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Purpose of Report

This Technical Report sets out the development site and strategy options
considered by the Council in preparation of the Strategic Local Plan (Preferred
Options) Consultation Draft 2014 (SLP - 2014 Draft) and evaluates them against a
series of clearly identified sustainability factors. These factors are derived from
overall Plan objectives.

The evaluation work provides a basis for, and explains in detail, the Council's
reasoning in selecting the preferred sites and development strategy presented in the
Consultation Draft Plan.

Terminology

At various stages of the SLP process the terms “spatial strategy” and “development
strategy” have been used. These terms are related in that they refer to the strategy
for locating future development (mainly housing development) across the District.
However, spatial strategy is a general concept dealing with the future socio —
economic role of the various settlements in the District, whilst development strategy
refers more specifically to the location of the major developments planned for.

In this report the term “development strategy” is used throughout. This is because it
conveys the necessary emphasis (arising from the post 2011 National Planning
Policy Framework - NPPF) on choices about accommodating significant levels of
new development.

The term “site(s)” is used to describe the specific locations considered for major
development. The sites that are included in the Council’s preferred strategy are the
SLP -2014 Draft “broad locations” for major development.

Basis of Evaluation

Evaluation of the development site and strategy options is undertaken on the basis
that the two underlying plan objectives are:

e to meet development needs;

e (butonly) in so as far as is consistent with maintaining effective Green Belt
policy

(Green Belt is an urban containment policy. The Metropolitan Green Belt limits
urban expansion around London and, through this, contributes to some
environmental protection objectives).

These underlying objectives are further detailed in the SLP “Core Strategic
Objectives”.

Development need is assumed to provide the ‘exceptional circumstances’
justification required for Green Belt boundary changes.

However minimising loss of Green Belt land to development is the underlying
objective that has determined the definition of options for evaluation. This point is
fundamental to overall understanding of the evaluation process and outcomes.



1.3.5 Evaluation is then undertaken within the overall Sustainability Appraisal (SA)
framework for the Plan. The SA framework identifies a set of factors related to
general sustainability objectives rooted in the NPPF. The site and strategy options
are tested against these factors. This is explained in more detail below.

1.4 National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) / (National) Planning Practice
Guidance (PPG) Background

NPPF on Plan making and the role of Sustainability Appraisal (SA)

“Local Planning Authorities (LPAs) should seek opportunities to achieve each of the
economic, social and environmental dimensions of sustainable development (SD)
and net gains across all three. Significant adverse impacts on any of these
dimensions should be avoided and, where ever possible, alternative options which
reduce or eliminate such impacts should be pursued” (Para.152)

“A sustainability appraisal that meets the requirements of the European Directive on
strategic environmental assessment should be an integral part of the plan
preparation process, and should consider all the likely significant effects on the
environment, economic and social factors” (Para.165)

“Assessment should be proportionate, and should not repeat policy assessment that
has already been undertaken. Wherever possible the LPA should consider how the
preparation of any assessment will contribute to the Plan’s evidence base. The
process should be started early in the plan making process and key stakeholders
should be consulted in identifying the issues that the assessment must cover
(Para.167)

NPPF on Green Belt policy and (boundary) reviews

“The Government attaches great importance to Green Belts. The fundamental aim
of Green Belt policy is to prevent urban sprawl by keeping land permanently open;
the essential characteristics of Green Belts are their openness and permanence”
(Para 79)

“Local planning Authorities with Green Belts in their area should establish Green
Belt boundaries in their Local Plans which set the framework for Green Belt and
settlement policy. Once established, Green Belt boundaries should only be altered
in exceptional circumstances, through the preparation or review of the Local
Plan.....” (Para 83)

PPG on SA

“Every Local Plan must be informed and accompanied by a Sustainability Appraisal.
This allows the potential environmental, economic and social impacts of the
proposals to be systematically taken into account, and should play a key role
throughout the plan-making process. The Sustainability Appraisal plays an
important part in demonstrating that the Local Plan reflects sustainability objectives
and has considered reasonable alternatives. The Sustainability Appraisal should
incorporate a Strategic Environmental Assessment to meet the statutory
requirement for certain plans and programmes to be subject to a process of
‘environmental assessment’ (Reference ID: 12-016-20140306)

“Sustainability Appraisal is integral to the preparation and development of a Local
Plan to identify how sustainable development is being addressed, so work should
start at the same time that work starts on developing the plan. The relationship
between the Sustainability Appraisal and Local Plan preparation processes is shown



(below). The sustainability appraisal process should be taken into account when the
local planning authority develops its timetable for the preparation of the Local Plan
as outlined in the Local Development Scheme.” (Reference ID: 11-006-20140306)



Figure 1 Sustainability Appraisal and Local Plan
Process
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Development sites and strategy options evaluation fits into the overall SA process at
Stage B (diagram above). It is a central part of points 2 and 3 (develop the Local
Plan options including reasonable alternatives and evaluate the likely effects of the
local plan and alternatives).

Relationship between Development Sites and Strategy Evaluation and
Sustainability Appraisal (SA) / Strategic Environmental Appraisal (SEA) of the
SLP

Evaluation can only take place against agreed aims and objectives.

As noted above, planning legislation and national policy requires a formal process of
evaluation in the form of Sustainability Appraisal (SA). SA incorporates European
law requirements for Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) of plans and
programmes.

The Council undertook considerable work, including extensive consultation, on the
SLP over the period 2005 — 12. This included establishing Plan aims and objectives
in general terms and creating an associated SA Framework. The SA Framework is
effectively a set of integrated aims, objectives and related specific evaluation criteria
for appraisal of the Plan. The Framework has been used as a consistent basis for
all Plan evaluation work.

SA work undertaken prior to work on the SLP 2014 Draft is summarised and
referenced at Appendix 1.

It is important to note that, in its initial SA work, the need for evolution in the SA
Framework and its application was noted:

“....work on developing the objectives, criteria and indicators is ongoing and will not
be finalised until submission of the final (SLP) (Section 4.1 SA Scoping report 2006)”

Development of the SA Framework has been particularly important following
changes to the planning system through the Localism Act 2011 and publication of
the NPPF. The new system requires local assessment and, as a start point,
accommodation of, development needs, rather than reliance on targets derived from
Regional Spatial strategies (RSS). This change necessitated a reconsideration of
the approach to the Plan and commensurate adjustments to objectives and
evaluation methodology.

The evaluation and SA process must now start from the two core objectives noted
at Para 1.3.1 above.

The overall evaluation process for the SLP — 2014 Draft is summarised at Figure 2
below.



Figure 2 Summary of SLP (2014 Draft) Evaluation Process

EVIDENCE BASED "OBJECTIVE” ASSESSMENT OF DEVELOPMENT NEEDS

What view should the Council take on evidence of future development (particularly housing
development) needs?

ALTERNATIVE
APPROACHES TO
ADDRESS
DEVELOPMENT NEED

- EVALUATION AGAINST
SUSTAINABLE
DEVELOPMENT
OBJECTIVES

Sustainability Appraisal First
Level - Whole Plan

SET PLAN
REQUIREMENT /
TARGETS

HOW TO MEET THE PLAN REQUIREMENT / TARGET

Sustainability Appraisal Second Level -
Development site options

What are the Areas of Green Belt that could be developed with least damage to the overall
objectives of Green Belt policy?

Sustainability Appraisal - Third Level -
Development strategy options
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Figure 2 shows that evaluation is now required at three levels:

e Firstlevel - NPPF influences and “Whole Plan” choices

This includes consideration of alternative levels of development need that could
be planned for and the sustainability choices and choices involved.

At the early stages of work on the SLP, levels of development were largely
determined outside of the Local Plan process, by the RSS. Overall development
impacts were evaluated, but this was done largely in respect of choices about
utilisation of urban capacity. The possibility of some green field development
was considered along with ways of mitigating adverse environmental impacts,
but the scale was limited by an assumption of a continuation of historic levels of
development. This work is explained in “Core Strategy: Spatial Strategy
Options — SA working Note September 2010”. This work stands as a sound
basis for continuing SA and is relevant to the SLP — 2014 Draft in the new
context of the NPPF, but it does needs update to take account of the
requirement for local assessment of development need and the Green Belt
Review process that now drives the Plan. This will be done in separate SA
technical work / reports for the SLP — 2014 Draft.

e Second Level - Development Site options and selection

e Third Level - Development Strategy options and selection

Effectively this is an evaluation hierarchy linked to the main decisions required to
prepare the Plan.

Of course the levels are related. Assessment at each level is iterative and
incorporates feedback between levels. For example the overall level of
development judged acceptable is influenced by detailed evaluation of sites and
impact of their development.

This report details evaluation at the second and third levels; site and strategy
choices.

Reasonable Alternatives

The requirement of SA/SEA is that the decision taker considers “reasonable
alternatives” and explains decisions in that context.

The reasonable alternative sites are generated using the Green Belt Review (see
above).

It would be possible to generate a very large number of alternative development
strategies by varying the development concepts and the packages of sites
incorporated in each strategy. The strategies evaluated should therefore be viewed
as a series of illustrative alternatives. They are sufficient to allow evaluation and
decision around the realistic choices available to the Council. The exercise must be
manageable and practical. It is not, and cannot, be comprehensive.

It is therefore possible that the selected strategy, including the final sites package
and the development capacity arising from it, could, in the final Plan, be different in
detail from the illustration used for evaluation. The differences in detail will not
undermine the general conclusions of the evaluation.

11



1.7

1.7.1
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1.7.5

1.7.6

1.7.7

Assumptions about Levels of Development Need

Deciding on the level of development (particularly housing) need that is to be met in
the Plan (referred to hereafter as the “Plan requirement /target”) is a fundamental
initial consideration in Plan making.

As noted above, this is a matter dealt with in detail in separate evidence and
Technical / SA reports.

To generate and define development strategy options it is hecessary to make basic
assumptions about the level of development need the Plan will address.

The NPPF states:

“To boost significantly the supply of housing, LPAs should use their evidence base
to ensure that their Local plan meets the full objectively assessed needs for market
and affordable housing in the market area as far as is consistent with the policies set
out in this Framework, including identifying key sites which are critical to the delivery
of the housing strategy over the plan period (para. 47) ....”

For the purposes of development strategy generation and evaluation it is assumed
that any one of the options considered would be capable of meeting the full range of
Plan requirements / targets that might be sensibly considered by the Council. This
is because all options embody a degree of flexibility in terms of possible variations in
the scale of development finally planned for.

This flexibility is achieved through:

¢ the ability to extend the list of preferred development sites included in the
preferred development strategy, depending on the Plan requirement / target (site
selection would follow the rank order set in the site evaluation stage);

e adegree of flexibility in site development capacities arising from cautious land
budget assumptions within the areas identified for development; and

o further site capacity flexibility arising from relatively cautious assumptions for
residential development densities.

Development site and strategy options are defined on the basis that the Plan will not
allocate land for employment or other non residential uses, other than through any
potential that arises from major development at east Hemel Hempstead or ancillary
to residential development elsewhere. This assumption is made on the basis of the
Plan’s primary Green Belt maintenance objective and because the local economy is
closely related to a travel to work area that includes strong connections to the
London and Herts / Beds sub region. Opportunities for work and employment land
provision can be met in the wider area and there is no necessity to allocate more
land in the District.

12
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1.8.2

1.8.3

Evaluation Methodology

The detailed evaluation framework for site and development strategy option
assessment, including the criteria and weighted scoring system, was agreed by the
Council’s Planning Policy Committee (PPC) at its meeting on 4 March 2014. This
evaluation methodology respects, and draws on, the initial SA work for the Plan
described above and the general SA Framework. However, it is a specific
evaluation method designed to examine geographical options in more detail than
would be possible using the general SA Framework. It therefore represents a part
of the evolution of the SA always envisaged.

The evaluation methodology involves:

1.

2.

Detailed definition of Options for evaluation (as explained above)

Application of the SA Framework objectives to provide detailed evaluation
criteria

Definition of a weighted scoring system taking account of the SA Framework
objectives

Creation of an evaluation criteria matrix and an assessment form, with a series
of standard questions

Assessment research recorded in the assessment form

Outline scoring of options against evaluation criteria

Brief written explanation of reasons for scoring decisions

Rechecking of scoring following 6/7. above; including moderation to judge
consistency of application of factors and identification of any issues not fully
covered in the SA Framework (this includes consideration by the Council’s
Planning Policy Committee and advice to officers on issues of judgement)
Final written / scored assessment for each option and moderation for any

additional considerations not fully reflected in the scoring system (recorded in
this Technical Report)

It is important to note some important caveats about this methodology:

The SA Framework and resultant evaluation criteria are derived from the
concept of “sustainable development” (and its three dimensions; economic,
social and environmental) that underpins national planning policy and the SLP —
2014 Draft Objectives (see above);

Any scoring system relies on judgement in attributing scores. The system
cannot be totally objective or scientific. The purpose of scoring is to provide a
quick reference guide to, or short hand for, the judgements made. The written
explanation of scoring is important as it helps make the judgements involved
explicit. This in turn facilitates essential political choices;

One particular aspect of judgement embodied in the scoring is the weighting of
some of the factors. The Council's view is that this weighting reflects the higher
level of importance that should be accorded to some evaluation factors. In most
cases the weighting reflects the emphasis of National planning policy (NPPF);

13



1.9

19.1
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193

1.10

1.10.1

1.10.2

1.10.3

It is acknowledged that alternative judgements may be made. If such
judgements are advanced from any quarter they can be considered specifically
and consistently in the context of the evaluation system and the Council’s
decisions about the content of the SLP — 2014 Draft;

e Evaluation is heavily dependent on the amount of information available at the
time of assessment. In some cases information gaps, (particularly on the detail
of environmental impacts and infrastructure requirements) may be evident. The
Council’'s view is that sufficient information is available to make the broad
assessments needed for strategic level decisions on the SLP - 2014 Draft.
Clearly this can be tested through consultation on the Draft Plan.

e An important aspect of plan making is ability to implement. This is relevant both
at site and development strategy level. Constraints in the form of land
ownership, or market viability and acceptability, are difficult to assess and are
not fully reflected in the evaluation system, particularly at site level. This issue is
dealt with separately, as far as possible in the strategy evaluation and also in the
general analysis in this technical report. This approach serves to highlight it as
an important separate factor in final decision making.

e Evaluation takes full account of, and builds on, the evaluation work conducted as
a part of the Council's Green Belt Review (GBR see below). The GBR covered
a restricted field of evaluation — primarily assessing impact of development on
Green Belt purposes and then looking at landscape issues for the sites
identified. However the judgements made in this wider evaluation are generally
consistent with the GBR.

Identification of Site Options and Green Belt Review Background

The selection of potential development sites (titled “Strategic Sub Areas”) is
explained in detail in the GBR Part 1 Purposes Assessment (SKM Enviros
November 2013).

This report should be read in conjunction with the Council’'s Green Belt Review Part
2 Sites and Boundaries Assessment (SKM Enviros February 2014). That document
provides maps of sites referred to and the site references used are from that report.
A summary list of sites and references is at Appendix 2.

A limited evaluation of individual sites, focused on Green Belt and landscape
impacts, was included in the GBR Part 2 Sites and Boundaries Assessment (See
Appendix 2 to this report for more detail on this). This work is built on in this
Technical Report.

Evaluation of development sites

The evaluation seeks to provide a detailed assessment of each of the sites
(Strategic Sub Areas) identified in the GBR.

Full details of the evaluation assessments are at Section 3 of the Report.
The GBR sites list has been used to define the detail of the development strategy

options. Where a selection of sites is required the highest ranked sites would be
included in the development strategies first.

14
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1.11.2

1.11.3

1.11.4

1.11.5
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1121

1.12.2

1.12.3

1124

Generation of Development Strategy Options and Green Belt Review
Background

Theoretically there are many objectives from which development specific strategy
options for the Plan might be generated (for example, available and developable
land, regeneration priorities, landscape impacts, transport potential, or even a wide
ranging sieve of all development constraints). The generation of options ultimately
depends on the choice of, and priority accorded to, policy objectives for the Plan.

If a guiding policy approach is not applied first the options available are potentially
numerous and the Plan process will lack clarity of direction.

For the SLP — 2014 Draft preparation, it is important to understand that the
generation of development strategy options for evaluation relies on:

¢ the fundamental decision to undertake a comprehensive Green Belt Review
(GBR) as a central source of evidence for the Plan

e adetailed evaluation of potential development sites identified through the GBR
(see above)

o definition of illustrative packages of sites arising from GBR that take account of
the findings of the site by site evaluation

This approach clearly gives priority to Green Belt policy as a central objective in the
Plan. The Plan sets out to meet development needs in a way that is least damaging
to Green Belt objectives. Green Belt policy, and specifically an analysis of
contribution of parcels of Green Belt land to Green Belt purposes, was used as the
primary method of identifying a long list of potential development sites. The sites
were identified without reference to other important planning issues such as
environmental constraints, land availability or overall deliverability of development.

Green Belt is a planning policy that prioritises urban containment. The NPPF
attaches considerable importance to this objective. The whole District, apart from
excluded existing urban arras, is designated as Metropolitan Green Belt. This
justifies its use as the primary method of identifying a range of sites that could be
included in a development strategy.

Detailed Definition of Development Strategy Options

The Development Strategy Options are defined in detail at Appendix 3.

The Tables present four illustrative development strategy options that might be
proposed to fill the Plan requirement / target ‘gap’. Variations on the options are
included showing how different levels of development could be achieved and the
sensitivity implications of different housing density assumptions. Generally a 40
dwellings per hectare density assumption is favoured.

These Options were first considered by the Council’'s Planning Policy Committee at
its meeting on 31 January 2014 and accepted as a reasonable basis for further
exploration of Plan options.

In summary they can be described as follows:

15



1.125

1.12.6

1.12.7

1.12.8

Option 1 a) Mixed Location / Scale Development; This is a combination of limited
releases from the SKM recommendations list to meet shorter term needs and
development of east Hemel Hempstead in the medium and long term. This option
offers reasonable prospects of delivery and also allows for some site choices from
within the SKM recommendations. As east Hemel Hempstead is included, it offers a
prospect of addressing sub-regional housing ‘need’ and sub-regional employment
‘need’/ambition over the long term and the safeguarding of land beyond the Plan
period. Duty to Co-operate issues identified by Dacorum’s Plan Inspector would also
be able to be addressed.

Option 1 b) Mixed Location / Scale Development With Smaller, But More, Sites; A
variant of the above that relies on using more strategic sites, but including some at a
smaller scale than their total areas identified in the SKM studies. This would
necessitate more work on detailed Green Belt Boundaries to see what might be
appropriate as smaller scale alternatives in some of the selected locations.

Option 2 Dispersed Development; This approach relies on using all of the
recommended SKM Green Belt release areas except east Hemel Hempstead. This
offers reasonable prospects of delivery, but does not address sub-regional housing
or economic development ‘need’/ambition. There would also be no likelihood of
safeguarded land beyond the Plan period. Duty to Co-operate issues identified by
Dacorum’s Plan Inspector would not be able to be addressed. Higher densities than
the 40 dph assumed elsewhere would need to be considered.

Option 3 Concentrated Development; This approach relies very largely on
expansion of east Hemel Hempstead as the main method of meeting housing need,
with only limited development elsewhere in the District. There is some uncertainty
about the capacity of east Hemel Hempstead to actually deliver dwellings at the
required rate within the Plan period. It will also rely very heavily on Duty to Co-
operate joint planning with Dacorum Borough Council. As in Option 1 (a) and (b) as
east Hemel Hempstead is included, it offers a prospect of addressing sub-regional
housing ‘need’ and sub-regional employment ‘need’/ambition over the long term and
the safeguarding of land beyond the Plan period. Duty to Co-operate issues
identified by Dacorum’s Plan Inspector would also be able to be addressed.

At the evaluation stage defined strategies are notional. This is because further
definition depends on the final evaluation and choices in respect of individual sites.
Thus the sites included in the strategies may be subject to change as this level of
evaluation is refined.

The exception to this is in the treatment of East Hemel Hempstead in the
concentrated and mixed strategy options. The Council’s view is that the evidence is
that in Green Belt purpose terms there is no reasonable alternative for development
at that scale. As aresult it is taken as a fixed component of these strategies.

The emphasis of evaluation is clearly on how the development strategy performs
overall. However it is fair to say that this is, in part, be influenced by the specifics of
the sites included in the strategy. This is most evident in respect of the options that
rely on the East Hemel Hempstead sites, in that they contribute a unique scale of
development with some resultant, quite specific, influences in the assessment. This
is particularly clear in respect of opportunities for economic benefit.

For the other smaller sites the impact of specific site choices on the strategy level
evaluation can be reasonably assumed to be neutral.

16



1.12.9 All sites considered are assumed to be available in terms of the existence of willing
land owners / developers. This assumption is considered further in drawing
conclusions (below).

1.12.10 All sites considered are assumed to be viable. Economic conditions in the housing
market area are strong and expected to remain so. Viability is also demonstrated in
other SLP evidence on affordable housing and Community Infrastructure Levy. This
evidence provides sufficient assurance that any of the development strategies
considered will provide overall Plan viability taking account of the NPPF and
informal sector guidance.

1.12 11 All sites considered are assumed to be deliverable within an acceptable timescale.
Potential lead times for development have been are considered separately as part
of drawing conclusions (below). Starts can, in all cases, be achieved within the Plan
period. It is reasonable to expect that necessary work to masterplan the
developments and to provide essential infrastructure can be undertaken to support
this. Detailed assumptions in this respect will be finally confirmed through further
liaison with land owners and infrastructure providers. The SLP draft Infrastructure
Delivery Plan (IDP) (Reference) will be updated and developed from this work,
taking account of the specific strategy and site choices. However it is considered
unlikely that insurmountable obstacles to delivery will be discovered.

1.12.12 As a caveat to the general assumptions above it is recognised that the nature and
scale of development at East Hemel Hempstead necessitates a longer period of
planning and infrastructure development before housing is delivered. This will mean
that if a decision is made to include the East hemel Hempstead sites in the
development strategy, the Plan will depend on realistic, but ambitious, assumptions
about the start dates for development of these sites and the expected rate of
housing delivery. This issue is considered further as part of overall conclusions on
the sites and strategy evaluations (below).
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OVERALL EVALUATION RESULTS
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2.1

2.11

2.1.2

2.1.3

2.14

2.1.5

2.1.6

Site Evaluation Results

The evaluation framework includes a wide range of factors that effectively represent
the concept of sustainable development as defined in the NPPF. The conclusions
drawn from the evaluation are thus very different to those from the initial evaluation
undertaken as part of the Green Belt Review.

The Green Belt Review ranking (see Appendix 2) prioritised physical Green Belt and
landscape impact factors and also gave some initial consideration to ease in delivery
of development (likely planning and infrastructure lead times). The site preferences
arising from this ranking reflect an overriding consideration of ‘least impact’ on Green
Belt purposes and ease of assimilation of development into the landscape. Inevitably
smaller sites, such as that at Chiswell Green (S8), attain a higher ranking than the
larger Green Belt releases, such as at East Hemel Hempstead (S1/2).

Decisions on the components of the Plan development strategy could legitimately be
taken on this basis alone. However the SLP objectives and SA framework demand a
full consideration of the socio — economic aspects of sustainable development. This
approach is also preferable given the similar emphasis in the NPPF. This wider
evaluation is the subject of this report, as set out above.

The result is a very different ranking. The larger east Hemel Hempstead sites (S1/2)
and sites in the District’'s two main settlements perform best because they offer some
unique socio - economic benefits due to scale and location, and / or allow residents to
benefit from the infrastructure and services available in larger settlements. Transport
accessibility to those services and facilities and proximity of residents to higher
quality public transport are also influential factors.

Full details of the site evaluation results are at Section 3 of this report.

The scored results are summarised below to give the overall weighted scores and the
rank order of the site based on the scoring:

Strategic Sub Areas Total / Rank (Maximum

Potential Score 90)

SA-S1 - Land enclosed by east Hemel Hempstead and 68
M1 (North) (Rank2)
SA-S2 — Land enclosed by east Hemel Hempstead and 70
M1 (South) (Rank 1)
SA-S3 — Area enclosed by residential development at 64
east St Albans along Sandpit Lane (Rank 3)
SA-S4 — Enclosed land at north St Albans along 47
Sandridgebury Lane

(Rank 5)
SA-S5 - Enclosed land at north west Harpenden in
vicinity of Luton Road, Cooters End Lane and Ambrose 55
Lane (Rank4)
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SA-S6 — Enclosed land at northeast Harpenden along

Lower Luton Road and extending to the vicinity of 45

Whitings Close (Rank 6)

SA-S7 — Land south and south west of London Colney 39
(Rank8)

SA-S8 — Enclosed land at Chiswell Green Lane at

Chiswell Green 44

(Rank 7)

2.1.7 The headlines behind these results are as follows:

SA-S1 — Land enclosed by east Hemel Hempstead and M1 (North)

The site is located in a main settlement, offering the benefit of existing infrastructure and
good access to services and facilities including rail (via public transport). It offers unique
potential for mixed use because the suggested Green Belt boundary changes create
substantial new development area that can only be used for employment and other
service uses — because proximity to the Buncefield Oil depot / M1 Motorway rules out
use for housing. The location is identified as a Local Enterprise Partnership focus for
economic development (Hemel Hempstead Maylands area regeneration and
employment growth and large scale housing development serving the sub region as a
whole). The scale of development possible on this site could deliver strategic
infrastructure enhancements. In particular there is potential for public transport service
improvement. There is a significant challenge in the need to create new well designed
and integrated neighbourhoods for Hemel Hempstead. They need good new services
and facilities, including for education. There is a high degree of landscape impact and
Green Belt change. This arises partly from the sheer scale of development, partly from
the configuration of the sites and their relationship to strategic roads and viewpoints
taken by large numbers of people.

Residential development planning in the area needs to be carefully integrated with, and
to follow on from, the adjoining, already committed, Spencers Park development, which
should be completed in the first part of the Plan period.

SA-S2 — Land enclosed by east Hemel Hempstead and M1 (South)

As above, but the southern area has no particular potential for employment uses. There
are also greater opportunities for gradual integration with the existing neighbourhood of
Leverstock Green with its established community and facilities.

SA-S3 — Area enclosed by residential development at east St Albans along Sandpit Lane

The site benefits from a main settlement location with ready access to existing
infrastructure, services and facilities. There is good public transport and cycle access to
city centre and rail. The area fits relatively well with the configuration of the existing
settlement edge, thus minimising Green Belt and landscape impacts. Some
considerable on and off site transport infrastructure investment will be needed. There is
a special strategic opportunity to improve education and related infrastructure through
the public ownership and physical planning link of this land to Oaklands College and
nearby secondary schools. This gives some potential for mixed use, particularly in
community joint use of open space and education buildings and through the community
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role of the College.

SA-S4 — Enclosed land at north St Albans along Sandridgebury Lane

The site benefits from a main settlement location with good access to existing
infrastructure, services and facilities. There is good public transport and cycle access to
city centre and rail. The area fits relatively well with the configuration of the existing
settlement edge, thus minimising Green Belt and landscape impacts. There are some
difficult localised access design and traffic management issues. Significant off site
transport investment will be needed. The limited scale of development and the lack of
any special factors or opportunities with this site mean it not likely to deliver other forms
of strategic infrastructure. There may be some potential to exploit links with adjoining
leisure and education uses to create community facilities and improved open space.

SA-S5 — Enclosed land at north west Harpenden in vicinity of Luton Road, Cooters End
Lane and Ambrose Lane

The site benefits from a main settlement location with good access to existing
infrastructure, services and facilities, including rail. There is good public transport and
walk / cycle access to town centre and rail. The area fits relatively well with the
configuration of the existing settlement edge, thus minimising Green Belt and landscape
impacts.  However development of the part of the site beyond Cooters End Lane is
more intrusive into countryside. It may be appropriate to consider a reduced area for
development, so as to further limit impact. The limited scale of development and the lack
of any special factors or opportunities with this site mean it is not likely to deliver
strategic infrastructure. Road access requires new junction investment on the strategic
road network (A1081).

SA-S6 — Enclosed land at northeast Harpenden along Lower Luton Road and extending
to the vicinity of Whitings Close

The site benefits from a main settlement location with good access to existing
infrastructure, services and facilities including rail (via public transport). There are
however some topography and distance disadvantages for walking and cycling access to
rail and the town centre. This issue is made more important by the limitations of public
transport in a smaller town. The area fits relatively well with the configuration of the
existing settlement edge, thus minimising Green Belt and landscape impacts. However
there are localised landscape impact for sloping parts of the site and the affected country
lanes. There are localised access design issues given the nature of the existing roads
and the need to improve junctions with the Lower Luton Road (B653). The limited scale
of development and the lack of any special factors or opportunities with this site mean it
is not likely to deliver strategic infrastructure.

SA-S7 — Land south and south west of London Colney

The site would expand a settlement with relatively limited local services and facilities.
However, this needs to be considered in the context of the SLP Draft 2012 aspiration to
classify London Colney as a Town and the potential contribution of new development to
supporting local services. Rail access is poor. The scale of development is insufficient
to deliver strategic infrastructure improvement. However public ownership of the site
(Hertfordshire County Council) may offer some specific infrastructure improvement
opportunities (education and transport). The area fits relatively well with the configuration
of the existing settlement edge, thus minimising Green Belt and landscape impacts.
However the landscape setting of Napsbury Conservation Area (former psychiatric
hospital residential redevelopment and parkland grounds) would be detrimentally
affected.
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SA-S8 — Enclosed land at Chiswell Green Lane at Chiswell Green

The site would expand a settlement with relatively limited local services and facilities.
Rail access is poor. The scale of development is insufficient to deliver strategic
infrastructure improvement. The area fits well with the configuration of the existing
settlement edge, thus minimising Green Belt and landscape impacts. The urban design
and access relationship with adjoining leisure uses would need to be carefully planned.

2.2

221

222

2.2.3

224

2.25

2.2.6

2.2.7

2.2.8

Strategy Evaluation Results

The overall conclusion to be drawn from the strategy evaluation is that that Options
la and 3, those that include major development at East Hemel Hempstead, clearly
perform best.

This is because they score well on major social and economic benefits. Other
strategies, that rely more on relatively small scale development, cannot deliver such
benefits.

The scale of development involved at east Hemel Hempstead is such that the
development strategy can be founded on a plan for two new Hemel Hempstead
residential neighbourhoods. Each would be able to provide its own local facilities
and services. Development would extend well beyond the Plan period. It would be
possible to make major improvements to transport infrastructure and to provide new
schools. Also the land involved can provide for longer term employment
development needs (for SW Hertfordshire as a whole) and create some
opportunities to meet other non residential land use needs (such as retail and
leisure). Major development of this kind will also provide a catalyst for regeneration
of the existing Maylands employment area. Large scale strategic open space could
be included and this would provide opportunities for wildlife habitat improvements.

All these opportunities have sub regional social-economic benefits. Development
strategies that include east Hemel Hempstead would follow conclusions of the
Dacorum Local Plan (2014) in respect of the need to consider eastern expansion of
Hemel Hempstead as an option for long term growth. This is also supported in initial
aspirations of the Local Enterprise Partnership (LEP)'s emerging Strategic
Economic Plan (SEP 2014). Details are at Appendices 5 and 6 respectively.

The evaluation framework and weighting places the mixed and concentrated options
fairly close, but this should be seen in context of deliverability issues not included in
the evaluation (see below).

For Options 1b and 2 dispersed development performs less well because reliance
on the whole range of sites identified in the Green Belt Review, other than east
Hemel Hempstead, inevitably means some development is necessary in locations
that are less well placed for access to existing services and facilities.

Full details of the strategy evaluation results are at Section 4 of this report.

The scored results are summarised below:
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Development Strategy Options Total / Rank (Maximum Potential Score
90)

Option 1 a) Mixed Location / Scale 62

Development; (Rank1)

Option 1 b) Mixed Location / Scale 49

Development With Smaller, But More,

. (Rank 3)

Sites;

Option 2 Dispersed Development; 38
(Rank 4)

Option 3 Concentrated Development; 58
(Rank 2)

2.3 Additional considerations
Deliverability and viability of development strategy

2.3.1 Thisis an important issue in plan making that needs to be assessed separately
from evaluation against sustainability factors.

2.3.2 The NPPF (Para 173) says: “Pursuing sustainable development requires careful
attention to viability and costs in plan-making and decision-taking. Plans should
be deliverable. Therefore, the sites and the scale of development identified in
the plan should not be subject to such a scale of obligations and policy burdens
that their ability to be developed viably is threatened. To ensure viability, the
costs of any requirements likely to be applied to development, such as
requirements for affordable housing, standards, infrastructure contributions or
other requirements should, when taking account of the normal cost of
development and mitigation, provide competitive returns to a willing land owner
and willing developer to enable the development to be deliverable’.

2.3.3  Evidence in the form of Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment
(SHLAA) research and submissions from landowner / developer interests,
confirms that all the sites evaluated are available and deliverable.

2.3.4  Viability of development is assumed not to be problem given conditions of high
demand in the local housing market and SLP research into Community
Infrastructure Levy rates and related issues. It is however acknowledged that
market conditions and the financial implications of planning requirements as at a
particular time can influence the start time and pace of development.

2.3.5 Nevertheless, it is clear that the strategy options considered do exhibit some

distinct advantages and disadvantages in respect of the prospects for ease and
speed of deliverability of development. Important short / long term delivery and
viability considerations arise in terms of ensuring the best chance for market
conditions to support initiation of major development.
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2.3.6

2.3.7

2.3.8

2.3.9

2.3.10

23.11

Option 3; Concentrated Development offers considerable advantages in terms of
a complete focus on a major development that can effectively meet many of the
sub region’s future development needs and regenerate an existing urban area.

Set against this is the reality that master planning and decision making for a
development on this scale will mean that it is not likely to deliver the first new
housing completions until the latter part of the Plan period (2021 onwards).
However once the initial investment in master planning and infrastructure
investment is complete or committed, there is every prospect of a regular flow of
housing delivery for many years; indeed well beyond the Plan period. Another
related consideration is that, to best achieve the best housing market conditions
to sustain start up investment, it will be important that competition from easier to
develop sites is not so intense as to suppress demand and price incentives.

To rely entirely on this concentrated longer term development strategy would
mean accepting an inevitable time lag on the start of development. This might
well be justified in a Green Belt area where policy constraints have been severe
for the last 30 years and there is a need to establish a completely new basis for
planning. This is also a powerful argument if, as the evaluation suggests, the
site performs uniquely well in terms of sustainable development.

However there is a counter argument that suggests there are also significant
advantages from development on some of the smaller sites evaluated. If they
are included in the development strategy a wider spread and type of local
housing opportunity results.

Additional considerations that support the case for inclusion of smaller sites in a
development strategy are:

o a greater geographical spread of development
o some development is achieved in the core areas of the district
) shorter lead times for development starts allow a more even rate of

housing supply to be sustained

The mixed development strategy can therefore be seen as performing much
better if these considerations are emphasised and added to the pure sustainable
development based evaluation. A mixed strategy clearly has the potential to
deliver new housing much more quickly and evenly over the Plan period. This is
most clearly indicated by the mixed strategy with a limited number of high
performing sites (1a)) as the alternative involving a wider range of sites (1b))
tends to offer the “worst of both worlds” by combining the higher Green Belt and
landscape impacts at east Hemel Hempstead with inclusion of a number of the
least well performing smaller sites.
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2.3.12

2.4

241

2.4.2

2.4.3

Weighting of environmental and Green Belt impact

It is important to view the conclusions of this sustainable development based
evaluation of development strategy options in the context of the conclusions
from earlier SA work on the Plan (see Appendix 1) and the site evaluation
conclusions in the Green Belt Review. As explained above and detailed in
Sections 3 and 4 of the report, these sources placed greater emphasis on
environmental constraints, green field / Green Belt and landscape impacts. The
conclusions tend to suggest less support for major development at east Hemel
Hempstead. This is because the scale and concentration of development
involved and the large element of land release that can only function as
employment land, inevitably has a large impact on open countryside. It clearly
intrudes more obviously into local landscapes. In this respect it is recognised in
the Green Belt Review that arguments for the suitability of the site for
development rest heavily on the level of existing landscape intrusion arising from
the recently widened M1 Motorway.

Overall Conclusions

The evaluation process results in a clear conclusion that the mixed (1(a)) or
concentrated (3) development strategies perform best.

When the additional consideration of deliverability is overlaid on the evaluation
assessment there are further advantages to the mixed strategy option because
this allows early housing delivery through inclusion of some more straightforward
sites in key locations around the District. This buys time for effective planning
and infrastructure pump priming to allow longer term delivery at east Hemel
Hempstead. By limiting the number of smaller sites included in the mixed
strategy the market risks of achieving major development are minimised.

Combining site and strategy evaluation conclusions results in definition of a
mixed development strategy based on the two east Hemel Hempstead sites
(S1/2) and the two next best performing sites; east St Albans (S3) and north
west Harpenden (S5). This preferred development strategy and sites package is
set out in detail below:
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2.5 Summary of preferred development strategy / sites package

Option 1 (a) Mixed Location / Scale Development with sites package added / detailed

St Albans Phase 1 1000 SKM defined site
urban S3 East St Albans
extension
Green Belt
release
Harpenden Phase 1 500 SKM site but reduced in
urban S5 NW Harpenden scale with north eastern
extension boundary on Cooters End
Green Belt Lane.
release
Hemel Phase 2 1,500 SKM defined site with
Hempstead S1 East of Hemel possible further extension
urban Hempstead (North) Part of above and densities maximised
extension long term
Sa:gzge Belt safeguarded - Development to be co-
subject to ordinated with, and to
early Plan follow on from
review (2021 completion of the already
base date) committed Spencers Park
development to the west
of this site
Plan monitor and manage
approach to be applied.
Release of long term
safeguarded land to be
decided on the basis of
pace of development in
this location and
availability — of  further
urban capacity
Hemel Phase 2 1,000 SKM defined site with
Hempstead s2 East of Hemel possible further extension
urban Hempstead (South) Part of above and densities maximised
extension long term
Green  Belt safeguarded - Plan monitor and manage
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release subject to approach to be applied.
early Plan Release of long term
review (2021 safeguarded land to be
base date) decided on the basis of
pace of development in
this location and
availability — of  further
urban capacity
TOTAL 4,000
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SECTION 3

SITE EVALUATION DETAILED RESULTS

Notes:

Entries in the assessment sheets below are shown with grey background to ease
reading and distinguish evaluation text from standard headings used throughout

Under the scoring system options that perform well score high.

All distance measurements used are approximate. It is noted that measurements
can differ depending on whether, vehicular, walk or cycle routes are used and also
on location of the start point within the identified sites. Generally walking routes and
a central start point within the sites are used. For the purposes of the evaluation
conclusions this overall approach allows sensible conclusions to be drawn.

Following questions raised by members of the public about the basis for, and
consistency of, measurements used in the original version of this Report
(considered by the Council’'s Planning Policy Committee in July 2014), key distances
have been re-measured and recorded with a full, mapped explanation of the
assumptions used. This information is included in a new Appendix to this Report
(Appendix 7) (October 2014)

Abbreviation GBR is used throughout to indicate the Independent Green Belt
Review — SKM Enviros Consultancy Study (available as several separate
documents)

Abbreviation FE is used throughout to describe school ‘forms of entry’
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S1: Land Enclosed by East Hemel Hempstead and M1
(North)
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Assessment Matrix — Summary of Evaluation Results
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Total score: 68

(Rank: 2)

Note: Independent Green Belt Review Site Ranking 7
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Assessment of sustainable development principles

NOTES:
1. Except where denoted by a * All Distances measured from Cherry Tree Farm, Cherry Tree Lane (Western Edge of the Sub Area)
2. Where possible facilities and services have been identified in both Dacorum and St Albans District.

(1) Sustainable location
Main factors to consider:

Would the site be well related to existing settlements or an isolated form of development?
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Proximity to existing schools, consideration of capacity and potential to meet increased demand and consideration of capacity













Proximity to existing public open space and allotments




Proximity to existing neighbourhood/local centres as defined in the Local Plan Review 1994 (in this case the position in Dacorum District is most
relevant)




Proximity to existing large supermarkets or superstores or potential to provide

Proximity to existing medical facilities or potential to provide




Proximity to existing leisure facilities or potential to provide

Ability for proposed development to link in with existing footpath and cycleway network




Potential to promote equity and added social inclusion

Contribution of development to economic growth potential of the settlement / area

Ability of development to draw on the economic value of built or natural environment features




7 Score: /10

(2) Settlement hierarchy
Main factors to consider:

Main urban settlements (excluded from the Green Belt): St Albans,
Harpenden, London Colney
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Other settlements excluded from Green Belt: Bricket Wood, Chiswell
Green, How Wood, Park Street, Frogmore, Redbourn,Wheathampstead
Green Belt settlements: Colney Heath, Folly Fields, Gustard Wood,
Kinsbourne Green, Lea Valley Estate, Sandridge, Sleapshyde,
Smallford

Rest of Green Belt: Everywhere else

10 Score: /10

(3) Mixed-use development

Main factors to consider:

Employment

Social infrastructure (including schools and community facilities)




Public open space / sport and recreation

Retail

Will the benefits of development be accessible to existing communities?

5 Score: /5

(4) Other matters
Main factors to consider:

Economic contribution of development
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Economic value of environmental and heritage features

Ability to improve quality of local environment through development — regeneration

Physical constraints such as:

Overhead power lines:

Qil/Fuel

Buncefield HSE consultation zone:

Sterilisation of mineral reserves:

Contaminated land: There are no known problems of contamination!
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development’:

Topography/steep slopes: The land has a gently undulating topography

Agricultural land value grade:

4
(5) Strategic infrastructure provision
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Main factors to consider:

What opportunities are there to improve strategic infrastructure for the wider benefit of the District?

10
(6) Vehicular access and traffic impact
Main factors to consider:

Can suitable access to the site be achieved?




Degree of impact upon road network and potential for measures to
mitigate the impact

(7) Public transport
Main factors to consider:

Distance to train station including assessment of frequency of service




Distance to a bus route including assessment of frequency of service

Potential for new or improved bus services

(8) Urban Design
Main factors to consider:

Can connections be made with any existing development so that ease of movement is good and social cohesion between new and existing
development is facilitated?




Can a positive interface between fronts and backs of existing development be achieved?

Can development of the site have a positive relationship with existing adjacent land uses?

(9) Environmental constraints
Main factors to consider:
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Environment Agency Flood Zones 2 and 3 and Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA) results

Proximity to Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI)

Proximity to Local Nature Reserve or Local Wildlife Site

Proximity to Ancient Semi-Natural Woodland

Would development harm any trees protected by Tree Preservation Orders or other important trees?

Will there be an adverse impact on a protected habitat or species?
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(10) Landscape quality / surrounding area characteristics
Main factors to consider:

Landscape Character Assessment (LCA) condition and sensitivity

Historic Landscape Characterisation information in relation to site




Landscape Institute Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact Analysis

(11) Heritage / archaeology potential

Main factors to consider:

Proximity to Conservation Area and impact upon setting

Proximity to Listed Buildings and impact upon setting

Proximity to Scheduled Ancient Monuments and impact upon setting
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Proximity to Historic Parks & Gardens and impact upon setting

Presence of archaeological sites for local preservation (Local Plan Review 1994 Policy 110)

h |

(12) Opportunities for sustainable energy production
Main factors to consider:

Site location in relation to District Heating Opportunity Areas

Site location in relation to Wind Turbine Opportunity Areas

Other sustainable energy production opportunities identified
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S2: East of Hemel Hempstead and M1 (South)
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Assessment Matrix — Summary of Evaluation Results
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Total score: 70

(Rank: 1)

Note: Independent Green Belt Review Site Ranking 7
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Assessment of sustainable development principles

NOTES:

1. Except where denoted by a * All Distances measured from Motorway Maintenance Depot, Breakspear Way, Hemel Hempstead HP2 4TZ
(central eastern point of the Sub Area)

2. Where possible facilities and services have been identified in both Dacorum and St Albans District.

3. Inthe Green Belt Review the sub area is divided into two areas, 2a to the north of Breakspear Way and 2b to the south of Breakspear Way.
For the purpose of this assessment, the sub-area has been assessed as a whole unless otherwise indicated in each evaluation section.

(1) Sustainable location

Main factors to consider:

Would the site be well related to existing settlements or an isolated form of development?

Proximity to existing employment opportunities or potential to provide such opportunities
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Proximity to existing schools, consideration of capacity and potential to meet increased demand and consideration of capacity
















Proximity to existing public open space and allotments
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Proximity to existing neighbourhood/local centres

Proximity to existing large supermarkets or superstores or potential to provide




Proximity to existing medical facilities or potential to provide

Proximity to existing leisure facilities or potential to provide




Ability for proposed development to link in with existing footpath and cycleway network

Potential to promote equity and added social inclusion

Contribution of development to economic growth potential of the settlement / area

Ability of development to draw on the economic value of built or natural environment features
e The area offers an attractive rural setting with close proximity to and easy access via the M1 — a key national transport corridor. These
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existing features could add value to a well planned development.

L

(2) Settlement hierarchy
Main factors to consider:




Main urban settlements (excluded from the Green Belt): St Albans,
Harpenden, London Colney

Other settlements excluded from Green Belt: Bricket Wood, Chiswell
Green, How Wood, Park Street, Frogmore, Redbourn, Wheathampstead
Green Belt settlements: Colney Heath, Folly Fields, Gustard Wood,
Kinsbourne Green, Lea Valley Estate, Sandridge, Sleapshyde,
Smallford

Rest of Green Belt: Everywhere else

10 Score: /10

(3) Mixed-use development

Main factors to consider:

Employment
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Retail

Will the benefits of development be accessible to existing communities?

5 Score: /5
(4) Other matters

Main factors to consider:

Economic contribution of development
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Economic value of environmental and heritage features

Ability to improve quality of local environment through development — regeneration

Physical constraints such as:

Overhead power lines:

Buncefield/Pipelines:

Sterilisation of mineral reserves:
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Contaminated land:

development’:

Topography/steep slopes: The land has'a gently undulating topography

Agricultural land value grade:
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4

(5) Strategic infrastructure provision
Main factors to consider:

What opportunities are there to improve strategic infrastructure for the wider benefit of the District?

Comments / Overall Conclusions:

10

(6) Vehicular access and traffic impact
Main factors to consider:
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Can suitable access to the site be achieved?

Degree of impact upon road network and potential for measures to mitigate the impact

5

(7) Public transport

Main factors to consider:




Distance to train station including assessment of frequency of service

Distance to a bus route including assessment of frequency of service

Potential for new or improved bus services




5

(8) Urban Design

Main factors to consider:

Can connections be made with any existing development so that ease of movement is good and social cohesion between new and existing
development is facilitated?

Can a positive interface between fronts and backs of existing development be achieved?

Can development of the site have a positive relationship with existing adjacent land uses?
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(9) Environmental constraints
Main factors to consider:

Environment Agency Flood Zones 2 and 3 and Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA) results

Proximity to Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI)

Proximity to Local Nature Reserve or Local Wildlife Site

Proximity to Ancient Semi-Natural Woodland

Would development harm any trees protected by Tree Preservation Orders or other important trees?

Will there be an adverse impact on a protected habitat or species?
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(10) Landscape quality / surrounding area characteristics

Main factors to consider:

Landscape Character Assessment (LCA) condition and sensitivity




Historic Landscape Characterisation information in relation to site

Landscape Institute Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact Analysis

5

(11) Heritage / archaeology potential
Main factors to consider:

Proximity to Conservation Area and impact upon setting

Proximity to Listed Buildings and impact upon setting

Proximity to Scheduled Ancient Monuments and impact upon setting
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Proximity to Historic Parks & Gardens and impact upon setting

Presence of archaeological sites for local preservation (Local Plan Review 1994 Policy 110)

4

(12) Opportunities for sustainable energy production
Main factors to consider:

Site location in relation to District Heating Opportunity Areas

Site location in relation to Wind Turbine Opportunity Areas

Other sustainable energy production opportunities identified
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S3: East of St Albans
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Assessment Matrix — Summary of Evaluation Results
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S3

Total score: 64

(Rank: 3)

Note: Independent Green Belt Review Site Ranking 2
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Assessment of sustainable development principles

(1) Sustainable location
Main factors to consider:

Would the site be well related to existing settlements or an isolated form of development?

Proximity to existing employment opportunities or potential to provide such opportunities

Proximity to existing schools, consideration of capacity and potential to meet increased demand and consideration of capacity
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Proximity to existing public open space and allotments

Proximity to existing neighbourhood/local centres as defined in the Local Plan Review 1994

Proximity to existing large supermarkets or superstores or potential to provide
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Proximity to existing medical facilities or potential to provide

Proximity to existing leisure facilities or potential to provide

Ability for proposed development to link in with existing footpath and cycleway network

Potential to promote equity and added social inclusion
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Contribution of development to economic growth potential of the settlement / area

Ability of development to draw on the economic value of built or natural environment features

7 Score: /10
(2) Settlement hierarchy
Main factors to consider:

Main urban settlements (excluded from the Green Belt): St Albans,
Harpenden, London Colney
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Other settlements excluded from Green Belt: Bricket Wood, Chiswell
Green, How Wood, Park Street, Frogmore, Redbourn, Wheathampstead
Green Belt settlements: Colney Heath, Folly Fields, Gustard Wood,
Kinsbourne Green, Lea Valley Estate, Sandridge, Sleapshyde,
Smallford

Rest of Green Belt: Everywhere else

10 Score: /10

(3) Mixed-use development
Main factors to consider:

Employment




Public open space / sport and recreation

Retail

Will the benefits of development be accessible to existing communities?

2

Score: /5

(4) Other matters

Main factors to consider:

Economic contribution of development

Economic value of environmental and heritage features
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Ability to improve quality of local environment through development — regeneration

Physical constraints such as:

overhead power lines,
Pipelines,

Sterilisation of mineral reserves
Contaminated land
‘un-neighbourly development’
topography/steep slopes
Agricultural land value grade
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(5) Strategic infrastructure provision
Main factors to consider:

Score: /5

What opportunities are there to improve strategic infrastructure for the wider benefit of the District?

92



(6) Vehicular access and traffic impact

Main factors to consider:

Can suitable access to the site be achieved?

Degree of impact upon road network and potential for measures to mitigate the impact
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(7) Public transport
Main factors to consider:

Distance to train station including assessment of frequency of service

Distance to a bus route including assessment of frequency of service
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Potential for new or improved bus services

(8) Urban Design
Main factors to consider:

Can connections be made with any existing development so that ease of movement is good and social cohesion between new and existing
development is facilitated?

Can a positive interface between fronts and backs of existing development be achieved?

Can development of the site have a positive relationship with existing adjacent land uses?
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(9) Environmental constraints

Main factors to consider:

Environment Agency Flood Zones 2 and 3 and Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA) results

Proximity to Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI)

Proximity to Local Nature Reserve or Local Wildlife Site

Proximity to Ancient Semi-Natural Woodland

Would development harm any trees protected by Tree Preservation Orders or other important trees?

Will there be an adverse impact on a protected habitat or species?
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(10) Landscape quality / surrounding area characteristics
Main factors to consider:

Landscape Character Assessment (LCA) condition and sensitivity (based on analysis in Green Belt Review 2014)

Historic Landscape Characterisation information in relation to site

Landscape Institute Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact Analysis
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(11) Heritage / archaeology potential

Main factors to consider:

Proximity to Conservation Area and impact upon setting

Proximity to Listed Buildings and impact upon setting

Proximity to Scheduled Ancient Monuments and impact upon setting
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Proximity to Historic Parks & Gardens and impact upon setting

Presence of archaeological sites for local preservation (Local Plan Review 1994 Policy 110)

(12) Opportunities for sustainable energy production
Main factors to consider:
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S4: North of St Albans
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Assessment Matrix — Summary of Evaluation Results
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Total score: 47

(Rank: 5)

Note: Independent Green Belt Review Site Ranking 4

102



Assessment of sustainable development principles

(1) Sustainable location
Main factors to consider:

Would the site be well related to existing settlements or an isolated form of development?

Proximity to existing employment opportunities or potential to provide such opportunities

Proximity to existing schools, consideration of capacity and potential to met increased demand and consideration of capacity
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Proximity to existing public open space and allotments

Proximity to existing neighbourhood/local centres as defined in the Local Plan Review 1994




Proximity to existing large supermarkets or superstores or potential to provide

Proximity to existing medical facilities or potential to provide

Proximity to existing leisure facilities or potential to provide




Ability for proposed development to link in with existing footpath and cycleway network

Potential to promote equity and added social inclusion

Contribution of development to economic growth potential of the settlement / area

Ability of development to draw on the economic value of built or natural environment features
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7 Score: /10
(2) Settlement hierarchy
Main factors to consider:

Main urban settlements (excluded from the Green Belt): St Albans,
Harpenden, London Colney

Other settlements excluded from Green Belt: Bricket Wood, Chiswell
Green, How Wood, Park Street, Frogmore, Redbourn, Wheathampstead
Green Belt settlements: Colney Heath, Folly Fields, Gustard Wood,
Kinsbourne Green, Lea Valley Estate, Sandridge, Sleapshyde,
Smallford

Rest of Green Belt: Everywhere else

10 Score: /10
(3) Mixed-use development
Main factors to consider:

Employment
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Social infrastructure (including schools and community facilities)

Public open space / sport and recreation

Retail

0

Score: /5

(4) Other matters

Will the benefits of development be accessible to existing communities?

Main factors to consider:
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Economic contribution of development

Economic value of environmental and heritage features

Ability to improve quality of local environment through development — regeneration

Physical constraints such as:

overhead power lines,
Pipelines,

Sterilisation of mineral reserves
Contaminated land
‘un-neighbourly development’
topography/steep slopes
Agricultural land value grade
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3 Score: /5
(5) Strategic infrastructure provision
Main factors to consider:

What opportunities are there to improve strategic infrastructure for the wider benefit of the District?

(6) Vehicular access and traffic impact
Main factors to consider:

Can suitable access to the site be achieved?
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(7) Public transport
Main factors to consider:

Distance to train station including assessment of frequency of service
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Distance to a bus route including assessment of frequency of service

Potential for new or improved bus services

(8) Urban Design
Main factors to consider:

Can connections be made with any existing development so that ease of movement is good and social cohesion between new and existing
development is facilitated?
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Can a positive interface between fronts and backs of existing development be achieved?

Can development of the site have a positive relationship with existing adjacent land uses?

(9) Environmental constraints
Main factors to consider:

Environment Agency Flood Zones 2 and 3 and Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA) results

Proximity to Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI)
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Proximity to Local Nature Reserve or Local Wildlife Site

Proximity to Ancient Semi-Natural Woodland

Would development harm any trees protected by Tree Preservation Orders or other important trees?

Will there be an adverse impact on a protected habitat or species?

(10) Landscape quality / surrounding area characteristics
Main factors to consider:

Landscape Character Assessment (LCA) condition and sensitivity
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Historic Landscape Characterisation information in relation to site

Landscape Institute Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact Analysis

6

(11) Heritage / archaeology potential
Main factors to consider:
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Proximity to Conservation Area and impact upon setting

Proximity to Listed Buildings and impact upon setting

Proximity to Scheduled Ancient Monuments and impact upon setting

Proximity to Historic Parks & Gardens and impact upon setting

Presence of archaeological sites for local preservation (Local Plan Review 1994 Policy 110)

m |

(12) Opportunities for sustainable energy production
Main factors to consider:
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Site location in relation to District Heating Opportunity Areas

Site location in relation to Wind Turbine Opportunity Areas

Other sustainable energy production opportunities identified

O |
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S5: NW Harpenden

118



Assessment Matrix — Summary Evaluation Results
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Total score: 55

(Rank: 4)

Note: Independent Green Belt Review Site Ranking 4
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Assessment of sustainable development principles

(1) Sustainable location
Main factors to consider:

Would the site be well related to existing settlements or an isolated form of development?

Proximity to existing employment opportunities or potential to provide such opportunities

Proximity to existing schools, consideration of capacity and potential to met increased demand and consideration of capacity
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Proximity to existing public open space and allotments

Proximity to existing neighbourhood/local centres as defined in the Local Plan Review 1994




Proximity to existing large supermarkets or superstores or potential to provide

Proximity to existing medical facilities or potential to provide

Proximity to existing leisure facilities or potential to provide

Ability for proposed development to link in with existing footpath and cycleway network

Potential to promote equity and added social inclusion

Contribution of development to economic growth potential of the settlement / area
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Ability of development to draw on the economic value of built or natural environment features

8 Score: /10

(2) Settlement hierarchy

Main factors to consider:

Main urban settlements (excluded from the Green Belt): St Albans,
Harpenden, London Colney

Other settlements excluded from Green Belt: Bricket Wood, Chiswell
Green, How Wood, Park Street, Frogmore, Redbourn,Wheathampstead
Green Belt settlements: Colney Heath, Folly Fields, Gustard Wood,
Kinsbourne Green, Lea Valley Estate, Sandridge, Sleapshyde,
Smallford

Rest of Green Belt: Everywhere else

9

(3) Mixed-use development
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Main factors to consider:

Employment

Social infrastructure (including schools and community facilities)

Public open space / sport and recreation

Retail

Will the benefits of development be accessible to existing communities?

0 Score: /5

(4) Other matters

Main factors to consider:

Economic contribution of development

Economic value of environmental and heritage features

Ability to improve quality of local environment through development — regeneration
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Physical constraints such as:

overhead power lines,
Pipelines,

Sterilisation of mineral reserves
Contaminated land
‘un-neighbourly development’
topography/steep slopes
Agricultural land value grade

Additional Matters

3 Score: /5
(5) Strategic infrastructure provision
Main factors to consider:

What opportunities are there to improve strategic infrastructure for the wider benefit of the District?
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(6) Vehicular access and traffic impact
Main factors to consider:

Can suitable access to the site be achieved?

Degree of impact upon road network and potential for measures to mitigate the impact
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(7) Public transport

Main factors to consider:

Distance to train station including assessment of frequency of service

Distance to a bus route including assessment of frequency of service

Potential for new or improved bus services

(8) Urban Design

Main factors to consider:

Can connections be made with any existing development so that ease of movement is good and social cohesion between new and existing
development is facilitated?

127



Can a positive interface between fronts and backs of existing development be achieved?

Can development of the site have a positive relationship with existing adjacent land uses?

h |

(9) Environmental constraints
Main factors to consider:

Environment Agency Flood Zones 2 and 3 and Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA) results

Proximity to Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI)

Proximity to Local Nature Reserve or Local Wildlife Site

Proximity to Ancient Semi-Natural Woodland

Would development harm any trees protected by Tree Preservation Orders or other important trees?
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Will there be an adverse impact on a protected habitat or species?

Other factors

7

(10) Landscape quality / surrounding area characteristics

Main factors to consider:

Landscape Character Assessment (LCA) condition and sensitivity
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Historic Landscape Characterisation information in relation to site

Further information

(11) Heritage / archaeology potential

Landscape Institute Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact Analysis

\‘ |

Main factors to consider:

Proximity to Conservation Area and impact upon setting

Proximity to Listed Buildings and impact upon setting
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Proximity to Scheduled Ancient Monuments and impact upon setting

Proximity to Historic Parks & Gardens and impact upon setting

Presence of archaeological sites for local preservation (Local Plan Review 1994 Policy 110)

4

(12) Opportunities for sustainable energy production
Main factors to consider:

Site location in relation to District Heating Opportunity Areas

Site location in relation to Wind Turbine Opportunity Areas

Other sustainable energy production opportunities identified
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S6: NE Harpenden
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Assessment Matrix — Summary of Evaluation Results

THEME

uononpold ABlaus s|qeureisns
Joj sanunuoddQ - 2T,

[enuayod
ABojoaeyale / abeliaH - TT

BaJe DUIPUNOIING
/ Aurenb adeaspue - 0T

Slulellsuod |ejuswuolIAug - g

ubBiseq ueqin - g

uodsuen aiqnd - /|

1oedwl
Jljel) pue ssadde JendlyaA - 9

uoisinolid
ainjoniisedyul 21681eAS - G

SIaNe JBYIO - 1

wswdolanap asn-paxin - €

AyoJelaly Juswamas - ¢

uoneos0T a|geuIrlIsnS - T

S6

Total score: 45

(Rank: 6)

Note: Independent Green Belt Review Site Ranking 6
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Assessment of sustainable development principles

(1) Sustainable location
Main factors to consider:

Would the site be well related to existing settlements or an isolated form of development?

Proximity to existing employment opportunities or potential to provide such opportunities

Proximity to existing schools, consideration of capacity and potential to met increased demand and consideration of capacity
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Proximity to existing public open space and allotments

Proximity to existing neighbourhood/local centres as defined in the Local Plan Review 1994




Proximity to existing large supermarkets or superstores or potential to provide

Proximity to existing medical facilities or potential to provide

Proximity to existing leisure facilities or potential to provide

Ability for proposed development to link in with existing footpath and cycleway network

Potential to promote equity and added social inclusion

Contribution of development to economic growth potential of the settlement / area

Ability of development to draw on the economic value of built or natural environment features
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Comments / Overall Conclusions:

A wide range of facilities including those in the town centre are accessible within walking and cycling distance. However topography is not ideal for
central area and rail access by walking and cycling due to Lea Valley slopes. Education capacity issues exist but are capable of resolution. Overall
this results in a mid to high evaluation score.

7 Score: /10

(2) Settlement hierarchy

Main factors to consider:

Main urban settlements (excluded from the Green Belt): St Albans,
Harpenden, London Colney

Other settlements excluded from Green Belt: Bricket Wood, Chiswell
Green, How Wood, Park Street, Frogmore, Redbourn,Wheathampstead
Green Belt settlements: Colney Heath, Folly Fields, Gustard Wood,
Kinsbourne Green, Lea Valley Estate, Sandridge, Sleapshyde,
Smallford

Rest of Green Belt: Everywhere else

Comments / Overall Conclusions:

The main urban settlements are the most sustainable locations for development, as the widest range of services and facilities are accessible. The
site is located on the edge of Harpenden which is the second largest main urban settlement in the district. This results in a high evaluation score.

8 Score: /10

(3) Mixed-use development

Main factors to consider:

Employment

Social infrastructure (including schools and community facilities)
Public open space / sport and recreation

Retail
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Will the benefits of development be accessible to existing communities?

0 Score: /5

(4) Other matters

Main factors to consider:
Economic contribution of development

Economic value of environmental and heritage features

Ability to improve quality of local environment through development — regeneration

Physical constraints such as:

overhead power lines,
Pipelines,

Sterilisation of mineral reserves
Contaminated land
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‘un-neighbourly development’
topography/steep slopes
Agricultural land value grade

Score: /5

w |

(5) Strategic infrastructure provision
Main factors to consider:

What opportunities are there to improve strategic infrastructure for the wider benefit of the District?

0

(6) Vehicular access and traffic impact
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Main factors to consider:

Can suitable access to the site be achieved?

Degree of impact upon road network and potential for measures to mitigate the impact

U.I |

(7) Public transport
Main factors to consider:

Distance to train station including assessment of frequency of service
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Distance to a bus route including assessment of frequency of service

Potential for new or improved bus services

(8) Urban Design
Main factors to consider:

Can connections be made with any existing development so that ease of movement is good and social cohesion between new and existing
development is facilitated?

Can a positive interface between fronts and backs of existing development be achieved?
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Can development of the site have a positive relationship with existing adjacent land uses?

2 e |

(9) Environmental constraints
Main factors to consider:

Environment Agency Flood Zones 2 and 3 and Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA) results

Proximity to Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI)

Proximity to Local Nature Reserve or Local Wildlife Site
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Proximity to Ancient Semi-Natural Woodland

Would development harm any trees protected by Tree Preservation Orders or other important trees?

Will there be an adverse impact on a protected habitat or species?

Other factors

(10) Landscape quality / surrounding area characteristics
Main factors to consider:

Landscape Character Assessment (LCA) condition and sensitivity
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Historic Landscape Characterisation information in relation to site

Landscape Institute Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact Analysis
5 e ...

(11) Heritage / archaeology potential
Main factors to consider:

Proximity to Conservation Area and impact upon setting

Proximity to Listed Buildings and impact upon setting

Proximity to Scheduled Ancient Monuments and impact upon setting

Proximity to Historic Parks & Gardens and impact upon setting
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Presence of archaeological sites for local preservation (Local Plan Review 1994 Policy 110)

U.I |

(12) Opportunities for sustainable energy production
Main factors to consider:

Site location in relation to District Heating Opportunity Areas

Site location in relation to Wind Turbine Opportunity Areas

Other sustainable energy production opportunities identified

o |
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S7. Land at London Colney
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Assessment Matrix — Summary of Evaluation Results
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Total score: 39

(Rank: 8)

Note: Independent Green Belt Review Site Ranking 3
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Assessment of sustainable development principles

(1) Sustainable location
Main factors to consider:

Would the site be well related to existing settlements or an isolated form of development?

Proximity to existing employment opportunities or potential to provide such opportunities

Proximity to existing schools, consideration of capacity and potential to met increased demand and consideration of capacity
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Proximity to existing public open space and allotments

Proximity to existing neighbourhood/local centres as defined in the Local Plan Review 1994




Proximity to existing large supermarkets or superstores or potential to provide

Proximity to existing medical facilities or potential to provide

Proximity to existing leisure facilities or potential to provide

Ability for proposed development to link in with existing footpath and cycleway network
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Potential to promote equity and added social inclusion

Contribution of development to economic growth potential of the settlement / area

Ability of development to draw on the economic value of built or natural environment features

5 Score: /10
(2) Settlement hierarchy
Main factors to consider:

Main urban settlements (excluded from the Green Belt): St Albans,
Harpenden, London Colney

Other settlements excluded from Green Belt: Bricket Wood, Chiswell
Green, How Wood, Park Street, Frogmore, Redbourn,Wheathampstead
Green Belt settlements: Colney Heath, Folly Fields, Gustard Wood,
Kinsbourne Green, Lea Valley Estate, Sandridge, Sleapshyde,
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Smallford

Rest of Green Belt: Everywhere else

6 Score: /10

(3) Mixed-use development

Main factors to consider:

Employment

Social infrastructure (including schools and community facilities)

Public open space / sport and recreation

Retail
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Will the benefits of development be accessible to existing communities?

0 Score: /5

(4) Other matters

Main factors to consider:

Economic contribution of development

Economic value of environmental and heritage features

Ability to improve quality of local environment through development — regeneration

Physical constraints such as:

overhead power lines,
Pipelines,

Sterilisation of mineral reserves
Contaminated land
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‘un-neighbourly development’
topography/steep slopes
Agricultural land value grade

Comments:

s

(5) Strategic infrastructure provision
Main factors to consider:

¢ What opportunities are there to improve strategic infrastructure for the wider benefit of the District?

e No significant opportunities to improve strategic infrastructure, however, some potential for minor improvements, for example green
infrastructure

e Opportunities for connecting the sub-area to the wider footpaths/cycleways that connect the sub-area to broader locations
e Sub-area already well-sited in terms of access to allocated employment areas

e The site is in Local Government ownership (HCC). This may be a significant factor in creating opportunities to meet social and community
needs for the wider area (e.g. school site)
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1

(6) Vehicular access and traffic impact

Main factors to consider:

Can suitable access to the site be achieved?

Degree of impact upon road network and potential for measures to mitigate the impact

Comments / Overall Conclusions:

There is very good access to the sub-area from the existing road network, with excellent connections to the M25 and North Orbital Road. This
results in a high evaluation score.

7

(7) Public transport

Main factors to consider:
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Distance to train station including assessment of frequency of service

Distance to a bus route including assessment of frequency of service

Potential for new or improved bus services

Comments / Overall Conclusions:

(8) Urban Design

Main factors to consider:

Can connections be made with any existing development so that ease of movement is good and social cohesion between new and existing
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development is facilitated?

Can a positive interface between fronts and backs of existing development be achieved?

Can development of the site have a positive relationship with existing adjacent land uses?

(9) Environmental constraints

Main factors to consider:

Environment Agency Flood Zones 2 and 3 and Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA) results
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Proximity to Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI)

Proximity to Local Nature Reserve or Local Wildlife Site

Proximity to Ancient Semi-Natural Woodland

Would development harm any trees protected by Tree Preservation Orders or other important trees?

Will there be an adverse impact on a protected habitat or species?

m |

(10) Landscape quality / surrounding area characteristics
Main factors to consider:

Landscape Character Assessment (LCA) condition and sensitivity
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Historic Landscape Characterisation information in relation to site

Landscape Institute Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact Analysis

U.I |

(11) Heritage / archaeology potential
Main factors to consider:

Proximity to Conservation Area and impact upon setting

Proximity to Listed Buildings and impact upon setting
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Proximity to Scheduled Ancient Monuments and impact upon setting

Proximity to Historic Parks & Gardens and impact upon setting

Presence of archaeological sites for local preservation (Local Plan Review 1994 Policy 110)

(12) Opportunities for sustainable energy production
Main factors to consider:

Site location in relation to District Heating Opportunity Areas

Site location in relation to Wind Turbine Opportunity Areas

Other sustainable energy production opportunities identified
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S8: Land at Chiswell Green
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Assessment Matrix — Summary of Evaluation Results
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Total score: 44

(Rank: 7)

Note: Independent Green Belt Review Site Ranking 1
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Assessment of sustainable development principles

(1) Sustainable location
Main factors to consider:

Would the site be well related to existing settlements or an isolated form of development?

Proximity to existing employment opportunities or potential to provide such opportunities
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Proximity to existing public open space and allotments

Proximity to existing neighbourhood/local centres as defined in the Local Plan Review 1994

Proximity to existing large supermarkets or superstores or potential to provide




Proximity to existing medical facilities or potential to provide

Proximity to existing leisure facilities or potential to provide

Ability for proposed development to link in with existing footpath and cycleway network
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Potential to promote equity and added social inclusion

Contribution of development to economic growth potential of the settlement / area

Ability of development to draw on the economic value of built or natural environment features

4 Score: /10
(2) Settlement hierarchy
Main factors to consider:

Main urban settlements (excluded from the Green Belt): St Albans,
Harpenden, London Colney

Other settlements excluded from Green Belt: Bricket Wood, Chiswell
Green, How Wood, Park Street, Frogmore, Redbourn,Wheathampstead
Green Belt settlements: Colney Heath, Folly Fields, Gustard Wood,
Kinsbourne Green, Lea Valley Estate, Sandridge, Sleapshyde,
Smallford

168



Rest of Green Belt: Everywhere else

4 Score: /10

(3) Mixed-use development

Main factors to consider:

Employment

Social infrastructure (including schools and community facilities)

Public open space / sport and recreation

Retail

Will the benefits of development be accessible to existing communities?
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0 Score: /5

(4) Other matters

Main factors to consider:

Economic contribution of development

Economic value of environmental and heritage features

Ability to improve quality of local environment through development — regeneration

Physical constraints such as:

overhead power lines,
Pipelines,

Sterilisation of mineral reserves
Contaminated land
‘un-neighbourly development’
topography/steep slopes
Agricultural land value grade
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3 Score: /5
(5) Strategic infrastructure provision
Main factors to consider:

What opportunities are there to improve strategic infrastructure for the wider benefit of the District?

Comments / Overall Conclusions:

0 | Score: /10
(6) Vehicular access and traffic impact
Main factors to consider:

Can suitable access to the site be achieved?

171



Degree of impact upon road network and potential for measures to mitigate the impact

6 Score: /10
(7) Public transport
Main factors to consider:

Distance to train station including assessment of frequency of service

Distance to a bus route including assessment of frequency of service
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Potential for new or improved bus services

2 Score: /5
(8) Urban Design
Main factors to consider:

Can connections be made with any existing development so that ease of movement is good and social cohesion between new and existing
development is facilitated?

Can a positive interface between fronts and backs of existing development be achieved?

Can development of the site have a positive relationship with existing adjacent land uses?
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4 | Score: /5

(9) Environmental constraints

Main factors to consider:

Environment Agency Flood Zones 2 and 3 and Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA) results

Proximity to Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI)

Proximity to Local Nature Reserve or Local Wildlife Site

Proximity to Ancient Semi-Natural Woodland

Would development harm any trees protected by Tree Preservation Orders or other important trees?

Will there be an adverse impact on a protected habitat or species?

Comments / Overall Conclusions:
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8

| Score: /10

(10) Landscape quality / surrounding area characteristics

Main factors to consider:

Landscape Character Assessment (LCA) condition and sensitivity

Historic Landscape Characterisation information in relation to site

Landscape Institute Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact Analysis

8

Score: /10

(11) Heritage / archaeology potential
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Main factors to consider:

Proximity to Conservation Area and impact upon setting

Proximity to Listed Buildings and impact upon setting

Proximity to Scheduled Ancient Monuments and impact upon setting

Proximity to Historic Parks & Gardens and impact upon setting

Presence of archaeological sites for local preservation (Local Plan Review 1994 Policy 110)

5 Score: /5

(12) Opportunities for sustainable energy production

Main factors to consider:

Site location in relation to District Heating Opportunity Areas
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Site location in relation to Wind Turbine Opportunity Areas

Other sustainable energy production opportunities identified

0 | Score: /5

177



REFERENCE LIST / MAPS OF SITE LOCATIONS

SA — S1: East of Hemel Hempstead (north) — land enclosed by east Hemel Hempstead
and the M1 motorway within Strategic Parcel GB21A.
Eaton Lodge, Punch Bowl Lane, HP2 7THT

SA- S2: East of Hemel Hempstead (south) - land enclosed by east Hemel Hempstead
and motorway with Strategic Parcel GB24A.
Swedish Cottages, Westwick Row, Hemel Hempstead, HP2 4UB

SA — S3: East of St Albans- land enclosed by residential development at east along
Sandpit Lane within Strategic Parcel GB36
Barnfield Road, St Albans, AL4 9UP

SA — S4: North of St Albans — land at north St Albans along Sandridgebury Lane within
Strategic Parcel GB38
Sandridgebury Lane, St Albans, AL3 6DD

SA —-S5: Northwest of Harpenden - land at north Harpenden in the vicinity of Luton
Road, Cooters End Lane and Ambrose Lane within Strategic Parcel GB40
Cooters End Lane, Harpenden, AL5 3NR

SA — S6: Northeast of Harpenden — land at northeast Harpenden along Lower Luton
Road, and extending to the vicinity of Whitings Close within Strategic Parcel GB40
Bower Heath Lane, Harpenden, AL5 5EF

SA — S7: land at London Colney - land to the south and southwest of London Colney
within Strategic Parcel GB31
Shenley Lane, London Colney, AL12 1AD

SA — S8: Land at Chiswell Green — Land at Chiswell Green Lane at Chiswell Green

within Strategic Parcel GB25
Chiswell Green Lane, Chiswell Green, AL2 3AN
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Development Sites Evaluation Results Overall Scoring Matrix
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SA-S1 - Land

enclosed by east

Hemel Hempstead
and M1 (North)

SA-S2 — Land

enclosed by east

Hemel Hempstead
and M1 (South)

SA-S3 - Area

enclosed by
residential

development at east
St Albans along
Sandpit Lane
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SA-S4 — Enclosed
land at north St 47
Albans along 10 2 (Rank
Sandridgebury Lane 5)
SA-S5 — Enclosed
land at north
Harpenden in vicinity 55
of Luton Road, 9 9 (Rank
Cooters End Lane 4)
and Ambrose Lane
SA-S6 — Enclosed
land at northeast
Harpenden along 45
Lower Luton Road

. 8 5 (Rank
and extending to the 6)
vicinity of Whitings
Close
SA-S7 — Land south
and south west of 39
London Colney 6 7 (Rank

8)

SA-S8 - Enclosed
land at Chiswell 44
Green Lane at 4 6 (Rank
Chiswell Green 7)
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SECTION 4

STRATEGY EVALUATION DETAILED RESULTS
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Evaluation Results for Option 1 a) Mixed Location / Scale Development

Assessment of sustainable development principles

(1) Sustainable location

Main factors to consider:

Would the (combination of) site(s) be well related to existing settlements or (represent) isolated form(s) of development?

This strategy includes a combination of sites that expand the main Towns in and adjoining the district and thus development relates very well to
existing settlements.

Proximity to existing employment opportunities or potential to provide such opportunities

Proximity to existing schools, consideration of capacity and potential to met increased demand and consideration of capacity
Proximity to existing public open space and allotments

Proximity to existing neighbourhood/local centres as defined in the

Local Plan Review 1994

Proximity to existing large supermarkets or superstores or potential to provide

Proximity to existing medical facilities or potential to provide

Proximity to existing leisure facilities or potential to provide

Ability for proposed development to link in with existing footpath and

cycleway network

All the above questions address aspects of how well the occupants of new development can access activity and services normally best
provided in larger urban areas (with higher population levels). The strategy includes a large new urban extension to Hemel Hempstead, where
the scale of development will justify substantial new provision, or where the existing Town facilities will offer many opportunities. The smaller
development locations are unlikely to provide opportunities for significant new provision, but all are located in the main settlements of the
District with good access to existing facilities.

Potential to promote equity and added social inclusion

All the sites are of a scale that a significant contribution to affordable housing provision should be achievable. Only the East Hemel Hempstead
sites are likely to contribute in other ways, particularly in meeting specialist needs such as gypsy and traveller provision, self build and local job
opportunities.

Contribution of development to economic growth potential of the settlement / area
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As above, the inclusion of the East Hemel Hempstead development in this package provides a significant opportunity for specific employment
related development.

¢ Ability of development to draw on the economic value of built or natural environment features

Comments / Overall Conclusions:

Overall this strategy relies on a combination of sites that are expansions of the main settlements. They offer future residents ease of access to a wide
range of facilities and services. In addition there is a significant economic development opportunity incorporated. This justifies a high evaluation
score.

8 Score: /10

(2) Settlement hierarchy

Main factors to consider:

e Main urban settlements (excluded from the Green Belt): St Albans,
Harpenden, London Colney

e Other settlements excluded from Green Belt: Bricket Wood, Chiswell
Green, How Wood, Park Street, Frogmore, Redbourn,Wheathampstead

e Green Belt settlements: Colney Heath, Folly Fields, Gustard Wood,
Kinsbourne Green, Lea Valley Estate, Sandridge, Sleapshyde,
Smallford

o Rest of Green Belt: Everywhere else

Comments / Overall Conclusions:

Overall this strategy assumes a combination of development sites in the highest order settlements in the hierarchy (Towns), thus offering future
residents ease of access to a wide range of facilities and services. This justifies a high evaluation score.

It should be noted that if the strategy sites package were to include development at Chiswell Green or London Colney (Sites S7/8) the position is
weakened as these are settlements with a lower level of services and facilities. However the strategy level evaluation assumes that neither of these
sites would be needed for this strategy.

London Colney is classified as a large village in the District Local Plan. However the policy intention in the SLP to date has been to recognise
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significant housing growth and the development of a major shopping facility at London Colney over the last 20 years by designating the settlement as
a Town for the purposes of future planning decisions. This issue is dealt with in more detail at site evaluation level, but may need to be considered
further as a specific influence on final decisions on preferred strategy.

8 Score: /10

(3) Mixed-use development

Main factors to consider:

e Employment

e Social infrastructure (including schools and community facilities)

e Public open space / sport and recreation

e Retail

o Will the benefits of development be accessible to existing communities?

Comments / Overall Conclusions:

Inclusion of major sites at east Hemel Hempstead creates an opportunity for a planned, full, mixed use development. The scale of development
demands some integral local facilities, particularly schools and strategic open space and the relationship with existing employment generating
activities will be good. There is also scope for a large new allocation of employment land. By way of contrast the scale of development at other
locations in this strategy will be insufficient to allow for other than mainly residential development. However the small size of these other residential
sites and their location does create scope to relate development well to the existing wide range of uses in Towns. This strategy provides scope to
select only the additional sites that offer the best prospects for aspects of mixed use. This combination of opportunities justifies a relatively high
evaluation score for mixed use potential.

;

(4) Other matters

Main factors to consider:
e Economic contribution of development
e Economic value of environmental and heritage features

As noted above a development strategy that includes east Hemel Hempstead clearly offers opportunities for employment related development
not available from other sites. There is a wider dimension to this, in the opportunity to enhance land availability, infrastructure and
environmental quality around a major existing focus for economic growth and employment (the Maylands area M1 corridor and M25
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accessibility). Housing focused in this location could support economic activity and its role in economic development for Hertfordshire and the
sub region.

The area is capable of accommodating this type of large scale economic related development with lesser impact on countryside and better use
of existing infrastructure than any other location in the district.

A development strategy that includes this area will create opportunities for wider economic development work and promotion in collaboration
with relevant organisations (County Council, Local Enterprise Partnership, National agencies). This could also unlock future Government
economic development, housing, infrastructure and training related funding opportunities.

e Ability to improve quality of local environment through development — regeneration

A development strategy including east Hemel Hempstead offers significant regeneration benefits to Hemel Hempstead. The Buncefield
explosion and aftermath combined with the 2007 — 12 recession left Maylands with a legacy of economic change and physical regeneration
challenges. Other sites in the strategy do not offer specific regeneration opportunities and benefits.

e Physical constraints such as:

overhead power lines,
Pipelines,

Sterilisation of mineral reserves
Contaminated land
‘un-neighbourly development’
topography/steep slopes
Agricultural land value grade

All the factors listed affect east Hemel Hempstead in various ways. This will necessitate a comprehensive and effective planning process that
addresses all the site constraints involved. The impact on the likely timescales for a start of development and delivery of new housing could be
significant. This points to a danger in any overreliance on the contribution to be made from this particular element of the strategy. However as
the east Hemel Hempstead area is part of a mixed sites development strategy, the combination of opportunities overall becomes a positive
factor and supports a relatively high evaluation score.

A specific negative factor against any strategy including development at east Hemel Hempstead is the high impact in loss of Best and Most
Versatile agricultural land (Grade 2). Such land has high current ,and higher future, economic value. This is taken into account by lowering the
overall score to reflect this unique and important factor. It is acknowledged that there is a Sustainability Appraisal argument that this issue
should be weighted more highly in scoring. For this reason it is highlighted in this general conclusion.

Comments / Overall Conclusions:
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This evaluation factor picks up a range of disparate factors not easily considered under other standard headings. It is the most difficult aspect to
consider and score. There are some clear issues in relation to the east Hemel Hempstead aspect of the strategy that inevitably require a degree of
judgement as to overall weighting. The evaluation score gives high importance to the opportunities created for long term, planned economic
development. It reduces marginally for the delivery issues and significant loss to agriculture.

4

(5) Strategic infrastructure provision

Main factors to consider:
e What opportunities are there to improve strategic infrastructure for the wider benefit of the District?

Comments / Overall Conclusions:

This evaluation factor requires careful judgement. As a matter of principle the inclusion of large scale development at Hemel Hempstead is positive in
terms of ability to provide strategic infrastructure to the wider area. The scale of development involved would certainly be able to support, and assist in
funding of, new schools, roads, open space and environmental enhancement. However, judging whether such provision would directly benefit the
District depends on the view taken of the overall advantages of expansion at Hemel Hempstead and the relative roles of the main settlements in the
sub region. For the purposes of the evaluation it is assumed that expansion of Hemel Hempstead could benefit the district by providing jobs and
homes in close proximity to needs generated from the St Albans City and District population. This justifies a relatively high score. The mixed nature of
the option results in inclusion of a number of medium scale developments that would not deliver strategic infrastructure.

5 Score: /10

(6) Vehicular access and traffic impact

Main factors to consider:

e Can suitable access to the site be achieved?
o Degree of impact upon road network and potential for measures to
mitigate the impact

Comments / Overall Conclusions:

Major development at East Hemel Hempstead will require careful transport planning and significant investment. However it is clear from work
conducted by the landowners and initial Highways Agency / Authority assessment undertaken in the past that a phased development can be
successfully accessed with a variety of links to the A 414/M1, A4147 and the B478.
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An assumption is made that the smaller development sites included in this strategy will be selected to have viable access and transport options. The
mixed strategy offers some advantages as heavy reliance on major development at East Hemel Hempstead, with its ability to provide new transport
infrastructure, lessens the burden on existing transport infrastructure. This is because a more dispersed pattern of development spreads impact but
offers lesser opportunities to mitigate through new infrastructure.

8 Score: /10

(7) Public transport

Main factors to consider:

e Distance to train station including assessment of frequency of service
e Distance to a bus route including assessment of frequency of service
e Potential for new or improved bus services

Comments / Overall Conclusions:

This strategy has the potential to be based on a combination of sites that all provide opportunities for access to public transport. The potential to
choose the medium scale sites in the strategy allows a focus on the bigger settlements which have the best rail access (including via bus services).
The inclusion of major development at Hemel Hempstead provides a realistic opportunity for bus service improvement due to the concentration of new
housing in one location. This will create sufficient demand to support new services. Thus a high evaluation score is justified.

4 Score: /5

(8) Urban Design

Main factors to consider:

¢ Can connections be made with any existing development so that ease
of movement is good and social cohesion between new and existing
development is facilitated?

¢ Can a positive interface between fronts and backs of existing
development be achieved?

e Can development of the site have a positive relationship with existing
adjacent land uses?
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Comments / Overall Conclusions:

The mix of the strategy provides a good combination of opportunities to achieve high quality urban design outcomes. The ability to choose from a
range of medium scale development sites allows those with the best potential for design integration within the existing grain of settlements. The
inclusion of major development at Hemel Hempstead presents challenges in the sense that achieving high quality design is always more difficult in a
situation where new neighbourhoods have to be planned from a blank canvass. There are also some inherent geographic urban design problems
caused by the relationships of the site with the M1 motorway and oil depot and the structure of the Town. In particular the employment area separates
the development area from the centre and main facilities and the distances to the centre and to rail transport are greater than desirable. However there
is also greater potential from a large scale development to address these disadvantages through careful master and site planning and public transport
related design. This position justifies a mid level score reflecting the scale of the urban design challenge for east Hemel Hempstead.

3 Score: /5

(9) Environmental constraints

Main factors to consider:

e Environment Agency Flood Zones 2 and 3 and Strategic Flood Risk
Assessment (SFRA) results

e Proximity to Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI)

e Proximity to Local Nature Reserve or Local Wildlife Site

e Proximity to Ancient Semi-Natural Woodland

¢ Would development harm any trees protected by Tree Preservation
Orders or other important trees?

e Will there be an adverse impact on a protected habitat or species?

Comments / Overall Conclusions:

There are no specific environmental constraint issues to highlight in respect of this strategy. This justifies a relatively high evaluation score. However
it can be argued that reliance on major development at Hemel Hempstead results in a concentration of environmental impact in terms of pollution and
intrusion on open and semi natural areas (though such areas have no specific environmental designation). This also means a high perception of
environmental impact. The evaluation score is moderated on that basis.

6 | Score: /10

199




(10) Landscape quality / surrounding area characteristics

Main factors to consider:

e Landscape Character Assessment (LCA) condition and sensitivity

e Historic Landscape Characterisation information in relation to site

e Landscape Institute Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact Analysis
Comments / Overall Conclusions:

The Strategy includes some smaller sites that are readily capable of assimilation into the landscape around existing urban areas with relatively limited
impact. This is especially so where an assumption is made that the development will include urban design and landscaping measures to achieve
mitigation. However the reliance on the large scale East Hemel Hempstead development inevitably results in a concentration of significant landscape
intrusion and change in one area. The area affected has some strong countryside character and good landscape quality and some areas affected are
prominent to views. This results in a low evaluation score.

4 Score: /10

(11) Heritage / archaeology potential

Main factors to consider:

e Proximity to Conservation Area and impact upon setting

e Proximity to Listed Buildings and impact upon setting

e Proximity to Scheduled Ancient Monuments and impact upon setting

e Proximity to Historic Parks & Gardens and impact upon setting

e Presence of archaeological sites for local preservation (Local Plan
Review 1994 Policy 110)

Comments / Overall Conclusions:

The major east Hemel Hempstead development does not affect any known significant areas of historic environmental interest. The choice available
for smaller sites to be included within this strategy also allows avoidance of impact under this factor. The evaluation score is therefore high.

4 Score: /5

(12) Opportunities for sustainable energy production
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Main factors to consider:

e Site location in relation to District Heating Opportunity Areas
e Site location in relation to Wind Turbine Opportunity Areas
e Other sustainable energy production opportunities identified

Comments / Overall Conclusions:

At strategy level energy production is judged as including both on site generation and beneficial methods of supply to site, such as combined heat and
power. The major east Hemel Hempstead development is the only opportunity within any of the strategies that offers special potential in respect of
energy issues. Other sites and site combinations do not offer a scale of development, or a mix of uses sufficient to give realistic and economic options
for strategic improvements to supply (i.e. options that go beyond normal individual household / home / premises choices). A high evaluation score is
therefore justified

4 | Score: /5
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Evaluation results for Option 1 b) Mixed Location / Scale Development With Smaller, But More, Sites

It should be noted that overall this strategy is similar to 1a) but evaluation is adjusted to reflect the more limited benefits from reduced scale,
and (likely) slower paced, development at East Hemel Hempstead and the advantages and disadvantages of a wider spread of development
around the district, including some inevitable reliance on expansion of smaller, lower order settlements.

Assessment of sustainable development principles

(1) Sustainable location

Main factors to consider:

Would the (combination of) site(s) be well related to existing settlements or (represent) isolated form(s) of development?

This strategy includes a combination of sites that expand a range of settlements in and adjoining the district and thus development relates very
well to existing settlements.

Proximity to existing employment opportunities or potential to provide such opportunities

Proximity to existing schools, consideration of capacity and potential to met increased demand and consideration of capacity
Proximity to existing public open space and allotments

Proximity to existing neighbourhood/local centres as defined in the

Local Plan Review 1994

Proximity to existing large supermarkets or superstores or potential to provide

Proximity to existing medical facilities or potential to provide

Proximity to existing leisure facilities or potential to provide

Ability for proposed development to link in with existing footpath and

cycleway network

All the above questions address aspects of how well the occupants of new development can access activity and services normally best
provided in larger urban areas (with higher population levels). This strategy will rely on inclusion of some sites that place significant
development in settlements which are less well provided with existing services and facilities.

Potential to promote equity and added social inclusion

A greater reliance on smaller development sites may reduce opportunities to address a variety of affordable housing requirements and to
provide for specialist needs such as gypsies and travellers.
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Comments / Overall Conclusions:

Contribution of development to economic growth potential of the settlement / area

As above, the inclusion of the East Hemel Hempstead development in this package provides a significant opportunity for specific employment
related development; but the reduced scale and pace of development envisaged could limit and dilute these benefits somewnhat.

Ability of development to draw on the economic value of built or natural environment features

Overall this strategy is given a significantly lower evaluation score because it spreads development to some less well serviced, lower order
settlements, and dilutes the benefits of a focus on major development at Hemel Hempstead.

Score: /10

(2) Settlement hierarchy

Main factors to consider:

Comments / Overall Conclusions:

Main urban settlements (excluded from the Green Belt): St Albans,
Harpenden, London Colney

Other settlements excluded from Green Belt: Bricket Wood, Chiswell
Green, How Wood, Park Street, Frogmore, Redbourn,Wheathampstead
Green Belt settlements: Colney Heath, Folly Fields, Gustard Wood,
Kinsbourne Green, Lea Valley Estate, Sandridge, Sleapshyde,
Smallford

Rest of Green Belt: Everywhere else

As above, the inclusion of more development in lower order settlements reduces the evaluation score significantly. The greater reliance on a spread
of development increases the likelihood of needing to include less well located sites in terms of the settlement hierarchy.

(3) Mixed-use development
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Main factors to consider:

Comments / Overall Conclusions:

Employment

Social infrastructure (including schools and community facilities)

Public open space / sport and recreation

Retail

Will the benefits of development be accessible to existing communities?

Inclusion of some major development at east Hemel Hempstead creates an opportunity for planned, full, mixed use development, but the reduced
scale and focus under this strategy results in a lower evaluation score. The greater spread of development will mean there is less opportunity to plan
mixed uses. These issues are further exacerbated by the greater reliance on smaller sites.

3

(4) Other matters

Main factors to consider:

Economic contribution of development
Economic value of environmental and heritage features
Ability to improve quality of local environment through development — regeneration

As noted above a development strategy that reduces the scale and focus on development at east Hemel Hempstead offers lesser opportunity
in respect of all these points and a corresponding reduction in evaluation score is justified.

Physical constraints such as:

overhead power lines,
Pipelines,

Sterilisation of mineral reserves
Contaminated land
‘un-neighbourly development’
topography/steep slopes
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Agricultural land value grade

Several of these factors create constraints for development at East Hemel Hempstead. This strategy reduces reliance on development there
and thus creates more opportunity to avoid, or plan for, these constraints. This is a positive in respect of the evaluation score.

Comments / Overall Conclusions:

This evaluation factor picks up a range of disparate factors not easily considered under other standard headings. It is the most difficult aspect to
evaluate. The evaluation score reflects a balance between diminished benefits due to a reduced scale of development at east Hemel Hempstead, but
some related reduced problems in respect of constraint factors.

3 Score: /5 \

(5) Strategic infrastructure provision

Main factors to consider:
¢ What opportunities are there to improve strategic infrastructure for the wider benefit of the District?

Comments / Overall Conclusions:

This evaluation factor requires careful judgement. As a matter of principle the inclusion of large scale development at Hemel Hempstead is positive in
terms of ability to provide strategic infrastructure to the wider area. The scale of development involved would certainly be able to support, and assist in
funding of, new schools, roads, open space and environmental enhancement. However, judging whether such provision would directly benefit the
District depends on the view taken of the overall advantages of expansion at Hemel Hempstead and the relative roles of the main settlements in the
sub region. For the purposes of the evaluation it is assumed that expansion of Hemel Hempstead could benefit the district by providing jobs and
homes in close proximity to needs generated from the St Albans City and District population.

In this strategy the opportunities from east Hemel Hempstead are diluted by the lesser scale and focus of development in this location.

The inclusion of an increased number of smaller sites spread across the District does not give the same opportunity to deliver strategic infrastructure.
This point does however need to be balanced by the consideration that the need for strategic infrastructure becomes less with a strategy based on a
range of smaller sites because development impacts are spread. Delivery of new development is eased as a result.

Overall a lower evaluation score results.

3 Score: /10

(6) Vehicular access and traffic impact

Main factors to consider:
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e Can suitable access to the site be achieved?
o Degree of impact upon road network and potential for measures to
mitigate the impact

Comments / Overall Conclusions:

Major development at East Hemel Hempstead will require careful transport planning and significant investment. However it is clear from work
conducted by the landowners and initial Highways Agency / Authority assessment undertaken in the past that a phased development can be
successfully accessed with a variety of links to the A 414/M1, A4147 and the B478.

An assumption is made that the greater number of smaller development sites included in this strategy will all be selected to have viable access and
transport options. The greater spread of sites under this strategy will result in dispersed traffic and transport impacts across the district. This spread
impact may be beneficial in some respects, but offers lesser opportunities to mitigate through new infrastructure.

The evaluation score is reduced slightly to reflect a lesser ability to select the least impact locations and to plan for effective mitigation.

7 Score: /10

(7) Public transport

Main factors to consider:

¢ Distance to train station including assessment of frequency of service
¢ Distance to a bus route including assessment of frequency of service
e Potential for new or improved bus services

Comments / Overall Conclusions:

This strategy includes some locations that are less readily served by public transport. The evaluation score is reduced slightly to reflect the overall
greater dispersal of development which limits the opportunity to invest in service improvement and to give good rail accessibility.

3 Score: /5

(8) Urban Design

Main factors to consider:
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e Can connections be made with any existing development so that ease
of movement is good and social cohesion between new and existing
development is facilitated?

e Can a positive interface between fronts and backs of existing
development be achieved?

¢ Can development of the site have a positive relationship with existing
adjacent land uses?

Comments / Overall Conclusions:

The mix of the strategy provides a good combination of opportunities to achieve high quality urban design outcomes. The ability to choose from a
range of medium scale development sites allows selection of those with the best potential for design integration within the existing grain of settlements.

The inclusion of major development at Hemel Hempstead presents challenges in the sense that achieving high quality design is always more difficult
in a situation where new neighbourhoods have to be planned from a blank canvass. There are also some inherent geographic urban design problems
caused by the relationships of the site with the motorway and oil depot and the structure of the Town (in particular the employment area separates the
development area from the centre and main facilities and the distances to the centre and to rail transport are greater than desirable). However there is
also greater potential from a large scale development to address these disadvantages through careful master and site planning.

This position justifies a mid level score reflecting the scale of the urban design challenge for east Hemel Hempstead.

4 Score: /5

(9) Environmental constraints

Main factors to consider:

e Environment Agency Flood Zones 2 and 3 and Strategic Flood Risk
Assessment (SFRA) results

e Proximity to Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI)

e Proximity to Local Nature Reserve or Local Wildlife Site

e Proximity to Ancient Semi-Natural Woodland

e Would development harm any trees protected by Tree Preservation
Orders or other important trees?

o Will there be an adverse impact on a protected habitat or species?
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Comments / Overall Conclusions:

There are no specific environmental constraint issues to highlight in respect of this strategy. This justifies a relatively high evaluation score. However
it can be argued that reliance on major development at Hemel Hempstead results in a concentration of environmental impact in terms of pollution and
intrusion on open and semi natural areas (though such areas have no specific environmental designation). This also means a high perception of
environmental impact. The evaluation score is moderated on that basis.

7 | Score: /10

(10) Landscape quality / surrounding area characteristics

Main factors to consider:

e Landscape Character Assessment (LCA) condition and sensitivity
e Historic Landscape Characterisation information in relation to site
e Landscape Institute Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact Analysis

Comments / Overall Conclusions:

The Strategy relies significantly on smaller sites that are spread around the district. In most cases these sites can be planned in a way that allows
assimilation into the landscape around existing urban areas, with relatively limited impact. However there is inevitably a wider spread of impacts
across the district. This has to be balanced against the lesser scale and impact from the large scale development at East Hemel Hempstead. A mid
level evaluation score is used to reflect this.

5 Score: /10

(11) Heritage / archaeology potential

Main factors to consider:

e Proximity to Conservation Area and impact upon setting

e Proximity to Listed Buildings and impact upon setting

e Proximity to Scheduled Ancient Monuments and impact upon setting
e Proximity to Historic Parks & Gardens and impact upon setting

e Presence of archaeological sites for local preservation (Local Plan
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Review 1994 Policy 110)

Comments / Overall Conclusions:

The greater spread of development gives a higher risk of adverse impact under these factors, for instance at London Colney / Napsbury. Because the
reliance on a spread of sites is greater, opportunities for choice between sites and avoidance of high impacts through mitigation are lessened. This
reduces the evaluation score.

3 Score: /5

(12) Opportunities for sustainable energy production

Main factors to consider:

e Site location in relation to District Heating Opportunity Areas
e Site location in relation to Wind Turbine Opportunity Areas
e Other sustainable energy production opportunities identified

Comments / Overall Conclusions:

At strategy level energy production is judged as including both on site generation and beneficial methods of supply to site, such as combined heat and
power. The major east Hemel Hempstead development is the only opportunity within any of the strategies that offers special potential in respect of
energy issues. Other sites and site combinations do not offer a scale of development, or a mix of uses sufficient to give realistic and economic options
for strategic improvements to supply (i.e. options that go beyond normal individual household / home / premises choices). The reduction of scale at
East Hemel Hempstead under this strategy therefore reduces the evaluation score.

3 | Score: /5
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Evaluation Results for Option 2 Dispersed Development:

Assessment of sustainable development principles

(1) Sustainable location

Main factors to consider:

e Would the site be well related to existing settlements or an isolated
form of development?
e Proximity to existing employment opportunities or potential to provide such opportunities

Generally the smaller sites making up this strategy will be reasonably located for access to employment. However the spread of development
involved means that there is more reliance on sites with poor rail commuting access to employment. There is also a much reduced ability to
plan for mixed use development where some new employment development is created close to new homes.

e Proximity to existing schools, consideration of capacity and potential to met increased demand and consideration of capacity

A strategy with a dispersed pattern of development will relate well to existing primary schools, but may be more difficult to relate to secondary
school capacity and investment in new facilities. More concentrated forms of development can justify investments or new completely new
provision. This is an important factor given current issues in meeting need in some parts of the district.

¢ Proximity to existing public open space and allotments

e Proximity to existing neighbourhood/local centres as defined in the
Local Plan Review 1994

e Proximity to existing large supermarkets or superstores or potential to provide

e Proximity to existing medical facilities or potential to provide

e Proximity to existing leisure facilities or potential to provide

¢ Ability for proposed development to link in with existing footpath and
cycleway network

All the above factors are very variable in relation to the specific choice of sites available. Some sites perform better than others, because of
local opportunities. Overall, because some of the sites required will offer less opportunity for access to facilities and services, this strategy
attracts a reduced evaluation score. Reliance on smaller sites also severely limits ability to plan in new facilities due the scale of development
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Comments / Overall Conclusions:

involved. This further reduces the evaluation score.
Potential to promote equity and added social inclusion

Affordable housing and special needs provision will be more difficult to deliver through dispersed development (scale of development and
scope of reasonable planning obligations).

Contribution of development to economic growth potential of the settlement / area

This strategy offers no special opportunity comparable to the East Hemel Hempstead development option, and therefore attracts a low
evaluation score in respect of this factor.

Ability of development to draw on the economic value of built or natural environment features

It can be argued that greater dispersal of development gives the best opportunity for the economic growth that can be generated by the special
environmental and heritage character and attraction of the District (added local jobs from the development itself and increased business and
entrepreneurial opportunity from the growth in population).

Balancing all the points above, but giving particular emphasis to the loss of the major economic development potential of East Hemel Hempstead,
justifies a relatively low evaluation score

Score: /10

(2) Settlement hierarchy

Main factors to consider:

Comments / Overall Conclusions:

Main urban settlements (excluded from the Green Belt): St Albans,
Harpenden, London Colney

Other settlements excluded from Green Belt: Bricket Wood, Chiswell
Green, How Wood, Park Street, Frogmore, Redbourn,Wheathampstead
Green Belt settlements: Colney Heath, Folly Fields, Gustard Wood,
Kinsbourne Green, Lea Valley Estate, Sandridge, Sleapshyde,
Smallford

Rest of Green Belt: Everywhere else
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This strategy attracts a low evaluation score because it necessitates locating more development in settlements with poorer access to services and
facilities (Chiswell Green and London Colney in particular, but note comments above about the future role of London Colney and its position in the
settlement hierarchy).

4 Score: /10

(3) Mixed-use development

Main factors to consider:

e Employment

e Social infrastructure (including schools and community facilities)

e Public open space / sport and recreation

e Retail

o Will the benefits of development be accessible to existing communities?

Comments / Overall Conclusions:

This strategy offers the least opportunity for planning mixed uses within development sites, as there is a total reliance on small to medium site sites
which offer few opportunities for uses other than housing. The sites will also need to accommodate maximum housing numbers, further limiting scope
for other uses. There is some limited ability to improve housing mix, ancillary uses and development patterns within existing neighbourhoods, but this
is not a major influence on a low evaluation score.

z

(4) Other matters

Main factors to consider:
e Economic contribution of development
e Economic value of environmental and heritage features
¢ Ability to improve quality of local environment through development — regeneration
¢ Physical constraints such as:

overhead power lines,
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Pipelines,

Sterilisation of mineral reserves
Contaminated land
‘un-neighbourly development’
topography/steep slopes
Agricultural land value grade

Comments / Overall Conclusions:

The mix of factors under this heading makes it difficult to evaluate in the round. In this case the loss of all opportunity to exploit the wider economic
development benefits of development at east Hemel Hempstead dominates the evaluation and results in a low evaluation score. Some benefits from a
spread of economic development across the district and avoidance of some constraints inherent in the east Hemel Hempstead development; as noted
for the mixed strategies above, are reflected in this score.

]

(5) Strategic infrastructure provision

Main factors to consider:
¢ What opportunities are there to improve strategic infrastructure for the wider benefit of the District?

Comments / Overall Conclusions:

This strategy offers the least opportunity to achieve strategic infrastructure improvements from development, or to effectively mitigate infrastructure
pressures. This is because the developments will all be relatively small scale and national policy / site specific viability considerations will limits what
can be achieved. None of the sites will, in themselves, be big enough to provide for schools, local services and major open space on site. Negotiation
of planning agreements will therefore prioritise affordable housing provision and proportional financial contributions to infrastructure. A low evaluation
score results.

1 Score: /10

(6) Vehicular access and traffic impact

Main factors to consider:
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e Can suitable access to the site be achieved?
o Degree of impact upon road network and potential for measures to
mitigate the impact

Comments / Overall Conclusions:

This strategy removes the risk of pressure arising from a concentration of traffic and transport impact around one or two main locations (and major
development at east Hemel Hempstead in particular). Instead it spreads journey needs and impacts widely across the district. This generates some
positives, in that it is less likely that particular roads will be heavily impacted, necessitating investment in improvements. However there will be
incremental road link and junction pressures at locations throughout the district. For the reasons set out above, there will be little ability to achieve
significant transport mitigation or improvement.

On balance the evaluation score is similar to other strategies, but it reflects the likely advantages of choosing complete dispersal, against the variant of
the mixed strategy that both dilutes focus on Hemel Hempstead and goes for a greater number of smaller sites.

8 Score: /10

(7) Public transport

Main factors to consider:

¢ Distance to train station including assessment of frequency of service
e Distance to a bus route including assessment of frequency of service
e Potential for new or improved bus services

Comments / Overall Conclusions:

This level of development dispersal will do nothing to support or improve public transport opportunities. Bus services rely on concentrations of
population and demand around existing main routes. Good rail access requires sites in reasonable proximity to main stations with good potential bus
links. None of the sites that would make up the dispersed strategy are highly inaccessible, but some (for example London Colney and North East
Harpenden) perform less well.

0 Score: /5

(8) Urban Design
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Main factors to consider:

e Can connections be made with any existing development so that ease
of movement is good and social cohesion between new and existing
development is facilitated?

¢ Can a positive interface between fronts and backs of existing
development be achieved?

e Can development of the site have a positive relationship with existing
adjacent land uses?

Comments / Overall Conclusions:

This strategy performs relatively well in providing opportunities for integration of small / medium scale sites into the grain of existing urban areas in
ways that reflect local character. There is less opportunity to plan and design whole neighbourhoods, but this reduces the inherent greater risk of poor
quality design outcomes in large scale development.

4 Score: /5

(9) Environmental constraints

Main factors to consider:

o Environment Agency Flood Zones 2 and 3 and Strategic Flood Risk
Assessment (SFRA) results

e Proximity to Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI)

e Proximity to Local Nature Reserve or Local Wildlife Site

e Proximity to Ancient Semi-Natural Woodland

e Would development harm any trees protected by Tree Preservation
Orders or other important trees?

o Will there be an adverse impact on a protected habitat or species?

Comments / Overall Conclusions:
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Spreading development to a larger number of smaller sites and avoiding any development at east Hemel Hempstead potentially minimises actual and
perceived conflict with these constraints (for example East Hemel Hempstead intrudes very widely on wider countryside and habitats because of its
scale and changes the environment quite dramatically). Smaller sites are generally easier to integrate into, and can improve the environmental quality
of, urban fringe locations.

7 | Score: /10

(10) Landscape quality / surrounding area characteristics

Main factors to consider:

e Landscape Character Assessment (LCA) condition and sensitivity
e Historic Landscape Characterisation information in relation to site
e Landscape Institute Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact Analysis

Comments / Overall Conclusions:

For similar reasons to those explained above adverse landscape impacts are likely to be easier to assimilate and mitigate in a range of smaller sites.
However the evaluation score must also reflect the requirement in this strategy to use all the identified sites, including those at north east Harpenden,
London Colney and north St Albans which have higher levels of landscape impact.

6 Score: /10

(11) Heritage / archaeology potential

Main factors to consider:

e Proximity to Conservation Area and impact upon setting

e Proximity to Listed Buildings and impact upon setting

e Proximity to Scheduled Ancient Monuments and impact upon setting

e Proximity to Historic Parks & Gardens and impact upon setting

e Presence of archaeological sites for local preservation (Local Plan
Review 1994 Policy 110)

Comments / Overall Conclusions:
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(12) Opportunities for sustainable energy production

Main factors to consider:

e Site location in relation to District Heating Opportunity Areas
e Site location in relation to Wind Turbine Opportunity Areas
e Other sustainable energy production opportunities identified

L s
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Evaluation Results for Option 3 Concentrated Development

Assessment of sustainable development principles

(1) Sustainable location

Main factors to consider:

Would the (combination of) site(s) be well related to existing settlements or (represent) isolated form(s) of development?
This strategy focuses entirely on a major Town and thus relates very well to existing settlements.

Proximity to existing employment opportunities or potential to provide such opportunities

Proximity to existing schools, consideration of capacity and potential to met increased demand and consideration of capacity
Proximity to existing public open space and allotments

Proximity to existing neighbourhood/local centres as defined in the

Local Plan Review 1994

Proximity to existing large supermarkets or superstores or potential to provide

Proximity to existing medical facilities or potential to provide

Proximity to existing leisure facilities or potential to provide

Ability for proposed development to link in with existing footpath and

cycleway network

All the above questions address aspects of how well the occupants of new development can access activity and services normally best
provided in larger urban areas (with higher population levels). The strategy includes a large new urban extension to Hemel Hempstead, where
the scale of development will justify substantial new provision, or where the existing Town facilities will offer many opportunities.

Potential to promote equity and added social inclusion

The site is of a scale that can provide a significant contribution to affordable housing provision. The size and scope of the development offers
most potential to contribute in other ways, particularly in meeting specialist needs such as gypsy and traveller provision, self build and local job
opportunities.

Contribution of development to economic growth potential of the settlement / area

As above, the inclusion of the East Hemel Hempstead development in this package provides a significant opportunity for specific employment
related development.
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e Ability of development to draw on the economic value of built or natural environment features

Comments / Overall Conclusions:

This strategy is entirely based on expansion of a main settlement. It therefore offers future residents ease of access to a wide range of facilities and
services. In addition there is a significant economic development opportunity incorporated. This justifies the highest evaluation score.

10 Score: /10

(2) Settlement hierarchy

Main factors to consider:

e Main urban settlements (excluded from the Green Belt): St Albans,
Harpenden, London Colney

e Other settlements excluded from Green Belt: Bricket Wood, Chiswell
Green, How Wood, Park Street, Frogmore, Redbourn,Wheathampstead

e Green Belt settlements: Colney Heath, Folly Fields, Gustard Wood,
Kinsbourne Green, Lea Valley Estate, Sandridge, Sleapshyde,
Smallford

o Rest of Green Belt: Everywhere else

Comments / Overall Conclusions:
This strategy relies on expansion of major town in the sub region — a high order settlement. It therefore achieves the highest evaluation score.

10 Score: /10

(3) Mixed-use development

Main factors to consider:

e Employment
e Social infrastructure (including schools and community facilities)
e Public open space / sport and recreation
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e Retail
o Will the benefits of development be accessible to existing communities?

Comments / Overall Conclusions:

Concentration of major development at east Hemel Hempstead maximises opportunities for planned, full, mixed use development. The scale of
development demands some integral local facilities, particularly schools and strategic open space and the relationship with employment generating
activities will be good. This justifies a maximum evaluation score.

Mixed use development in this one concentrated location is highly accessible to the population of Hemel Hempstead and also accessible to residents
of St Albans City and District. Indeed significant new employment / leisure or service uses would be relatively accessible across the whole sub region.

5

(4) Other matters

e Economic contribution of development
e Economic value of environmental and heritage features

As noted above a development strategy that includes east Hemel Hempstead clearly offers opportunities for employment related development
not available from other sites. There is a wider dimension to this, in the opportunity to enhance land availability, infrastructure and
environmental quality around a major existing focus for economic growth and employment (the Maylands area M1 corridor and M25
accessibility). Housing focused in this location could support economic activity and its role in economic development for Hertfordshire and the
sub region.

The area is capable of accommodating this type of large scale economic related development with lesser impact on countryside and better use
of existing infrastructure than any other location in the district.

A development strategy that includes this area will create opportunities for wider economic development work and promotion in collaboration
with relevant organisations (County Council, Local Enterprise Partnership, National agencies). This could also unlock future Government
economic development, housing, infrastructure and training related funding opportunities.

¢ Ability to improve quality of local environment through development — regeneration

A development strategy including east Hemel Hempstead offers significant regeneration benefits to Hemel Hempstead, as the Buncefield
explosion and aftermath, combined with the 2007 — 12 recession, left Maylands with a legacy of economic change and physical regeneration
challenges. Other sites in the strategy do not offer specific regeneration opportunities and benefits.

¢ Physical constraints such as:

overhead power lines,
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Pipelines,

Sterilisation of mineral reserves
Contaminated land
‘un-neighbourly development’
topography/steep slopes
Agricultural land value grade

All the factors listed affect east Hemel Hempstead in various ways and will necessitate a comprehensive and effective planning process that
addresses the site constraints involved. The impact on the likely timescales for a start of development and delivery of new housing could be
significant. This points to a danger in any overreliance on the contribution to be made from this particular element of the strategy.

A specific negative factor against any strategy including development at east Hemel Hempstead is the very high impact in loss of Best and
Most Versatile agricultural land (Grade 2). Such land has high current, and higher future, economic value. This is taken into account by
lowering the overall score to reflect this unique and important factor. It is acknowledged that there is a Sustainability Appraisal argument that
this issue should be weighted more highly in scoring, so it is highlighted in this general conclusion.

Comments / Overall Conclusions:

This evaluation factor picks up a range of disparate factors not easily considered under other standard headings. It is the most difficult aspect to
evaluate. There are some clear issues in relation to the east Hemel Hempstead aspect of the strategy that inevitably require application of a degree of
judgement as to overall weighting. The evaluation score given gives high importance to overall economic development opportunities and the
opportunities created for log term planned economic benefits. It only reduces marginally for the delivery issues and significant loss to agriculture.

However, in this strategy total reliance on one strategic location is a significant negative factor, particularly as, (due to the planning and infrastructure
lead times noted above) it will be very difficult to deliver a steady and varied flow of housing development opportunity. As this can be seen as a
significant factor in achieving sustainable development in the round, this point alone justifies a zero evaluation score.

0 _
(5) Strategic infrastructure provision
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Main factors to consider:

¢ What opportunities are there to improve strategic infrastructure for the wider benefit of the District?

Comments / Overall Conclusions:

This evaluation factor requires careful judgement. As a matter of principle the inclusion of large scale development at Hemel Hempstead is positive in
terms of ability to provide strategic infrastructure to the wider area. The scale of development involved would certainly be able to support, and assist in
funding of, new schools, roads, open space and environmental enhancement. However, whether such provision would directly benefit the District
depends on the view taken of the overall advantages of expansion at Hemel Hempstead and the relative roles of the main settlements in the sub
region. For the purposes of the evaluation it is assumed that expansion of Hemel Hempstead could benefit the district by providing jobs and homes in
close proximity to needs generated from the St Albans’ City and District population. This justifies a relatively high score.

However this score is moderated downwards as there is no opportunity to spread infrastructure benefit (e.g. the Oaklands College improvements to
core areas of the District).

3 Score: /10

(6) Vehicular access and traffic impact

Main factors to consider:

e Can suitable access to the site be achieved?
e Degree of impact upon road network and potential for measures to
mitigate the impact

Comments / Overall Conclusions:

Complete reliance major development at East Hemel Hempstead results in a very specific assessment under this evaluation factor. The development
strategy will be dependent on careful transport planning and significant investment, but it is clear that a phased development can be successfully
accessed with a variety of links to the A 414/M1, A4147 and the B478. This strategy scores relatively well because the ability of major development at
East Hemel Hempstead to provide new transport infrastructure will lessen the burden on existing transport infrastructure. However the score is
moderated downwards as the strategy becomes very reliant on infrastructure investment and could be seen to over concentrate impacts in particular
parts of the District.
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6 Score: /10

(7) Public transport

Main factors to consider:

¢ Distance to train station including assessment of frequency of service
¢ Distance to a bus route including assessment of frequency of service
e Potential for new or improved bus services

Comments / Overall Conclusions:

Concentrated development in the form of well located expansion of an existing higher order settlement (which offers good existing services) creates
the best opportunity for use and improvement of public transport. This strategy therefore achieves the highest evaluation score.

5 Score: /5

(8) Urban Design

Main factors to consider:

e Can connections be made with any existing development so that ease
of movement is good and social cohesion between new and existing
development is facilitated?

¢ Can a positive interface between fronts and backs of existing
development be achieved?

e Can development of the site have a positive relationship with existing
adjacent land uses?

Comments / Overall Conclusions:

Total reliance on major development at Hemel Hempstead presents a greater level of challenge for this strategy. Achieving high quality design is
always more difficult in a situation where new neighbourhoods have to be planned from a blank canvass. There are also some inherent geographic
urban design problems caused by the relationships of the site with the motorway and oil depot and the structure of the Town (in particular the
employment area separates the development area from the centre and main facilities and the distances to the centre and to rail transport are greater
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than desirable). However there is also greater potential from a large scale development to address these disadvantages through careful master and
site planning. This position justifies a low level score reflecting the scale of the urban design challenge for east Hemel Hempstead.

2 Score: /5

(9) Environmental constraints

Main factors to consider:

e Environment Agency Flood Zones 2 and 3 and Strategic Flood Risk
Assessment (SFRA) results

e Proximity to Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI)

e Proximity to Local Nature Reserve or Local Wildlife Site

e Proximity to Ancient Semi-Natural Woodland

¢ Would development harm any trees protected by Tree Preservation
Orders or other important trees?

e Will there be an adverse impact on a protected habitat or species?

Comments / Overall Conclusions:

There are no specific environmental constraint issues to highlight in respect of this strategy. This justifies a relatively high evaluation score. However
it can be argued that reliance on major development at Hemel Hempstead results in a concentration of environmental impact in terms of pollution and
intrusion on open and semi natural areas (though such areas have no specific environmental designation). This also means a high perception of
environmental impact. The evaluation score is moderated on that basis.

4 | Score: /10

(10) Landscape quality / surrounding area characteristics
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Main factors to consider:

e Landscape Character Assessment (LCA) condition and sensitivity
e Historic Landscape Characterisation information in relation to site
e Landscape Institute Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact Analysis

Comments / Overall Conclusions:

The total reliance on the large scale East Hemel Hempstead development inevitably results in a concentration of significant landscape intrusion and
change in one area. The area affected has some strong countryside character and good landscape quality and some areas affected are prominent.
This results in a low evaluation score.

3 Score: /10

(11) Heritage / archaeology potential

Main factors to consider:

e Proximity to Conservation Area and impact upon setting

e Proximity to Listed Buildings and impact upon setting

e Proximity to Scheduled Ancient Monuments and impact upon setting

e Proximity to Historic Parks & Gardens and impact upon setting

e Presence of archaeological sites for local preservation (Local Plan
Review 1994 Policy 110)

Comments / Overall Conclusions:

The major east Hemel Hempstead development does not affect any known significant areas of historic environmental interest. This therefore justifies
the highest evaluation score.

5 Score: /5

(12) Opportunities for sustainable energy production

Main factors to consider:
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e Site location in relation to District Heating Opportunity Areas
e Site location in relation to Wind Turbine Opportunity Areas
e Other sustainable energy production opportunities identified

Comments / Overall Conclusions:

At strategy level energy production is judged as including both on site generation and beneficial methods of supply to site, such as combined heat and
power. The major east Hemel Hempstead development is the only opportunity within any of the strategies that offers real potential in respect of
energy issues, as other sites and combinations do not offer a scale of development, or a mix of uses, sufficient to give realistic and economic options
for strategic improvements to supply (i.e. options that go beyond normal individual household / home / premises choices). Reliance entirely on
concentrated development at this location therefore justifies the highest evaluation score.

5 | Score: /5
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Appendix1

Summary of SA process and reference documents

(all except 6. prepared by independent consultants TRL Limited, Centre For Sustainability
for SADC as part of a joint contract with other Hertfordshire District Councils - using a
common SA framework)

1. SA Scoping Report 2006: This included the SA Framework, which was closely
related to overarching Plan objectives then subject to consultation. It was noted that
both the Plan objectives and evaluation framework would be expected to evolve as
the Plan was developed.

2. SA Working Note on Core Strategy Issues and Options Consultation Document on
LDF and Sustainable Community strategy 2006: This document was referenced
UPR/IE/119/06 and given the specific title “SA Core Strategy and Development
Control Development Plan documents — Working Note on Core strategy Issues and
Options”. Options set out in the consultation document were evaluated against the
SA Framework. Plan options were defined only in terms of overall policy choices set
against a series of issues that were then subject to consultation. Evaluation was
undertaken at a general theme level — looking at choices about the direction of the
Plan as a whole. A strong SA recommendation at this stage was to minimise green
field development and avoid its associated environmental impacts.

3. SA Working note on Core Strategy Issues and Options Consultation Document
2007: This document was referenced UPR/IE/106/07 and given the specific title “SA
Core strategy DPD Consultation Issues and Options as Part of Local Development
Framework - SA Working Paper July 2007”. This included a first view on potential
development locations termed “Areas of Search”. Each was assessed against the
evaluation Framework in general terms. From the information available at that point
there was little evident differentiation in the assessment.

4. Shaping Our Community Consultation SA Working Notes A/ B / C: This series of
notes was referenced CPR 419 and given the specific title “SA (incorporating SEA)
Working Note for Emerging Core Strategy — June 2009”. Note A covers general SA
issues. Note B is an assessment of the emerging strategy as a whole. Note C
assesses a series of strategic sites. This work on strategic sites used a more
detailed criteria / constraints list than previously. The points covered were largely
environmental rather than socio — economic. Due to the nature of the emerging
Plan and the SA recommendation to focus on urban rather than green field
development the majority of the sites assessed were urban redevelopment or
previously developed land in the Green Belt. Wider areas of search in Green Belt
were assessed, but conclusions drawn are very general reflecting the issues stage
of the work.
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5. Core Strategy: Spatial Strategy Options SA Working Note September 2010: The
specific title of this document was: “St Albans Local Development Framework Core
Strategy: Spatial Strategy Options” SA (incorporating SEA) Working Note
September 2010 (unreferenced) This update to the SA related to the new legislative
and policy requirement to plan locally for housing development levels pending the
abolition of Regional Spatial Strategies. Appendix A was an “Assessment of Growth
Options” considered three possible levels of housing development in the period to
2028 that had been canvassed in consultation (9720 / 8950 /12100 dwellings — also
presented as per annum rates of development ................... ). The assessment
drew out key issues that remain relevant for SA of the Plan approach to levels of
development; that higher levels of development would necessitate significant impact
on Green Belt. Appendix B was an “Assessment of Strategic Sites”. It covered
similar ground to 4.above and presented conclusions, largely environmental
constraint related at, at high level. There was detailed consideration of the option of
major expansion of Hemel Hempstead into the district for the first time.

6. SADC Core Strateqy Study to Inform Appropriate Assessment (Halcrow
Consultancy): This study was prepared to screen any Plan impacts, particularly
given greater levels of development contemplated) on European protected wildlife
habitats. Only one designated area — the Chilterns Beechwoods SAC was identified
as potentially affected (by any major expansion of Hemel Hempstead). The
conclusions were that there would be no significant effects subject to detailed
planning and mitigation of employment development and traffic impacts.
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Appendix 2

Summary of Independent Green Belt Review Part 2 Report Recommendations.

Areas recommended for release from Green Belt with general ranking tiers and capacity:

A note on the standardised method of calculating development capacity taken from the
report Methodology Appendix is set out below:

Task 2d: Assessing Potential Development Capacity — Land use Schedules and
Concept Plans

“The study brief requires the consultant team to prepare an indicative land use
schedule for each defined strategic sub-area that identified a potential development
capacity for those portions of the sub-areas that contributed least to Green Belt
purposes.

In order to assess potential development capacity, certain broad assumptions have
been made and are applicable to all sub-areas, hamely:

The Gross Development Area (GDA) defines that portion of the sub-area that could
potentially be released for development. The remainder of the sub-area would
remain Green Belt. Landscape mitigation measures may be required to maintain the
integrity of the Green Belt within these sub-areas and forms a critical component in
understanding which areas of land could be released;

In accordance with urban design practise, we have used the benchmark that up to
60% of the GDA would be developed (termed Net Development Area); the
remainder 40% would be required to provide for public open space, roads and public
facilities;
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All developable land would come forward predominantly for residential development,
but a provision has been made for employment use on the two largest Development
Areas identified (Site 1 and Site 2). The employment use allows for general
commercial activity that one typically finds in the UK High Street (retail, office, etc)
and potentially for an employment cluster/estate. The exact site area required by this

land use has not been defined by the client and consequently this is open for further
discussion; ............ ”

The full assessment matrix and ranking results are below:
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Appendix 3

Definition of the development strateqgy options evaluated (based on consideration by
SADC Planning Policy Committee January 2014)

lllustrative Development Strateqy Options - to meet higher Plan Housing

Requirement / Target of 550 dpa and Green Belt ‘Gap’ (6,000 dwellings or 300 dpa)

Option 1 (a) Mixed Location / Scale Development

Source / Site (suggested order for Dwelling Notes
Location phasing of release Estimat
indicated for each e at 40
location) dph
Phase 1 before 2021
Phase 2 after 2021
Long term safeguarded —
after 2031 as required
S1 East of SKM north site 1,500 Strategic site likely to be
Hemel Phase 2 more difficult to bring
Hempstead forward in short term due to
(North) master planning and
strategic infrastructure
requirements. However
significant earlier
development is feasible if
encouraged in SLP.
S2 East of SKM south site with further 1,000 Strategic site likely to be
Hemel extension and density more difficult to bring
Hempstead maximised forward in short term due to
(South) Phase 2 master planning and
strategic infrastructure
(1,000) requirements. However
Long term safeguarded significant earlier
development is feasible if
encouraged in SLP.
Three to four 3,500 Site selection to be
additional confirmed through further
strategic sites evaluation / choice — see
TBC report
TOTAL 6,000 Offers potential site and
density choices, flexibility
and contingency and
long term safeguarding
potential available. Note
contribution of east HH
site numbers will need to
be considered in context
of Duty to Co-operate
issues
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lllustrative Development Strateqy Options - to meet lower Plan Housing Requirement

[ Target of 450 dpa and Green Belt ‘Gap’ (4,000 dwellings or 200 dpa)

Option 1 (a) Mixed Location / Scale Development

Source / Site (suggested order for Dwelling Notes
Location phasing of release Estimat
indicated for each e at 40
location) dph
Phase 1 before 2021
Phase 2 after 2021
Long term safeguarded -
after 2031 as required
S1 East of SKM north site 1,500 SKM recommended
Hemel Phase 2 safeguarded for post 2031
Hempstead development. Strategic site
(North) likely to be more difficult to
bring forward in short term,
however significant earlier
development is feasible if
encouraged in SLP
S2 East of SKM south site with further 1,000 SKM recommended
Hemel extension and density safeguarded for post 2031
Hempstead maximised development.  Not  fully
(South) Phase 2 investigated in initial draft of
SKM Enviros report, but
(1,000) now under more detailed
Long term safeguarded investigation. Strategic site
likely to be more difficult to
bring forward in short term,
however significant earlier
development is feasible if
encouraged in SLP
Two to three 1,500 Site  selection to be
additional confirmed through further
strategic sites evaluation / choice — see
TBC report
TOTAL 4,000+ Offers potential site and

density choices, flexibility
and contingency and
long term safeguarding
potential available. Note
contribution of east HH
site numbers will need to
be considered in context
of Duty to Co-operate
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issues

Option 1 (b) Mixed Location / Scale Development With Smaller, But More, Sites

This is a variant on Option 1 that would, instead of limiting development to 2-4 sites

additional to east Hemel Hempstead, would involve:

o Development of parts of all or most of the SKM recommended strategic land Green
Belt release areas
e Achieving higher densities — at least 50dph overall
e Tighter Green Belt boundary definition to limit scope of development in these areas
¢ Inclusion of Green Belt boundary changes and development allocations at all of the
viable / deliverable SKM recommended small scale sub area Green belt release

areas

Some considerable further work would be needed to fully develop this option in detalil.
Precise boundaries for the sites to be released for development need to be well defined.
This would also possibly need a full Local Plan that included a detailed Policies (formerly

Proposals) Map.

Option 2 Dispersed Development - to meet higher Plan Housing Requirement /

Target of 550 dpa and Green Belt ‘Gap’ (6,000 dwellings or 300 dpa)

Source / Site (suggested order for Dwelling Notes
Location phasing of release Estimat
indicated for each e at_50
location) dph
Phase 1 before 2021
Phase 2 after 2021
Long term safeguarded —
after 2031 as required
S3 East of St Albans (Oaklands 1,200 Earlier phasing due to
area) College development needs
Phase 1 and integration with
currently permitted
development
S4 North of St Albans 1,500 Later phasing due to need
Phase 2 to consider planning brief
for large scale development
and internal master
planning and phasing
S5 Northwest of Harpenden 500 Earlier phasing due to
Phase 1 smaller scale of
development and potential
to bring forward through
planning
S6 Northeast of Harpenden 1,100 Later phasing due to scale
Phase 2 and greater complexity of
access and settlement
S8 Land at Chiswell Green 600 Earlier phasing due to
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Phase 1

smaller scale of
development and potential
to bring forward through
planning

S7

Land at London Colney

1,000+

Later phasing as possible
nil capacity — figure notional
and subject to further study.
SKM final report to include
options

TOTAL

5,900+

Offers little choice within

the SKM
recommendations.  Very
limited long term

safeguarding potential.
Delivery at 50 dph, rather
than assumed 40 dph for
other options.

Option 2 Dispersed Development to meet lower Plan Housing Requirement / Target

of 450 dpa and Green Belt ‘Gap’ (4,000 dwellings or 200 dpa)

Source / Site (suggested order for Dwelling Notes
Location phasing of release Estimat
indicated for each e at 40
location) dph
Phase 1 before 2021
Phase 2 after 2021
Long term safeguarded —
after 2031 as required
S3 East of St Albans (Oaklands 900 Earlier phasing due to
area) College development needs
Phase 1 and integration with
currently permitted
development
S4 North of St Albans 1,200 Later phasing due to need
Phase 2 to consider planning brief
for large scale development
and internal master
planning and phasing
S5 Northwest of Harpenden 400 Earlier phasing due to
Phase 1 smaller scale of
development and potential
to bring forward through
planning
S6 Northeast of Harpenden 900 Later phasing due to scale
Phase 2 and greater complexity of
access and settlement
S8 Land at Chiswell Green 450 Earlier phasing due to

Phase 1

smaller scale of
development and potential
to bring forward through
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planning

S7

Land at London Colney
Long term safeguarded

0-500

Later phasing as possible
nil capacity — figure notional
and subject to further study.
SKM final report to include
options

TOTAL

4,000+

Offers little choice within

the SKM
recommendations. Very
limited long term

safeguarding potential.

Option 3 Concentrated Development - to meet higher Recommended Plan Housing -

to meet higher Recommended Plan Housing Requirement / Target of 550 dpa and

Green Belt ‘Gap’ (6,000 dwellings or 300 dpa)

Source / Site Dwell Notes
Location Phase 1 before 2021 ing
Phase 2 after 2021 Estim
ate at
Long term safeguarded - 40
after 2031 as required dph
S1 East of SKM north site with further 2,000 SKM recommended
Hemel extension and density + safeguarded for post 2031
Hempstead maximised development. Strategic site
(North) likely to be more difficult to
Internal phasing and some Eg\r;v%v]:eorrwirignilit;casr?tortefrrlir;];
safeguarding potential development is feasible if
encouraged in SLP.
S2 East of SKM south site with further 2,000 SKM recommended
Hemel extension and density + safeguarded for post 2031
Hempstead maximised development. Not fully
(South) investigated in initial draft of
Internal phasing and some SrI](dMerEnvwchsOl;(Zport, %Létt;gg
safeguarding potential investigation. Strategic site
likely to be more difficult to
bring forward in short term,
however significant earlier
development is feasible if
encouraged in SLP
Two or three 1,500
additional +
sites - TBC
Totals 5,500 High dependency on single
+ location (east HH) with
longer time scales for
development. May cause
land _supply issues in
medium term. Note

contribution of east HH site
numbers will need to be
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considered in context of
Duty to Co-operate issues

Option 3 Concentrated Development to meet lower Plan Housing Requirement /

Target of 450 dpa and Green Belt ‘Gap’ (4,000 dwellings or 200 dpa)

Source /
Location

Site
Phase 1 before 2021
Phase 2 after 2021

Long term safeguarded —
after 2031 as required

Dwell
ing
Estim
ate at
40
dph

Notes

S1 East of
Hemel
Hempstead
(North)

SKM north site with further
extension and density
maximised

Internal phasing and some
safeguarding potential

2,000
+

SKM recommended
safeguarded for post 2031
development. Strategic site
likely to be more difficult to
bring forward in short term,
however significant earlier
development is feasible if
encouraged in SLP.

S2 East of
Hemel
Hempstead
(South)

SKM south site with further
extension and density
maximised

Internal phasing and some
safeguarding potential

2,000

SKM recommended
safeguarded for post 2031
development. Not fully
investigated in initial draft of
SKM Enviros report, but now
under more detailed
investigation. Strategic site
likely to be more difficult to
bring forward in short term,
however significant earlier
development is feasible if
encouraged in SLP

One or two
additional
sites - TBC

500+

Assume small Green Belt
boundary amendments only;
will not require full strategic
sub area options from SKM.

Totals

4,500

High dependency on single
location (east HH) with
longer time scales for
development. May cause
land __supply issues _in
medium term. Note
contribution of east HH site
numbers will need to be
considered in context of
Duty to Co-operate issues

Notes:

o Green Belt Review part 1 SKM small scale sub area potential is not included in
these Options other than in 1a above. This is to allow flexibility for consideration as
a longer term Detailed Local Plan (DLP) and Neighbourhood Planning issue.
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e For employment land, a strategic view is taken that existing land and floor space
within the District is sufficient. This is largely based on the strength of the local
knowledge economy; local demographics; the complex pattern of in and out
commuting and the strong relationship of the District economy with surrounding
areas — in particular London. In addition to this, two of the development strategy
options considered could, in the longer term, create options for further large scale
employment land provision at East Hemel Hempstead. This would ensure local
economic development needs can be met, provide a longer time horizon for meeting
those needs and offer significant potential for wider sub-regional needs to be met as
well.

e It will need to be ensured, and it is reasonable to assume, that community facility
and infrastructure needs can be met within any areas proposed for Green Belt
release. The assumptions made for development capacity set aside 40% of the
overall development areas for this purpose.

Reference list of sites included in the development strateqy options (Extract from
Green Belt Review Sites and Boundaries Study )

Table 13.1 Estimated Residential Capacity - of identified Strategic Sub Area Sites
suggested for potential development

ID Site Ranking Tier Estimated Estimated
Residential Residential
Capacity Capacity(50d
(30dph) ph)
8 Land at Chiswell Green 1st 270 450
3 East of St Albans 1st 990 1,650
7 Land at London Colney 2nd 252 420
4 North of St Albans 2nd 684 1,140
5 Northwest of Harpenden 2nd 324 540
6 Northeast of Harpenden 2nd 576 960
2b East of Hemel Hempstead | 3rd 684 1,140
(South)
1 East of Hemel Hempstead | 3rd 1,026 1,710
(North)
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Appendix 4

Evaluation Framework

Note:

The Council’'s framework for evaluation was initially designed for application to assessment of individual development sites. For this

assessment of development strategy options, which comprise a combination of individual sites the thrust of the questions and their applicability
necessitates some adjustment. Adjustments are indicated in italics.
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Assessment of sustainable development principles

(1) Sustainable location

Main factors to consider:

e Would the (combination of) site(s) be well related to existing settlements or
(represent) isolated form(s) of development?

e Proximity to existing employment opportunities or potential to provide such
opportunities

e Proximity to existing schools, consideration of capacity and potential to met
increased demand and consideration of capacity

e Proximity to existing public open space and allotments

e Proximity to existing neighbourhood/local centres as defined in the
Local Plan Review 1994

e Proximity to existing large supermarkets or superstores or potential to provide

e Proximity to existing medical facilities or potential to provide

e Proximity to existing leisure facilities or potential to provide

e Ability for proposed development to link in with existing footpath and
cycleway network

¢ Potential to promote equity and added social inclusion

e Contribution of development to economic growth potential of the settlement /
area

e Ability of development to draw on the economic value of built or natural
environment features

Comments / overall conclusions:

Score: /10

(2) Settlement hierarchy

Main factors to consider:

¢ Main urban settlements (excluded from the Green Belt): St Albans,
Harpenden, London Colney

e Other settlements excluded from Green Belt: Bricket Wood, Chiswell
Green, How Wood, Park Street, Frogmore, Redbourn,Wheathampstead

e Green Belt settlements: Colney Heath, Folly Fields, Gustard Wood,
Kinsbourne Green, Lea Valley Estate, Sandridge, Sleapshyde,
Smallford

e Rest of Green Belt: Everywhere else

Comments:
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Score: /10

(3) Mixed-use development

Main factors to consider:

Comments:

Employment

Social infrastructure (including schools and community facilities)

Public open space / sport and recreation

Retail

Will the benefits of development be accessible to existing communities?

(4) Other matters

Main factors to consider:

Comments:

Economic contribution of development
Economic value of environmental and heritage features

Ability to improve quality of local environment through development —
regeneration

Physical constraints such as:

overhead power lines,
Pipelines,

Sterilisation of mineral reserves
Contaminated land
‘un-neighbourly development’
topography/steep slopes
Agricultural land value grade
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(5) Strategic infrastructure provision

Main factors to consider:

e What opportunities are there to improve strategic infrastructure for the wider
benefit of the District?

Comments:

Score: /10

(6) Vehicular access and traffic impact

Main factors to consider:
e Can suitable access to the site be achieved?
e Degree of impact upon road network and potential for measures to

mitigate the impact

Comments:

Score: /10

(7) Public transport

Main factors to consider:

e Distance to train station including assessment of frequency of service
e Distance to a bus route including assessment of frequency of service
e Potential for new or improved bus services

Comments:

246



Score: /5

(8) Urban Design

Main factors to consider:

e Can connections be made with any existing development so that ease
of movement is good and social cohesion between new and existing
development is facilitated?

¢ Can a positive interface between fronts and backs of existing
development be achieved?

e Can development of the site have a positive relationship with existing
adjacent land uses?

Comments:

Score: /5

(9) Environmental constraints

Main factors to consider:

e Environment Agency Flood Zones 2 and 3 and Strategic Flood Risk
Assessment (SFRA) results

e Proximity to Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI)

e Proximity to Local Nature Reserve or Local Wildlife Site

e Proximity to Ancient Semi-Natural Woodland

¢ Would development harm any trees protected by Tree Preservation
Orders or other important trees?

e Will there be an adverse impact on a protected habitat or species?

Comments:

Score: /10

(10) Landscape quality / surrounding area characteristics

Main factors to consider:

¢ Landscape Character Assessment (LCA) condition and sensitivity
e Historic Landscape Characterisation information in relation to site
e Landscape Institute Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact Analysis
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Comments:

Score: /10

(11) Heritage / archaeology potential

Main factors to consider:

e Proximity to Conservation Area and impact upon setting

e Proximity to Listed Buildings and impact upon setting

e Proximity to Scheduled Ancient Monuments and impact upon setting

e Proximity to Historic Parks & Gardens and impact upon setting

e Presence of archaeological sites for local preservation (Local Plan
Review 1994 Policy 110)

Comments:

Score: /5

(12) Opportunities for sustainable energy production

Main factors to consider:

e Site location in relation to District Heating Opportunity Areas
e Site location in relation to Wind Turbine Opportunity Areas
e Other sustainable energy production opportunities identified

Comments:

Score: /5
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Appendix 5

Extracts from Inspector’s Report on Dacorum Local Plan

Dacorum Borough Council Core Strategy: Inspectors Preliminary Findings on
Matters relating to Housing Provision and the Green Belt, November 2012

3. | consider the starting point should be the identification of full ‘objectively assessed
needs’ (paragraph 47 of NPPF). The most recent CLG household projectionsl indicate a
need for 13,500 new households in the Borough (about 540 dwellings a year) over the plan
period and there is also a significant need for affordable housing. The population
projections also identify a significant growth....

... 4. Having identified the full need, the Council should then have undertaken the
appropriate analysis to ascertain whether or not that full need for market and affordable
housing could be met, remembering that the objective is to ‘boost significantly the supply of
housing'.....

... 5. I have two specific concerns: the lack of a robust and comprehensive green belt
review and the limited emphasis that appears to have been given to the role that
neighbouring local planning authorities could play in accommodating some of Dacorum’s
housing needs....

... 8. I acknowledge that the situation may change but there is no reason to conclude that
the needs for housing in Dacorum Borough will not continue to grow beyond 2031. In these
circumstances and bearing in mind the tight constraint which the green belt imposes
(together with the AONB elsewhere in the Borough) | am not satisfied that longer term
development needs could be satisfactorily accommodated....

With regard to neighbouring local planning authorities making a contribution to meeting the
housing needs of Dacorum, this is clearly not a new concept, particularly in terms of St
Albans City and District (which is immediately to the east of Hemel Hempstead). Hemel
Hempstead is rightly identified in the CS as the main centre for sustainable development
and change in the Borough and in my view every opportunity for re-enforcing the role of the
town and making the best use of the facilities and services that it provides should have
been robustly assessed (together with any consequential infrastructure improvements).

Whilst it is clear that Dacorum and St Albans have ‘co-operated’, particularly with regard to
the joint Area Action Plan, it appears to me that the co-operation was directed more
towards securing protection for the land in St Albans District between Hemel Hempstead
and the M1, rather than investigating ways in which the area could contribute towards
meeting the full housing needs of Dacorum. Bearing in mind the conclusion in HG10 that ‘if
significant expansion of Hemel Hempstead is required, this should be taken forward in the
form of the eastern growth option’ (i.e. primarily within St Albans City and District), then |
consider the Council should have attached greater weight to the role that this area could
play in meeting the Borough'’s housing needs more fully.

In summary there is insufficient substantive evidence to enable me to confidently conclude
firstly that the figure of 11,320 dwellings represents full objectively assessed need; secondly
that the housing needs of Dacorum up to 2031 could not be met more fully than is currently
proposed without causing significant harm to interests of acknowledged importance; and
thirdly that future needs (i.e. post 2031) could be satisfactorily accommodated without a
review of the green belt.
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The Council will wish to consider the options available to it but one of those options may be
to commit to an early partial review of the CS (by way of an appropriate Main Modification),
in order to investigate ways of assessing and meeting housing need more fully (taking into
account updated household and population projections). Any such partial review would
need to consider the identification of a housing target that closely reflects identified need; a
thorough review of the green belt boundary (including the potential for safeguarded sites);
and the role that effective co-operation with neighbouring local planning authorities could
play in helping to meet the housing needs of Dacorum.

Dacorum Core Strategy Examination: Inspectors Report, July 2013
Full report available at (30 pages in length): http://web.dacorum.gov.uk/docs/default-

source/strategic-planning/inspector's-report-on-dacorum's-core-strategy-july-
2013.pdf?sfvrsn=0

8. Concern was raised regarding the co-operation between the Councils of Dacorum and
the City and District of St Albans, particularly with regard to land to the east of Hemel
Hempstead. However, confirmation was received from both Dacorum and St Albans
Councils that the commitment to co-operate is genuine .... Overall | am satisfied that the
duty to co-operate has been met. The issue therefore becomes whether or not that co-
operation has led to the most appropriate strategy being proposed and that is discussed in
the following sections.

57. A number of sites were considered for housing development 22, although it should be
noted that this most recent assessment did not include any land outside the Borough
boundary (e.g. land between the town and the M1 which is within St Albans City and
District). However, an earlier assessment in 2009 23 did consider an eastern growth
scenario and concluded that if significant expansion of Hemel Hempstead is required ‘this
should be taken forward in the form of the eastern growth option’. This would require the
co-operation of St Albans City and District Council but it is not a ‘new’ concept and it would
appear that a significant assessment of this option has been undertaken in the past, upon
which further consideration could be based.

Main Modification 28
29.10 Through the partial review, the Council will assess:

a) household projections;

b) the role and function of the Green Belt affecting Dacorum, including long term
boundaries and the potential to identify safeguarded land beyond 2031; and more
significantly,

c) the role that effective co-operation with local planning authorities could play in meeting
any housing needs arising from Dacorum. This element will include St Albans district
and relevant areas lying beyond the Green Belt.

The outcome of the review cannot be prejudged.

[Note the inclusion of (c) in the main modification]
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Appendix 6

Extracts from Local Enterprise Partnership Emerqging Strateqic Economic Plan (SEP

2014)

Updated to Final version SEP October 2014
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Appendix 7

Detailed Information on Distance Measurements Relevant to the Evaluation

Note:

Questions were raised by members of the public about the basis for, and consistency of,
distance measurements used in the original version of this Report (considered by the
Council's Planning Policy Committee in July 2014).

To assist understanding of the evaluation key distances have been re-measured and
recorded with a full, mapped, explanation of the assumptions used.

Key measurements are those for road route trips from the nearest edge of the site to the
nearest:

e Town centre / or nearest local centre (where relevant)
¢ Nearest railway station
e Nearest primary school
¢ Nearest secondary school
These distances are recorded and mapped in the Table below.
A matrix summarising and comparing the distances for the sites is also provided

The Google Maps web tool is used for calculation in order to illustrate the method and
assumptions in full. This tool is standardised and calculates distances and journey times
automatically (*see below for note of the assumptions embodied in distance / time
calculations). It only measures on-road routes from existing street address points. Thus
the measurements have to be related to particular road or other routes from the edge of the
site. However, an adjustment figure is also given in the tables to allow an addition to cover
the potential ‘as the crow flies’, within site, distance. This is measured from the
approximate centre point of the site as shown.

It is also recognised that the tool will not always opt for a practical or most obvious route.
The routes mapped in this Appendix are on road car routes which do not show the options
available for walk / cycle routes using cut through footpath and cycle ways or open spaces.
Additionally, no account is taken of the potential to create new road, foot and cycle path
links as part of a new development. These points are important for interpretation. The
Google tool does allow the user to map alternative walk / cycle routes, but these are not
shown in the maps reproduced below. However, where these routes are shorter the
automatically calculated walk, cycle or public transport route times are provided for
reference.

The new distance measurements are provided to give a consistent baseline for

assessment, but are clearly not the only distances that could be measured / used. Many
different routes could be defined.
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Understanding absolute distances and having a clear understanding of how they have been
derived is important. However the most important thing for the purposes of the evaluation
undertaken is to show relative differences between the sites in terms of the key travel
distances. The distinctions between sites are very apparent, whatever variations on the
distance measures are used. As one example; distances to the Town Centre and rail
stations in Hemel Hempstead are much greater than in Harpenden.

The main text of the report retains the original (July 2014) distance measures for
comparative purposes. Where appropriate these distances have been annotated with
relevant comparisons to the new baseline measurements (edge of site is recorded).

The new measurement information in this Appendix does not change the evaluation scoring
or overall conclusions.

*Note on Google maps distance / time assumptions (approximate — SADC interpretation)

Car - 32 — 48 km ph (20 — 30 mph)
Walk - 4.8 km ph (3 mph)
Cycle - 16 — 19 km ph (10 — 12 mph)
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Matrix Summarising and Comparing Distances (km) Between Sites and Key Facilities / Services

3.7 1.7 6.4 1.7 2.4

(+0.48 =4.18) | (+0.48=12.18) | (+0.48=6.88) | (+0.48=2.18) | (+0.48 =2.88)

5.2 1.6 55 1.1 4.6

(+0.7=5.9) (+0.7=2.3) (+0.7=6.2) (+ 0.7 =1.8) (+ 0.7 =5.3)

3.3 1.2 3.0 1.6 1.8

(+0.48=3.78 ) | (+0.48=1.68) |(+0.48=3.48) | (+0.48=2.08) | (+0.48=2.28)

2.4 0.9 3.2 1.2 14

(+0.37 =2.77) | (+0.37=1.27) | (+0.37 =3.57) (+0.37 = 1.57) | (+0.37 =1.77)

1.5 0.35 1.7 1.0 1.0

(+0.23=1.73) | (+0.23=0.58) |(+0.23=1.93) |(+0.23=1.23) | (+0.23=1.23)

2.2 0.6 2.4 1.1 1.8

(+0.5 = 2.27) (+0.5=1.1) (+0.5 = 2.9) (+0.5 = 1.6) (+0.5 = 2.3)

1.0 1.0 4.5 0.3 3.0 Local centre is taken as a proxy for

(+0.17=1.17) | (+0.17=1.17) |(+0.17=4.67) |(+0.17=0.47) |(+0.17=3.17) | towncentre’inthese measurements —
given general shopping facilities
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available in London Colney.

Rail access is to Abbey Line with
limited services

S8 Land at| 3.5 0.4 24 1.1 2.5 Rail access is to Abbey Line with
Chiswell Green | (+0.28=3.78) | (+0.28=0.68) | (+0.28=2.68) |(+0.28=1.38) | (+0.28=2.78) | limited services

This demonstrates the key issues for evaluation:

e The east Hemel Hempstead sites are relatively distant from facilities and services. This is partly due to the overall size of
the Town. However in the wider evaluation it is relevant that the facilities and services available in a larger Town are
wider ranging, including public transport and main line rail access. The position raises issues for the provision of new
local / neighbourhood facilities, and design of any development. This includes public transport provision. The potential
scale of development in these locations does provide opportunities to address this issue.

e The St Albans sites are relatively close to an excellent range of services including main line rail.

e The Harpenden sites are the closest to a good range of services including main line rail. This is particularly true of NW
Harpenden.

e The London Colney and Chiswell Green sites are relatively distant from higher order central facilities and services and
from secondary schools and rail. The closest rail is the Abbey Line with a very limited service.
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Site 1 — East of Hemel Hempstead (north)

Edge of the site to town
centre

Transport modes

Route

Distance: 3.7 km

1. Car: 6 mins

2. Walk: 45 mins

3. Cycle: 13 mins

4. Public transport: 31
mins
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Edge of the site the
nearest local centre

Transport modes

Route

Distance: 1.8 km

1. Car: 3 mins

2. Walk: 22 mins

3. Cycle: 6 mins

4. Public transport: 18
mins
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Edge of the site to the
nearest railway station

Transport modes

Route

Distance:

Hemel Hempstead
Railway Station - 6.4km

1. Car: 10 mins

2. Walk: 1 hour 14 mins
3. Cycle: 22 mins

4. Public transport: 28
mins
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Edge of the site to the
nearest primary school

Transport modes

Route

Distance: 1.7km

1. Car: 3 mins

2. Walk: 21 mins

3. Cycle: 6 mins

4. Public transport: N/A

266




Edge of the site to the
nearest secondary
school

Transport modes

Route

Distance: 2.4 km

1. Car: 4 mins
2. Walk: 27 mins
3. Cycle: 8 mins

4. Public transport:

21mins

267




Central Point

Maps

Distance from a central
mapped point within the
potential development site
to the edge of the site as
plotted above is 0.48km.
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Site 2 — East of Hemel Hempstead (south)

Edge of the site Transport modes Route
to town centre

Distance: 5.2 km | 1. Car: 9 mins

2. Walk:55 mins

3. Cycle: 17 mins

4. Public transport: 24 mins
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Edge of the site
to local centre

Transport modes

Route

Distance: 1.6km

1. Car: 3 mins

2. Walk: 14 mins

3. Cycle: 5 mins

4. Public transport: N/A
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Edge of the site
to the nearest
railway station

Transport modes

Route

Distance: 5.5 km

1. Car: 7 mins

2. Walk: 53 mins

3. Cycle: 16 mins

4. Public transport: 37 mins
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Edge of the site
to the nearest
primary school

Transport modes

Route

Leverstock
Green Church of
England Primary
School
Distance: 1.1 km

(Adeyfield School
Distance: 3.1 km

Hobletts Manor
Junior School
Distance: 3.4km)

Alternatives
given as
Leverstock
Green is faith
school.

1. Car: 2 mins
2. Walk: 13 mins
3. Cycle: 3 mins

4. Public transport: N/A
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Edge of the site
to the nearest
secondary school

Transport modes

Route

Distance: 4.6 km
(Longdean
School)

Transport modes:

1. Car: 8 mins

2. Walk: 31 mins

3. Cycle: 9 mins

4. Public transport: 32 mins
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Central Point

Maps

Distance from a central
mapped point within the
potential development site
to the edge of the site as
plotted is 0.7km.
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Site 3 — East of St Albans

Edge of the site to town
centre

Transport modes

Route

Distance: 3.3 km

1. Car: 6 mins

2. Walk: 43 mins

3. Cycle: 15 mins

4. Public transport: 28
mins
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Edge of the site the
nearest local centre

Transport modes

Route

Distance: 1.2 km

1. Car: 2 mins

2. Walk: 12 mins

3. Cycle: 5 mins

4. Public transport: N/A
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Edge of the site to the
nearest railway station

Transport modes

Route

Distance: 3.0 km

1. Car: 6 mins

2. Walk: 38 mins

3. Cycle: 12 mins

4. Public transport: 22
mins
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Edge of the site to the
nearest primary school

Transport modes

Route

Distance: 1.6km

1. Car: 3 mins

2. Walk: 20 mins

3. Cycle: 6 mins

4. Public transport: N/A
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Edge of the site to the
nearest secondary
school

Transport modes

Route

Distance: 1.8km

1. Car: 3 mins

2. Walk: 23 mins

3. Cycle: 7 mins

4. Public transport: 20
mins
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Central Point

Maps

Distance from a central
mapped point within the
potential development site
to the edge of the site as
plotted above is 0.48km.
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Site 4 — North of St Albans

Edge of the site to town | Transport modes Route
centre
Distance: 2.4 km 1. Car: 5 mins

2. Walk: 30 mins

3. Cycle: 9 mins

4. Public transport: 20

mins
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Edge of the site to
nearest local centre

Transport modes

Route

Distance: 900 m

1. Car: 3 mins

2. Walk: 11 mins

3. Cycle: 4 mins

4. Public transport: N/A
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Edge of the site to the
nearest railway station

Transport modes

Route

Distance: 3.2 km

1. Car: 6 mins

2. Walk: 36 mins

3. Cycle: 11 mins

4. Public transport: 26
mins
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Edge of the site to the
nearest primary school

Transport modes

Route

Distance: 1.2km

1. Car: 3 mins

2. Walk: 15 mins

3. Cycle: 5 mins

4. Public transport: 14
mins
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Edge of the site to the
nearest secondary
school

Transport modes

Route

Distance: 1.4 km

1. Car: 3 mins

2. Walk: 16 mins

3. Cycle: 4 mins

4. Public transport: N/A
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Central Point

Maps

Distance from a central
mapped point within the
potential development site
to the edge of the site as
plotted above is 0.37km.
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Site 5 — North West Harpenden

Edge of the site to town
centre

Transport modes

Route

Distance: 1.5 km

1. Car: 3 mins

2. Walk: 17 mins

3. Cycle: 4 mins

4. Public transport: 6
mins
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Edge of the site to the
nearest local centre

Transport modes

Route

Distance: 350 m

1. Car: 1 mins

2. Walk: 4 mins

3. Cycle: 1 mins

4. Public transport: N/A
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Edge of the site to the
nearest railway station

Transport modes

Route

Distance: 1.7 km

1. Car: 3 mins

2. Walk: 21 mins

3. Cycle: 5 mins

4. Public transport: 8
mins
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Edge of the site to the
nearest primary school

Transport modes

Route

Roundwood Primary
School - 1.0km

(Wood End Primary
School — 1.0km)

1. Car: 2 mins

2. Walk: 13 mins

3. Cycle: 5 mins

4. Public transport: N/A

290




Edge of the site to the
nearest secondary
school

Transport modes

Route

Distance: 1.0 km

1. Car: 2 mins

2. Walk: 11 mins

3. Cycle: 5 mins

4. Public transport: N/A

291




Central Point

Maps

Distance from a central
mapped point within the
potential development site
to the edge of the site as
plotted above is 0.23km.

292




Site 6 — North East Harpenden

Edge of the site to town | Transport modes Route
centre
Distance: 2.2 km 1. Car: 5 mins

2. Walk: 28 mins

3. Cycle: 12 mins

4. Public transport: 8
mins

293




Edge of the site to the
nearest local centre

Transport modes

Route

Distance: 600 m

1. Car: 1 mins

2. Walk: 7 mins

3. Cycle: 2 mins

4. Public transport: N/A

294




Edge of the site to the
nearest railway station

Transport modes

Route

Distance: 2.4 km

1. Car: 4 mins

2. Walk: 31 mins

3. Cycle: 11 mins

4. Public transport: 13
mins

295




Edge of the site to the
nearest primary school

Transport modes

Route

Distance: 1.1km

1. Car: 2 mins

2. Walk: 14 mins

3. Cycle: 5 mins

4. Public transport: 6
mins

296




Edge of the site to the
nearest secondary
school

Transport modes

Route

Distance: 1.8 km

1. Car: 4 mins

2. Walk: 15 mins

3. Cycle: 6 mins

4. Public transport: N/A

297




Central Point

Maps

Distance from a central
mapped point within the
potential development site
to the edge of the site as
plotted above is 0.5 km.

298




Site 7 — London Colney

Edge of the site to town
centre

Transport modes

Route

Distance: 1.0 km

Note: The London
Colney District centre is
treated as a proxy for a
‘Town Centre’ — though it
is noted that facilities are
limited. There are
however significant local
shopping facilities at
Colney Fields.

Distance to St Albans
Town Centre is 5.2 km

1. Car: 3 mins

2. Walk: 13 mins

3. Cycle: 3 mins

4. Public transport: N/A

299




Edge of the site to the
nearest railway station

Transport modes

Route

Distance: 4.5 km

1. Car: 5 mins

2. Walk: 55 mins

3. Cycle: 16 mins

4. Public transport: 49
mins

300




Edge of the site to the
nearest primary school

Transport modes

Route

Distance: 300 m

1. Car: 1 mins

2. Walk: 4 mins

3. Cycle: 4 mins

4. Public transport: N/A

301




Edge of the site to the
nearest secondary
school

Transport modes

Route

Distance: 3.0 km

1. Car: 6 mins

2. Walk: 38 mins

3. Cycle: 12 mins

4. Public transport: 20
mins

302




Central Point

Maps

Distance from a central
mapped point within the
potential development site
to the edge of the site as
plotted above is 0.17 km.

303




Site 8 — Chiswell Green

Edge of the site to town
centre

Transport modes

Route

Distance: 3.5 km

Note: Edge of the site to
neighbourhood centre,
Watford Road: 400 m.

Distance to King Harry
local centre with
Waitrose is 2.3km)

1. Car: 7 mins

2. Walk: 45 mins

3. Cycle: 16 mins

4. Public transport: 20
mins

304




Edge of the site to the
nearest railway station

Transport modes

Route

Distance:

How Wood — 2.4km

Park Street - 2.6km

1. Car: 4 mins

2. Walk: 29 mins

3. Cycle: 9 mins

4. Public transport: 28
mins

305




Edge of the site to the
nearest primary school

Transport modes

Route

Distance: 1.1 km

1. Car: 2 mins

2. Walk: 13 mins

3. Cycle: 4 mins

4. Public transport: 10
mins

306




Edge of the site to the
nearest secondary
school

Transport modes

Route

Distance: 2.5 km

1. Car: 9 mins

2. Walk: 31 mins

3. Cycle: 9 mins

4. Public transport: 19
mins

307




Central Point

Maps

Distance from a central
mapped point within the
potential development site
to the edge of the site as
plotted above is 0.28km.

308




