LOCAL DEVELOPMENT FRAMEWORK MEMBER WORKING GROUP

SITE ALLOCATIONS DEVELOPMENT PLAN DOCUMENT
1
INTRODUCTION
1.1 Following the Member Working Group Meeting on 13 March 2012, this meeting has been arranged to consider responses received to consultation on Site Allocations in response to housing sites, the development brief for Langleybury and The Grove, and changes to the Green Belt boundary. 

1.2 Sites that the Council submits to the Government as part of the Site Allocations Document will be tested through examination where the Council will have to demonstrate that the document is legally compliant and sound. To be sound, the plan must be:

· Justified, that is, based on robust and credible evidence and the best option when compared to other reasonable alternatives;

· Effective, that is, deliverable, flexible enough to cope with changes in circumstances and able to be monitored; and

· Consistent with national policy.

1.3 The plan must also comply with the duty to co-operate. The duty to co-operate is set out in the Localism Act and requires that all authorities have regard to the activities of other planning authorities where relevant. It also includes the co-operation of other bodies on issues of common concern to the development of the plan.

1.4 The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) was published by the Government in March 2012. The NPPF replaces national planning policy previously set out in Planning Policy Statements and Planning Policy Guidance notes. At the heart of the NPPF is a presumption in favour of sustainable development. Changes to national planning policy as a result of the introduction of the NPPF are discussed below where relevant.

2
HOUSING SITES
2.1 Section 6 of the National Planning Policy Framework aims to boost significantly the supply of housing and requires local planning authorities to plan to meet the full, objectively assessed needs for market and affordable housing, as far as is consistent with the policies in the NPPF. Local authorities should identify and update annually a supply of specific deliverable sites sufficient to provide five years worth of housing against their housing requirements. Local authorities with a good record of delivery of housing such as Three Rivers must provide an additional buffer of 5% (moved forward from later in the plan period) to ensure choice and competition in the market for land. They must identify a supply of specific developable sites or broad locations for growth for years 6-10 and where possible for years 11-15
. 
2.2 The adopted Core Strategy sets a target for Three Rivers to provide 4,500 dwellings 2001-2026. The NPPF does not alter this overall target or have significant implications for the phasing of sites. This target has been partly met through the building of new homes and the grant of planning permission and the Site Allocations consultation document identified 42 potential housing sites across the District to address the need to identify land for 1,662 dwellings. 

2.3 Table 1 sets out the housing supply situation against the Core Strategy target following the end of the 2011/12 monitoring year, and shows that the Site Allocations document needs to make provision for at least 1,592 dwellings. 
Table 1: Provisional Housing Supply Situation at April 2012
	Three Rivers Housing Target 2001-2026
	4,500

	Net Completions 2001-2012
	2,267

	Sites With Planning Permission (excluding 425 units at Leavesden Aerodrome)
	451

	Windfall Allowance 2021-2026
	190

	Number of Houses that Need to be Found Land for
	1,592


2.4 Appendix 1 sets out for each site the results of the consultation, including comments received from landowners and statutory consultees. It also includes recommendations for each site.
2.5 Appendix 2 sets out details of 14 housing sites which were not included as the Council’s preferred options where consultation responses were received objecting to this. Ten are previously rejected sites that have been re-submitted for consideration by relevant landowners/agents. Four are new sites which have been submitted. Summaries of these representations are included at Appendix 2 but the full representations are available on the CD (circulated with the report).
2.6 Appendix 3 lists all 115 potential housing sites that have been considered by the Council throughout the process with their score and rank against the housing site selection criteria.

2.7 Developers of sites that the Council reject and do not include in the submitted Site Allocations DPD are likely to challenge that decision through the examination process. Therefore the Council will have to demonstrate that the sites included in the document to be submitted to the Government are the most appropriate when considered against alternatives and that they will be capable of delivering the suggested level of housing.

2.8 Table 2 summarises each of the 42 housing sites consulted on as part of the Site Allocations consultation, and recommendations on taking sites forward. Where there is a change recommended to a site’s capacity or phasing, this is shown as bold and underlined.
2.9 Table 3 summarises the 14 housing sites set out in Appendix 2 which were not included as the Council’s preferred options.

Table 2: Site Allocations Housing Sites Summary
	
	Site
	Consultation Capacity
	Consultation Phasing
	Site Score (rank)
	Recommendation
	Proposed Indicative Capacity
	Proposed Indicative Phasing

	H(1)
	Land West of Bluebell Drive, Bedmond
	25
	2021-2026
	686 (92)
	Include site within Site Allocations Proposed Submission.
	25
	2021-2026

	H(2)
	Adjacent 65 Toms Lane, Kings Langley
	15
	2016-2020
	751 (62)
	Review capacity and include site within Site Allocations Proposed Submission. It is suggested that a capacity of 10 dwellings may be more appropriate as a result of the surrounding density of development.
	10
	2016-2020

	H(3)
	Land at Three Acres, Toms Lane, Kings Langley
	20
	2016-2020
	730 (72)
	Include site within Site Allocations Proposed Submission.
	20
	2016-2020

	H(4)
	Land West of 10 Toms Lane, Kings Langley
	20
	2021-2026
	677 (95)
	Include site within Site Allocations Proposed Submission.
	20
	2021-2026

	H(5)
	Kings Langley Employment Area
	150
	2011-2020
	748 (64)
	Review site boundary in response to flood risk and review capacity in response to information on delivery and monitoring information on sites coming forward and include site within Site Allocations Proposed Submission.
	100
	2012-2020

	H(6)
	Mansion House Farm Equestrian Centre, Bedmond Road, Abbots Langley
	20
	2016-2020
	782 (53)
	Review capacity and include site within Site Allocations Proposed Submission. It is suggested that a capacity of 15 dwellings may be more appropriate. This would provide more flexibility for development on the site to respond to nearby heritage assets and landscape impacts.  
	15
	2016-2020

	H(7)
	Former Kings Head Public House, High Street, Abbots Langley
	10
	2021-2026
	911 (13)
	Update name to ‘Pin Wei, 35 High Street, Abbots Langley’. Include site within Site Allocations Proposed Submission.
	10
	2021-2026

	H(8)
	Leavesden Pumping Station, East Lane, Abbots Langley
	15
	2016-2020
	792 (49)
	Review inclusion of site within Site Allocations Proposed Submission. It is suggested that a capacity of 10 dwellings may be more appropriate as a result of the location of the site.
	10
	2016-2020

	H(9)
	Furtherfield Depot, Furtherfield, Abbots Langley
	15
	2016-2020
	840 (37)
	Include site within Site Allocations Proposed Submission.
	15
	2016-2020

	H(10)
	Leavesden Aerodrome, Abbots Langley
	425
	2011-2020
	837 (38)
	Include site within Site Allocations Proposed Submission.
	425
	2012-2020

	H(11)
	Hill Farm Industrial Estate, Hill Farm Avenue, Leavesden
	30
	2011-2015


	963 (5)
	Review phasing and include site within Site Allocations Proposed Submission. It is proposed that the phasing is adjusted to 2016-2020 reflecting both the significant level of development likely to take place in the area as a result of permission granted at Leavesden Aerodrome, and that the landowner has no longer put forward immediate plans for redevelopment of the site.
	30
	2016-2020

	H(12)
	Langleybury House/School, Langleybury
	25
	2016-2020
	653 (101)
	Review inclusion of site within Site Allocations Proposed Submission. If site is included, it is suggested that the site boundary is reduced to show housing development within the footprint of the modern secondary school buildings and capacity is reduced to 15 dwellings.
	15
	2016-2020

	H(13)
	Royal British Legion, Church Lane, Sarratt
	10
	2011-2015
	694 (89)
	Include site within Site Allocations Proposed Submission.
	10
	2012-2015

	H(14)
	33 Baldwins Lane, Croxley Green
	15
	2011-2015


	902 (17)
	Review phasing and capacity include site within Site Allocations Proposed Submission. It is suggested that the phasing is updated to 2016-2020 to reflect the requirement for the use of the site during construction of the Croxley Rail Link, and that the capacity is reduced to 10 dwellings as a result of the adjacent development reducing potential densities that could be achieved on the site
	10
	2016-2020

	H(15)
	Killingdown Farm Buildings, Croxley Green
	30
	2021-2026
	696 (88)
	Include site within Site Allocations Proposed Submission.
	30
	2021-2026

	H(16)
	50-52 New Road, Croxley Green
	10
	2021-2026
	913 (12)
	Include site within Site Allocations Proposed Submission.
	10
	2021-2026

	H(17)
	Former Yorke Road School, Yorke Road, Croxley Green (conversion)
	5
	2011-2015
	915 (11)
	Include site within Site Allocations Proposed Submission.
	5
	2012-2015

	H(18)
	Croxley Station Car Park and Timber Yard, Croxley Green
	25
	2016-2020
	891 (23)
	Include site within Site Allocations Proposed Submission.
	25
	2016-2020

	H(19)
	Branksome Lodge, Loudwater Lane, Loudwater
	10
	2016-2020
	614 (106)
	Review inclusion of site within Site Allocations Proposed Submission as a result of consultation responses received.
	10
	2016-2020

	H(20)
	Land Rear of The Queens Drive, Mill End
	25
	2016-2020 


	733 (71)
	Update phasing and include site within Site Allocations Proposed Submission. It is suggested that the phasing is updated to 2012-2016 as a result of work ongoing to bring forward proposals for the site.
	25
	2012-2016

	H(21)
	Land at Arnett Close, Upper Hill Rise, Rickmansworth
	5
	2016-2020
	792 (49)
	Remove site from site allocations proposed submission as full planning permission granted for development of the site.
	0
	n/a

	H(22)
	Garages Rear of Drillyard, West Way, Rickmansworth
	3
	2021-2026
	896 (19)
	Include site within Site Allocations Proposed Submission.
	3
	2021-2026

	H(23)
	Long Island Exchange, Victoria Close, Rickmansworth
	50
	2016-2020
	921 (8)
	Include site within Site Allocations Proposed Submission.
	50
	2016-2020

	H(24)
	Police Station, Rectory Road, Rickmansworth
	20
	2016-2020
	894 (20)
	Include site within Site Allocations Proposed Submission.
	20
	2016-2020

	H(25)
	Royal British Legion, Ebury Road, Rickmansworth
	5
	2016-2020
	908 (14)
	Include site within Site Allocations Proposed Submission.
	5
	2016-2020

	H(26)
	Langwood House, High Street, Rickmansworth
	15
	2016-2020
	889 (24)
	Review site boundary in response to flood risk and include site within Site Allocations Proposed Submission.
	15
	2016-2020

	H(27)
	Gas Works, Salters Close, Rickmansworth
	20
	2011-2015
	822 (42)
	Review site boundary in response to flood risk and include site within Site Allocations Proposed Submission.
	20
	2012-2015

	H(28)
	Bridge Motors, Church Street, Rickmansworth
	20
	2021-2026
	790 (51)
	Review site boundary and capacity in response to flood risk and include site within Site Allocations Proposed Submission. It is suggested that the capacity is reduced to 10 dwellings given the reduction in site area.
	10
	2021-2026

	H(29)
	Depot, Harefield Road, Rickmansworth
	25
	2016-2020
	770 (55)
	Review site boundary in response to flood risk and include site within Site Allocations Proposed Submission.
	25
	2016-2020

	H(30)
	Depot, Stockers Farm Road, Rickmansworth
	60
	2016-2020
	759 (60)
	Review site boundary in response to flood risk and include site within Site Allocations Proposed Submission.
	60
	2016-2020

	H(31)
	Land South of Tolpits Lane
	50
	2021-2026
	485 (114)
	Review inclusion of site within Site Allocations Proposed Submission as a result of consultation responses received. If site is included, site boundary to be reviewed in response to flood risk.
	50
	2021-2026

	H(32)
	Pocklington House, Eastbury
	30
	2016-2020
	751 (62)
	Include site within Site Allocations Proposed Submission.
	30
	2016-2020

	H(33)
	The Fairway, Green Lane, Oxhey Hall
	25
	2016-2020
	880 (26)
	Include site within Site Allocations Proposed Submission.
	25
	2016-2020

	H(34)
	Crescent Club, Hallowes Crescent, South Oxhey
	15
	2011-2015
	850 (33)
	Include site within Site Allocations Proposed Submission.
	15
	2012-2015

	H(35)
	Jet Public House, Hayling Road, South Oxhey
	10
	2011-2015
	841 (36)
	Include site within Site Allocations Proposed Submission.
	10
	2012-2015

	H(36)
	Little Furze School, South Oxhey
	100
	2011-2015
	846 (35)
	Include site within Site Allocations Proposed Submission.
	100
	2012-2015

	H(37)
	Land South of St Josephs, Ainsdale Road, South Oxhey
	40
	2021-2026
	824 (41)
	Remove from Site Allocations Proposed Submission given landowner objection and potential requirement for land for primary school provision.
	0
	n/a

	H(38)
	Amenity Space Maylands Road/Ferndown Road, South Oxhey
	10
	2016-2020
	876 (28)
	Include site within Site Allocations Proposed Submission.
	10
	2016-2020

	H(39)
	South Oxhey Town Centre
	210 
	2016-2026
	982 (4)
	Review capacity and include site within Site Allocations Proposed Submission. Work on the Masterplan for South Oxhey suggests that approximately 380 dwellings could be provided in the central precinct area (a net gain of 260 dwellings), and 20 units on the Northwick Road/Anson House site (shown as a separate site in consultation on the Core Strategy Preferred Options but then merged into the ‘South Oxhey Town Centre’ site. It is therefore suggested that the capacity of the site is increased to 280 dwellings.
	280
	2016-2026

	H(40)
	Grapevine Public House, Prestwick Road, South Oxhey
	25
	2021-2026
	894 (20)
	Include site within Site Allocations Proposed Submission.
	25
	2021-2026

	H(41)
	Land at Heysham Drive, South Oxhey
	50
	2021-2026
	766 (58)
	Review inclusion of site within Site Allocations Proposed Submission as a result of consultation responses received.
	50
	2021-2026

	H(42)
	Rear of Lytham Avenue, South Oxhey
	20
	2021-2026
	737 (68)
	Include site within Site Allocations Proposed Submission.
	20
	2021-2026

	TOTAL
	1,708
	
	
	TOTAL
	1,643
	


Table 3: Non-Allocated Housing Sites Summary

	
	Site
	Site Score (rank)
	Comment
	Potential  Capacity

	A
	East of Jacketts Field, Abbots Langley
	815 (45)
	Re-submitted site.
	20?

	B
	East of Summerhouse Way, Abbots Langley
	814 (46)
	Re-submitted site.
	70?

	C
	East of Links Way, Croxley Green
	761 (59)
	New site.
	50-60?

	D
	Woodside Road, Abbots Langley
	852 (32)
	Re-submitted site.
	100?

	E
	24 Denham Way, Maple Cross
	730 (72)
	Re-submitted site.
	30?

	F
	Opposite Alpine Press, Kings Langley
	850 (33)
	New site.
	5?

	G
	East Lane, Bedmond (whole site)
	667 (98)
	Re-submitted site.
	285?

	
	East Lane, Bedmond (parcel 1)
	746 (65)
	Re-submitted site.
	25?

	
	East Lane, Bedmond (parcel 2)
	738 (67)
	Re-submitted site.
	25?

	
	East Lane, Bedmond (parcel 3)
	711 (81)
	Re-submitted site.
	40?

	
	East Lane, Bedmond (parcel 4)
	707 (85)
	Re-submitted site.
	75?

	
	East Lane, Bedmond (parcel 5)
	693 (90)
	Re-submitted site.
	60?

	
	East Lane, Bedmond (parcel 6)
	693 (90)
	Re-submitted site.
	60?

	H
	Fir Trees, Dawes Lane, Sarratt
	592 (110)
	New site.
	15?

	I
	Hall Farm, Berry Lane, Chorleywood
	612 (107)
	Re-submitted site.
	20?

	J
	Fairways Farm, Garston
	716 (78)
	Re-submitted site.
	100?

	K
	Twychells Farm, Bedmond
	669 (96)
	Re-submitted site.
	25?

	L
	The Roughs, Eastbury
	683 (94)
	Re-submitted site.
	110?

	M
	Hilltop Road, Kings Langley
	645 (104) 
	Re-submitted site.
	10?

	
	Adjacent 20 Hilltop Road, Kings Langley
	709 (83)
	Re-submitted site.
	1?

	N
	Cockaygne, Loudwater Lane
	556 (112)
	New site.
	380?

	
	TOTAL
	1,226?


2.10 If the recommendations on sites proposed in the Site Allocations consultation are accepted, there would be sites identified for 1,643 dwellings, marginally exceeding the 1,592 dwelling requirement. 

2.11 The new and re-submitted housing sites could provide for approximately an additional 1,226 dwellings.
2.12 It is recommended that Members note the representations received and review whether to include sites as proposed housing allocations. Members are asked to confirm:
a) the list of 42 sites (as amended and for review) that were the subject of recent consultation (Table 2)

b) whether any of the previously rejected or new sites should be taken forward.
3
DEVELOPMENT BRIEF FOR LANGLEYBURY AND THE GROVE
3.1 The Site Allocations document stated that detailed proposals for Langleybury and The Grove would be set out in a development brief which was the subject of public consultation alongside the Site Allocations document. Appendix 4 sets out the comments received on the Site Allocations proposal for Langleybury and The Grove and in response to consultation on the brief. It also sets out proposed responses to these comments, including suggested changes to the Brief and Site Allocations document. The majority of changes suggested are minor and relate to factual updating. Comments specifically on the allocation of the Langleybury site for housing are included within Section 2 above.
3.2 It is recommended that Members note the consultation responses and agree the changes to the Brief and Site Allocations document to respond to these (as set out in Appendix 4). Members are asked to note the Chandlers Cross Resident’s Association response which was stated to represent the views of the households within the resident’s association area. 
4
GREEN BELT
4.1 The Core Strategy did not indicate a need for a full review of the Green Belt. However, it did set out that detailed changes to the established boundary may be made through the Site Allocations document in order to accommodate growth at the most sustainable locations on the edge of existing settlements.

4.2 The Site Allocations document set out that reviewing the Green Belt boundaries around some sites should ensure sensible and defensible boundaries in future, however many proposed development sites are in sensitive locations and retaining Green Belt status would enable the Council to maintain greater control over future development on these sites.
4.3 The Site Allocations reviewed all proposed housing and employment sites within the Green Belt to identify areas where the boundary should be amended. 

4.4 Reviews were only suggested where there would be significant development at the Green Belt boundary as a result of the allocation of sites for development, and according to the following criteria:

· Edge of Green Belt: boundary review should take place where allocations are at the edge of the Green Belt.
· Significant Development: as a full Green Belt review is not proposed, boundary review should only be required where necessary to provide for a significant level of development (as a guide it is suggested that significant is defined as more than 50 dwellings or 2ha employment land).

· Check Unrestricted Sprawl: boundary review should not lead to unrestricted sprawl of urban areas.

· Prevent Neighbouring Towns from Merging: boundary review should not lead to a coalescence of settlements.

· Safeguard Countryside from Encroachment: boundary review should not lead to loss of areas of nature/geological value, loss of access to the countryside (e.g. footpaths), loss of trees or woodland particularly if protected or loss of high grade agricultural land.

· Preserve Setting and Special Character of Historic Towns: boundary review should not lead to harm to heritage assets. 

4.5 Boundary review should ensure a strong defensible boundary. 
4.6 National policy on Green Belt previously set out in Planning Policy Guidance 2: Green Belts was replaced by the National Planning Policy Framework in March 2012. 

4.7 The National Planning Policy Framework makes it clear that Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in exceptional circumstances through the preparation or review of the Local Plan. At that time, local authorities should consider the Green Belt boundaries having regard to their intended permanence in the long term so that they should be capable of enduring beyond the plan period. When defining boundaries, local planning authorities should:

· Ensure consistency with the strategy for meeting identified requirements for sustainable development;

· Not include land which it is unnecessary to keep permanently open;

· Where necessary, identify in their plans areas of ‘safeguarded land’ between the urban area and Green Belt in order to meet longer-term development needs stretching well beyond the plan period;

· Make clear that safeguarded land is not allocated for development at the present time. Planning permission for the permanent development of safeguarded land should only be granted following a Local Plan review which proposes the development;

· Satisfy themselves that Green Belt boundaries will not need to be altered at the end of the development plan period; and

· Define boundaries clearly, using physical features that are readily recognisable and likely to be permanent.

4.8 The Site Allocations document proposed changes to the Green Belt boundary in relation to two sites. Details of the consultation responses are set out in Appendix 5, including a detailed objection from Warner Bros to the non-removal of Leavesden Studios from the Green Belt.
4.9 It is recommended that Members note the consultation responses and review the proposed changes to the Green Belt at GB(1) Leavesden and  GB(2) Heysham Drive in the light of these comments. 
4.10 Appendix 6 sets out details of responses received proposing alternative/additional changes to the Green Belt.

4.11 The Member Working Group on 7 November 2011 considered all of the proposed allocations within the Green Belt to assess whether a review of the Green Belt boundary would be appropriate. Table 4 sets out sites where it is considered the adjustment of Green Belt boundaries should be reviewed following the responses received to the Site Allocations Preferred Options consultation.
Table 4: Site Allocations within the Green Belt for Review

	Site Ref
	Site
	Comment

	H(5)
	Kings Langley Employment Area
	Representation proposes removal of Green Belt from land to the north of Masters Yard, Kings Langley which is within the Kings Langley Employment Area housing site boundary. 

	H(10)
	Leavesden Aerodrome, Abbots Langley
	CPRE representation highlights that allocation of such a significant site in the Green Belt without amending Green Belt boundary may devalue Green Belt status and it is unlikely that any greater control could be exercised through retaining Green Belt than could be exerted through planning obligations, planning conditions and site development briefs. 

	H(30)
	Depot, Stockers Farm Road, Rickmansworth
	Representation proposes removal of Green Belt from the Depot, Stockers Farm Road (housing site H(30)). 

	H(36)
	Little Furze School, South Oxhey
	CPRE representation highlights that allocation of such a significant site in the Green Belt without amending Green Belt boundary may devalue Green Belt status and it is unlikely that any greater control could be exercised through retaining Green Belt than could be exerted through planning obligations, planning conditions and site development briefs. 


4.12 It is recommended that Members note the representations received and consider whether to review the Green Belt boundary.

4.13 Changes to the Green Belt were proposed in relation to two sites not currently allocated for development at Beaufort Court, Egg Farm Lane, Kings Langley (RES) and The Roughs, Eastbury (proposed housing site L).

4.14 In relation to Beaufort Court, Egg Farm Lane, Kings Langley (RES), the Working Group on 13 March 2012 recommended that the Green Belt designation should not be changed, and if appropriate RES should submit a planning application outlining the very special circumstances to develop in this Green Belt location. 
4.15 In relation to The Roughs, Eastbury it is recommended that the Green Belt designation is only reviewed if the site is proposed as a housing allocation.
4.16 The Site Allocations document also proposed retaining the major developed site status of Maple Lodge Wastewater Treatment Works, and removing this designation from the Leavesden Aerodrome site. Details of consultation responses are set out in Appendix 7.
4.17 Planning Policy Guidance 2: Green Belts set out that limited infilling or redevelopment of Major Developed Sites identified in adopted local plans and meeting certain criteria was not considered inappropriate development in the Green Belt. The National Planning Policy Framework does not include specific provision for Major Developed Sites in the Green Belt. However it sets out that limited infilling or the partial or complete redevelopment of previously developed sites, whether redundant or in continuing use, which would not have a greater impact on the openness of the Green Belt and the purpose of including land within it than the existing development is not inappropriate development in the Green Belt.

4.18 The policy accompanying the allocation of Maple Lodge Waste Water Treatment Works as a Major Developed Site included specific guidelines for the site that the landscaped setting provided by mature vegetation on the site boundaries and area surrounding the site should be retained in any proposals for infilling or redevelopment and that any further buildings should be of comparable height to other nearby structures on the site.

4.19 Therefore it is recommended that the site specific policy for the site (SA8) is updated to remove reference to designation as a Major Developed Site but is retained in the Site Allocations to provide additional local guidance for any future proposals on this site.
5
OTHER MATTERS

5.1 As part of the representations received on secondary school site S(b) Froghall Farm and adjoining land, it was reported that Maplecross Properties as an adjoining landowner supported site S(b) which would result in remediation and improvement to the area’s amenity and further improvements to transport infrastructure. They have further commented that they would wish to develop adjacent land for commercial purposes to provide a retail led development scheme. The proposal is for an outlet style retail village akin to Bicester Village on land adjoining the Hotel fronting the A412.
5.2 While the allocation of land for this purpose has not been specifically requested, it is recommended that allocation of land for significant retail development at this location would not be appropriate as a result of the Green Belt and out of centre location and a lack of demonstrated need for comparison retail. 
5.3 Members are asked to consider timing for publication of the results of the consultations on the Site Allocations and Development Brief for Langleybury and The Grove on the website. 
� To be considered deliverable, sites should be available now, offer a suitable location for development now and be achievable with a realistic prospect that housing will be delivered on the site within five years and in particular that development of the site is viable. Sites with planning permission should be considered deliverable until permission expires, unless there is clear evidence that schemes will not be implemented within five years, for example they will not be viable, there is no longer a demand for the type of units or sites have long term phasing plans. To be considered developable, sites should be in a suitable location for housing development and there should be a reasonable prospect that the site is available and could be viably developed at the point envisaged.
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