sets out the predicted trip generation by main mode
of travel.

Table 1:

Predicted weekday peak hour residential trips by main
mode of travel
Weekday am peak hour

Weekday pm peak hour

In

Out

Two-way

In

Out

Two-way

0.234

0.854

1.088

0.619

0.374

0.993

Total Person trips (100
houses)

23

85

109

62

37

99

Vehicle trips sub-total
(79%)

19

68

86

49

30

79

Car passenger trips (5%)

1

4

5

3

2

5

Train passenger trips (5%)

1

4

5

3

2

5

Bus passenger trips (5%)

1

4

5

3

2

5

Pedal cycle trips (1%)

0

1

2

1

1

2

Walking trips (5%)

1

4

5

3

2

5

Person trip rates (per
private house)

4.2

We have assumed that the predicted inbound traffic associated with the
development would be distributed in line with existing proportions turning
into Bucknalls Lane from the north and the south (all outbound traffic has
to turn left onto the A405 southbound).

5.0

A405/BUCKNALLS LANE JUNCTION CAPACITY

5.1

A classified turning count was undertaken at the junction during school
term time between 07:00-10:00 and 16:00-19:00 on Wednesday 4th May
2011. This identified the weekday am and pm peak hours (defined as the
hours in which the total flow through the junction in Passenger Car Units
(PCUs)

was

at

a

maximum)

as

07:45-08:45

and

16:45-17:45

respectively. The survey also identified queue lengths (every 5 minutes)
and signal timings (for a sample of 14 cycles in the am peak hour and 24
in the pm peak hour), with an average cycle time of 65 seconds in the am
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peak hour and 61 in the pm.

The survey also observed that the

pedestrian crossing phases were not called on any occasion during either
surveyed period and that the junction operated well within capacity with
minimal

queuing.

Figures

1

and

2

show

the

observed

turning

movements at the junction.

5.2

The document Guidance on Transport Assessments, published by the
Departments for Transport and Communities and Local Government
(DfT/DCLG) in 2009, recommends that for non-trunk roads such as the
A405, an assessment of the traffic impact of a new development be
undertaken for five years after registration of the planning application.

5.3

We have derived projected background traffic growth factors from
forecast increases in national annual vehicle mileage derived from the
National Transport Model (2010) for “Principal Urban Roads”. These have
been modified by the use of local factors obtained from the National Trip
Ends Model (NTEM) dataset v5.4 for each peak period, taking the average
factor for Watford and St Albans Districts. This gives the following growth
factors for convert observed 2011 flows on the A405 to predicted 2016
levels: -

5.4



weekday am peak period: 1.034; and



weekday pm peak period: 1.029.

Applying these factors to the observed 2011 flows give the projected
2016 Base Case flows shown at Figures 3 and 4.

5.5

HCC has advised that there are no other committed development
proposals in the immediate area that need to be taken into consideration
in the capacity analysis. However, the BRE site has been identified in the
emerging St Albans LDF as being suitable to accommodate some housing,
with some rearrangement of the existing site layout required to make
more efficient use of the existing buildings while allowing the current
employment levels to be maintained.

Such a development could be

accessed either from Bucknalls Lane to the east of the M1 or from
ML/ss10343/L390/Misc/L390-01
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Bucknalls Drive in Bricket Wood to the north, and potential has been
identified for a new bus service to be introduced running through the BRE
site (which would also improve the accessibility of the Fairways Farm site
by bus). However the number of houses that the site could potentially
accommodate and their access arrangements have not been finalised and
so HCC has advised that we do not need to take account of this at
present.

5.6

Taking the predicted vehicle trip generation of the proposed development
from Table 1 and distributing them in line with the observed turning
movements gives the predicted additional flows shown at Figures 5 and
6.

5.7

Adding the predicted development traffic to the 2016 Base Case flows
gives the predicted 2016 Development Case flows shown at Figures 7
and 8.

5.8

We have undertaken capacity analysis of the A405/Bucknalls Lane signal
junction

using

the

LINSIG

software,

with

information

phasings/stagings and intergreens provided by HCC.

on

signal

The results are

summarised in Table 2; these give the predicted degree of saturation
and “mean maximum” queue length associated with each manoeuvre,
together with the optimised cycle time, degree of reserve capacity and
total junction delay. For signals, a degree of saturation of 90% is usually
regarded as practical capacity and 100% as theoretical capacity, with a
practical reserve capacity (PRC) of +10% typically sought.

Our

assessment is based on a target PRC of at least +10.0%; a larger value
could be obtained with a longer cycle time but this would increase
maximum queue lengths and delays slightly.
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Summary of results of LINSIG capacity assessment of
A405/Bucknalls Lane signal junction, 2016

Link and
Manoeuvre

Weekday am peak hour
Base Case

Weekday pm peak hour

Development
Case

Base Case

Development
Case

Sat’n

Queue
(PCUs)

Sat’n

Queue
(PCUs)

Sat’n

Queue
(PCUs)

Sat’n

Queue
(PCUs)

A405 north left
turn into Bucknalls
Lane

16.4%

0.6

17.4%

0.7

11.2%

0.4

13.8%

0.5

A405 north
southbound ahead

80.1%

10.8

80.1%

10.8

79.8%

10.8

79.8%

10.8

Bucknalls Lane left
turn to A405
southbound

51.8%

1.9

67.7%

3.0

69.3%

3.1

76.4%

3.8

A405 northbound
right turn/U-turn

31.2%

1.5

32.9%

1.6

20.1%

0.9

38.4%

1.9

Optimised cycle
time (seconds)
PRC
Total Delay (PCU
hours)

5.9

27

27

27

27

+12.3%

+12.3%

+12.8%

+12.8%

6.83

7.60

7.19

8.29

Table 2 shows that the junction is expected to operate well within
practical capacity with the predicted 2016 Base and Development Case
flows, and that the addition of the predicted development traffic would
have a minimal impact with a small increase in queueing and delay on
some approaches.

6.0

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

6.1

Although Bucknalls Lane already provides the sole means of access to
more dwellings than HCC has historically permitted (plus the BRE site), it
has not raised an in-principle object to the development of the Fairways
Farm site to accommodate circa a further 100 units.

6.2

An access junction could be accommodated by demolishing no 67 and
leaving no 69 intact.
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The signal junction of the A405 and Bucknalls Lane has ample spare
capacity to accommodate the predicted additional traffic associated with a
development of 100 dwellings.

6.4

HCC may require contributions towards the provision of an at-grade
pedestrian/cycle (Toucan) crossing to be provided on the A405, or for
improvements to the subway, a to facilitate access to the northbound bus
stop, and also improvements to both stops (new shelters, improved
information such as real time displays, raised kerbs to facilitate passenger
boarding/alighting etc).

6.5

The identification of the nearby BRE site as a possible location for houses
in the emerging St Albans LDF may result in the provision of a new bus
service through that site and along Bucknalls Lane which would improve
the accessibility of the Fairways Farm site by bus.
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Site Allocations Development Plan Documents
Proposed Submission Consultation November 2012

Fairways Farm, Bucknells Lane, Garston
Site Allocation Re-Appraisal Site Score
Background: The subject site comprises of Fairways Farm, Bucknells Lane, Garston. The site is 3.3ha in size and development up to 100 dwellings is
proposed. The site was previously included as part of a wider comprehensive redevelopment site including Penfold Golf Course for development up to 300
dwellings. The Council’s Sustainability Appraisal and Site Score assessed the site as Penfold Golf Course/Fairways Farm and scored the site with a total of
730.
The proposals no longer include Penfold Golf Course and therefore Council’s previous score is no longer appropriate as the. The Council is therefore required
to re-appraise the site as part of its SA process but has not yet undertaken such assessment. We have therefore undertaken to provide a re-appraisal of the
site below.
(1-10 score then multiplied by ‘multiplication factor’)
Site Selection Criteria

Score

Amended Score Comments

Site Ownership

30 (10*3)

The site ownership has been uplifted to a score of 30 as the site is within a single ownership and is
developable and available for development.

GB Impact

40 (8*5)

The development of the Fairways Farm site will have less impact on the GB. The site is smaller than
the previous larger comprehensive development site, which included the Penfold Golf Course. The
proposal will result in the use of less GB.
In terms of the GB to be used the site is bounded to the east by the M1. The site is therefore enclosed
and provides no open relief in its wider setting. Visually, the site is self-contained, the proposed
housing will be contained within the site and additional landscaping could supplement the well
established screening afforded to the site to limit its visual impact.
The NPPF identifies the five purposes of including land in Green Belts. For the foregoing reasons the
proposed development will consequently not result in or encourage unrestricted sprawl of large built up
areas. The sites natural boundaries being physically contained by roads will prevent neighbouring
towns from merging into one another. The development of this site will not cause coalescence of
settlements. The release of the site would preserve the setting of the character of the town and assist
in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other urban land. The site will

GB Objectives

40

(8*5)

provide a long-term defensible boundary using the physical features around it and will be readily
recognisable and likely to be permanent.
Turning to consider the objectives of the Green Belt, the site:







does not provide opportunities for access to the open countryside for the urban
population;
does not provide opportunities for outdoor sport and outdoor recreation near urban
areas;
is not part of an attractive landscape, being surrounded by roads;
does not contribute to improving damaged and derelict land around towns;
has no nature conservation interest; and
is not in agricultural, forestry or other related uses.

PDL

0

(0*5)

The site does not comprises PDL

TPO

10

(10*1)

The site does not contain any trees with a TPO or any other notable trees.

AONB

50

(10*5)

The site is not within an AONB.

Flood Zone

40

(10*4)

The site is located within Flood Zone 1 and is therefore sequentially preferable to sites within Flood
Zone 2 and 3 in accordance with PPS25. Further, the site will not result in a high risk to people and
property from flooding. It is not within 1km of an area of high flood risk.

Groundwater Protection

10

SSSI

50

(10*5)

The site is not within or close to a SSSI and will not result in any harm.

LNR

40

(10*4)

The site does not lie within a LNR and is not within 1km of such an allocation.

Wildlife Site

30

(10*3)

The site is approximately 1000m away from a designated wildlife area; the development of the site will
not impact significantly on the wildlife site.

RIGG

20

(10*2)

The site is not within a regionally important geological/geomorphological site or within 1km of one.

CA

30

(10*3)

The site is not within a Conservation Area or within 1km of one.

LB

40

(10*1)

(10*4)

The site is not within a Ground Water Protection zone.

There are no listed buildings contained within the site or within the vicinity, therefore there is no impact.

LLB

20

(10*2)

There are no locally listed buildings within the site or within close proximity, therefore there is no
impact.

SAM
Registered Park

40
30

(10*4)
(10*3)

There is no SAM within the site or within close proximity, therefore there is no impact.
There are no registered parks within the site or within close proximity, therefore there is no impact.

Archaeological Site

20

(10*2)

The site is not an archaeological site or within close proximity, therefore there is no impact.

Contamination

20

(10*2)

There is no known contamination within the site or within close proximity, therefore there is no impact.

Air Quality

10

(10*1)

The site is not within an air quality management area and is not within close proximity to such
designation. It will therefore not have a negative impact.

Common Land/ Village
Green
Agricultural (Grade 2)

30

(10*3)

The site is not within common land/village green. It will therefore not have a negative impact.

20

(10*2)

The site is not agricultural Grade 2 land.

HLC

10

(10*1)

We concur with the Council’s original score as the site will not have an impact on the historic
landscape character of the area.

Noise

4

(4*1)

The site is bounded by roads however there are existing properties close to the roads and there is
mitigation available to reduce the impact of noise.

Hospital

0

(0*3)

The site is not within 3km of a hospital

Police

8

(4*2)

We concur with the Council’s original assessment.

Fire Station

0

We concur with the Council’s original assessment.

GP

0

We concur with the Council’s original assessment.

Dentist

20

(10*2)

Employment

15

(5*3)

The site is within close proximity and accessible to employment opportunities within 3km.

Primary School

12

(4*3)

We concur with the Council’s original assessment.

Secondary School

30

(10*3)

We concur with the Council’s original assessment.

Garston Lodge Dental Practice is within 800 metres of the site.

(10*2)

We concur with the Council’s original assessment.

Further Education

20

Primary Shopping

9

(3*3)

The site is highly accessible by public transport to the main shopping areas of the Borough.

Secondary Shopping

9

(3*3)

The site is highly accessible by public transport to the secondary shopping areas of the Borough.

Local Centre

9

(3*3)

The site is highly accessible to the Local Centre’s of the Borough.

Local Shops

9

(3*3)

The site is highly accessible to the Local Shops of the Borough.

Library

9

(3*3)

The site is highly accessible by public transport to the Library of the Borough.

Open Space

0

We concur with the Council’s original assessment.

Children’s Play

0

We concur with the Council’s original assessment.

Sport Facilities

20

(10*2)

We concur with the Council’s original assessment.

Community Hall

20

(10*2)

We concur with the Council’s original assessment.

Bus Service

24

(8*3)

The A405 is served by three regular bus routes with stops in lay-bys on both sides of the road
immediately north of the Bucknalls Lane junction. The southbound stop is located about a 420m (5minute) walk distance from the nearest point of the site, and 780m (a 10-minute walk) from the furthest
point.

Rail Station

20

(5*4)

Cycle Network

20

(10*2)

We concur with the Council’s original assessment.

Road- Congestion

10

(5*2)

The site is not within an area of known road congestion but is close to the M1.

Road- Capacity

16

(8*2)

We concur with the Council’s original assessment.

Critical Mass

12

(3*4)

We concur with the Council’s original assessment.

Total

926
(previous score 730)

The rail station is accessible through the use of a good bus service.

