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The Three Rivers Joint Residents’ Association is comprised of the following 

Residents’ Associations within the Three Rivers area: 

Bedmond Residents Association       

Chandlers Cross Residents Association  

Chorleywood Residents Association      

Croxley Green Residents Association   

Eastbury Residents Association       

Kings Langley & District Residents Association     

Maple Cross & West Hyde Residents Association     

Moor Park Residents Association      

Oxhey Hall Residents Association      

Rickmansworth Residents Association      
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Introduction 

1. This statement has been prepared by Jed Griffiths MA DipTP FRTPI on behalf of the 

Three Rivers Joint Residents’ Association (TRJRA). In total, TRJRA represents 20,000 

households and more than 40,000 residents of Three Rivers. It has been compiled in 

response to a consultation by Three Rivers District Council on a draft Local Plan 

under Regulation 18 of the Town and Country Planning Regulations 2012.  

 

2. The Associations note that the consultation document has been published in two 

parts. This statement focuses on Part 1 Preferred Policy Options and contains 

responses to certain of the questions set out in the report. It does not address Part 

2, which is concerned with Sites for Potential Allocation. Detailed views, on whether 

the sites are appropriate for housing development, are being submitted by individual 

Residents’ Associations for local areas.  

 

3. Not all of the topics set out in Part 1 are covered in this statement. Answers to the 

specific questions, which are of interest to the Associations, are set out below in the 

order shown in the consultation document. The answer to Question 1 on housing 

needs is especially detailed, and is set out in paragraphs 4 – 14 below. There are two 

supporting Appendices, which are attached and referenced in the text. 

 

Question 1: Do you agree with the Council’s proposed stance of not complying with the 

Government’s Standard Method for calculating the District’s housing need figure (due to 

the constraints of the District), which means that the Council would not fully meet the 

residual housing target? If no, please explain why. 

4. The Associations note the Foreword to the consultation document, written by the 

Council Leader, which confirms the Council’s decision not to comply with the 

Government’s Standard Method for calculating housing need. A summary of the 

overall levels of growth proposed in the District is set out in paragraphs 2.42 – 2.49 

of the consultation document. The residual housing number for the period 2018 – 

2038 is stated in paragraph 2.47 as 10,678 dwellings, but the planned level of 

development comprises 8,973 dwellings over the same period. No explanation is 

given for that figure, except that it is because of the ecological, environmental, and 

policy constraints in Three Rivers, including substantial areas of Green Belt. 

 

5. In general, the Associations support the principle of the Council’s approach, but 

consider that it does not go far enough. The overall housing target of 12,624 

dwellings is derived from the Government’s standard methodology for calculating 

housing needs. From January 2017, the responsibility for population and household 

projections passed from the Government to the Office for National Statistics, which 
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has proceeded to update the figures every two years. The latest sub-national 

projections, issued in June 2020, are 2018-based and show a continued lowering in 

the rate of growth of population and numbers of households. Many commentators 

have argued that housing requirements should be based on the latest information – 

the 2014-based forecasts are out-of-date and should no longer be used.  

 

6. It has become clear that the use of the algorithm would result in very large increases 

in housing needs in Hertfordshire, especially in Three Rivers. The Associations have 

compared the results of using the previous and the current Standard Methodologies 

for Three Rivers, applying both the 2014-based and the 2018-based projections. For 

the plan period 2018-2038, the minimum annual household change (OAN) using the 

latest ONS 2018-based projections would be 145 households. Applying the previous 

Standard Methodology, this would translate to 232 dwellings per annum. The 

revised calculation for the New Local Plan, using the 2014-based projection, gives a 

figure of 630 dwellings per annum, over 2.5 times greater than it would have been 

using the former method and the 2018-based projection.    

 

7. There are clear indications that the trends underlying the reduced ONS projections 

of population and households will continue. In terms of natural increase, there 

continues to be an excess of deaths over births. Although there is a net increase in 

migration into the country, the overall rate is declining. In London and the South 

East, as a result of Brexit, there has been a net increase in the numbers of people 

leaving the UK. The Covid pandemic has also affected population change, not only in 

terms of excessive deaths, but also in changes to the pattern of economic activity 

and internal migration patterns, many of which have yet to be evaluated.  Recent 

trends and current uncertainties should determine a cautious approach to housing 

needs in the Local Plan. It will be better informed by the results of the 2021 National 

Census, which are expected to be available early in 2022. The next ONS sub-national 

projections will be 2020-based and will be published in June 2022 – these are 

expected to show the continued downturn in the population and household 

forecasts.  

 

8. Government policy, as laid out in the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 

2021, and clarifications issued in National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG), is that 

the starting point for calculating housing need is the Standard Method, the result of 

which should then be adjusted to reflect constraints on land availability such as 

Green Belt. A summary of relevant Government statements is provided in the 

attached Appendix 1. 

 

9. For Three Rivers, the Standard Method calculates a housing figure of 624 net new 

dwellings per annum or 9,360 dwellings over the specified plan period (2022 to 
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2038). Of these dwellings, according to the South West Hertfordshire Local housing 

Needs Assessment (August 2020), 2,187 can be accommodated in areas outside of 

those land use constraints (including Green Belt). 

 

10. It is acceptable, however, to increase that number (2,187) if it can be demonstrated 

that there are exceptional circumstances. This is referenced in the NPPF 2021, where 

paragraph 61 states as follows: 

 

“To determine the minimum number of homes needed, strategic policies should be 

informed by a local housing need assessment, conducted using the standard method 

in national planning guidance – unless exceptional circumstances justify an 

alternative approach which also reflects current and future demographic trends and 

market signals. In addition to the local housing need figure, any needs that cannot be 

met within neighbouring areas should also be taken into account in establishing the 

amount of housing to be planned for.” 

 

11. Analysis of the of the latest ONS (2018-based) data, together with the South West 

Hertfordshire Economic Study 2019 and the South West Hertfordshire Local Housing 

Needs Assessment 2020, shows the amount of housing required to meet the 

maximum demand side requirement is 5,360 dwellings. This is due to population 

change driven by increased economic activity, forecasted to be 4,239 dwellings, to 

which it is necessary to add 1,121 dwellings to bring the home ownership rates for 

20 – 39 year olds back to 2001 levels. Full analysis of this process is contained in 

Appendix 2 (attached).  

 

12. As this figure exceeds the number of new dwellings that can be delivered without 

building on the Green Belt (2,187), it is accepted that approximately 3,200 new 

dwellings will have to be provided in protected areas such as the Green Belt in order 

to meet the calculated local housing need. This compares to 7,400 new dwellings 

proposed by the Council on Green Belt areas, which would amount to an excess of 

4,200 dwellings without any justification, causing unnecessary damage to the 

District’s environment.  

 

13. In these circumstances, the Associations firmly recommend that Government policy 

be properly applied by the Council, by taking account of land use constraints such as 

the Green Belt. The final figure from this calculation should then be adjusted 

upwards to cater fully for demand side factors so that the New Local Plan should aim 

to deliver 5,360 new dwellings over the plan period (357 dwellings per annum). This 

would amount to a 70% increase in the rate of recent housing delivery which, whilst 

challenging, is probably achievable.  
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14. The Associations note that the Council have made allowances for development on 

previously-developed land, but it is considered that there will be further scope for 

regeneration and redevelopment following the Covid pandemic. This will include 

land no longer needed for offices, retail, and other commercial uses. It is wrong to 

suggest that, as in paragraph 2.36 of the consultation document, the supply of 

previously-developed land is “falling”. Post-Covid, there will undoubtedly be further 

scope for regeneration of sites within urban areas, which will ease the pressures to 

build on Green Belt land. There are already signs that these processes are occurring 

as a result of the Government’s changes to the General Permitted Development 

Order. Given these changing circumstances, the Associations believe that the 

windfall allowance is far too low.  

 

Question 2: Do you think the Preferred Policy Options for meeting the Presumption in 

Favour of Sustainable Development is the right approach? If not, please identify how the 

option could be changed.  

Should we have considered alternative options? If yes, please explain. 

15. The Associations generally support the overarching policy framework for sustainable 

development set out under Preferred Policy Option 1. In the final submission draft of 

the Local Plan, it is suggested that the list of strategic objectives could be re-ordered 

into three distinct groups – environmental, economic, and social – which could be 

linked more specifically to the policies in the document.  

16. Although there is general support for the suite of policies, the Associations are 

concerned that this section does not take sufficient account of the necessity for 

infrastructure to be in place to support new development before it commences, and 

the feasibility of delivery of such infrastructure. It is noted that for a number of sites 

listed in Part 2: Sites for Potential Allocation, the assessments show that current 

infrastructure is incapable of supporting the proposed development. In addition, for 

a variety of reasons, it is apparent that enhancing local infrastructure to support 

development is not feasible. For the Local Plan to pass the delivery test of 

soundness, it will be necessary to re-evaluate each site to ensure that supporting 

infrastructure can be provided and is feasible. It is suggested that sub-paragraph (m) 

of the Policy Option should be strengthened, together with the supporting text. 

17. Given the fact that the Council have acknowledged the climate emergency, it is 

surprising that there is no mention of climate change in the Vision for Three Rivers 

(paragraphs 3.1 – 3.3). It is referenced in Strategic Objective 9, but with other issues 

– in the Associations’ view, it should be given prominence at the head of the list. 

Under Section 19 (1A) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004, the 

Council does have a duty to ensure that the Local Plan contains policies to secure 
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that the development and use of land contribute to the mitigation of, and 

adaptation to, climate change. There is helpful advice to local authorities in the 

Climate Change Committee (CCC) report of December 2020, entitled Local 

Authorities and the Sixth Carbon Budget. The Council should be aiming for net zero 

carbon emissions by 2030 - there should be reference to the Council’s Climate 

Change Strategy. 

18. There is also no specific mention in the objectives of the Green Belt, the Chilterns 

Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB), the Colne Valley Regional Park, or the 

countryside, although the Council may feel that these matters are covered implicitly 

in the list. It is suggested that an additional objective could be inserted, as follows: 

“To protect and enhance the Green Belt and rural areas and support farming, rural 

businesses, and countryside recreation.” 

 

Question 3: Do you think the Preferred Policy Option for Housing Mix and Type is the right 

approach? If not, please identify how the option could be changed. 

Should we have considered alternative options? If yes, please explain. 

19. The Associations support this comprehensive set of policies for housing mix and 

types, which is compliant with Government requirements in the NPPF 2021. It 

appears to be justified, however, by the evidence base in the South West 

Hertfordshire LHNA, which is derived from the out-of-date ONS 2016-based 

household projections. The policy should be based on the 2018-base projections, 

which are the latest available, and reviewed as and when figures are updated, either 

by ONS or by returns from the 2021 Census. 

 

20. There is only one detailed comment, relating to paragraph 3 of Policy Option 2, and 

the reference to housing proposals of 100 dwellings or more. Here, the Associations 

suggest that the requirement should be changed to a “masterplan”, rather than a 

“strategy.” As argued elsewhere in this statement, the Associations believe that all 

large-scale sites should be developed by means of a Master Plan. 

 

Question 4: Do you think the Preferred Policy Option for Housing Density is the right 

approach? If not, please identify how the option could be changed. 

Should we have considered alternative options? If yes, please explain. 

21. Although the Associations agree with the principle, as outlined in paragraph 4.31, 

underlying the preferred policy on density, it is considered that the aims could be 

delivered by means of the other policies on design, as set out in Preferred Policy 
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Option 6. The specification in paragraph 2 of Preferred Policy Option 3, of “at least 

50 dwellings per hectare”, is too prescriptive and is unlikely to be found sound at 

Examination. It is suggested that the bulk of the wording could be incorporated into 

the text, with appropriate cross-referencing to policies on place-making, design 

codes, and master-planning. For local areas, it is suggested that matters of density 

are best dealt with in the existing and emerging set of Neighbourhood Plans. Blanket 

policies for the District do not reflect varying characteristics.  

 

Question 5: Do you think the Preferred Policy Option for Affordable Housing is the right 

approach? If not, please identify how the option could be changed.  

Should we have considered alternative options? If yes, please explain. 

22. Having studied evidence provided by the LHNA for South West Hertfordshire, the 

Associations agree that there is an acute need for affordable housing in Three Rivers. 

The high demand for housing, quoted in paragraph 2.25, is generated by people 

moving out from Greater London. In both Preferred Policy Option 4 and the 

supporting text, however, the Council fails to acknowledge the real need, demands 

and preferences in Three Rivers for social housing and starter homes, which should 

be income-related. The definition of “affordable” housing is somewhat meaningless 

in a high-cost area such as Three Rivers and there should be a more detailed 

statement of the need for social housing and starter homes. There could be more 

flexibility with regards to housing options, for instance, Community Land Trusts. The 

possible role of mobile home sites and houseboats is also not mentioned. Paragraph 

2.5 refers to “a 46% increase in households over 65 by 2036.” The Policy Option 

should address this, with cross-referencing to social policies.  

 

23. Nevertheless, the Associations are in general support for the suite of policies 

contained under Preferred Policy Option 4 under paragraphs (1) – (4). Departure 

from the NPPF 2021 (paragraph 63) is noted, but the Associations agree that the 

local circumstances in the District mean that smaller sites (of less than 10 dwellings) 

will have a crucial role in the delivery of affordable housing.   

 

24. The Associations note the policy on rural exceptions sites, as set out in paragraph 4 

of Preferred Policy Option 4. It is suggested that the evidence for these types of 

developments should arise from the Neighbourhood Plans for Abbots Langley (which 

includes Bedmond and parts of Kings Langley) and Sarratt. As Neighbourhood Plans 

are prepared in direct consultation with local communities, these would provide 

more specific justification for departure from Green Belt policies.  
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25. It is noted that the policy in paragraph 4 refers to both Bedmond and Sarratt, yet the 

supporting text (paragraph 4.56) refers only to the latter. Elsewhere, in Part 2 Sites 

for Potential Allocation, the Council proposes to remove and inset Bedmond from 

the Green Belt. The Associations strongly oppose this proposal and support the 

detailed statement which has been submitted by the Bedmond Residents’ 

Association in response to this consultation. Thus, the reference to Bedmond should 

be retained in the policy and inserted into the supporting text. 

 

26. With regards to the mode and delivery of affordable housing, the Associations 

question whether the mechanism for commuted sums, referred to in sub-paragraph 

(7), is appropriate. There should be clear guidance on the size thresholds applicable 

to each type of site. Viability considerations should also be covered in the policy – 

the requirements should be based on an “open book” approach, with full publication 

of calculations of affordable housing on individual sites. For an example of good 

practice, the Council is referred to The London Plan 2021 and policies H4 and H5 on 

affordable housing. The London approach to viability was underpinned by the earlier 

publication of the Mayor’s Affordable Housing and Viability SPG. In that document, if 

40% of housing were to be provided on a site, then a viability statement would not 

be required (in the London Plan 2021, this is now 50%).  

 

Question 7: Do you think the Preferred Policy Option for Residential Design and Layout 

and Accessible and Adaptable Buildings is the right approach? If not, please identify how 

this option could be changed. 

Should we have considered alternative options? If yes, please explain.  

27. The Associations welcome the policy support for increased densities, but a clearer 

indication is needed as to where this would be appropriate. Using “character” as a 

reason is very bland – there could more specific references to such matters as the 

scale, massing, and bulk of buildings and their settings. The first part of Preferred 

Policy Option 6, sub-paragraphs (1) – (6), needs to be re-written, with supporting 

text, in the context of Chapter 12 of the NPPF 2021, the Building Better, Building 

Beautiful (BBBBC) report, and the new National Model Design Code. The role of 

Neighbourhood Plans in delivering this policy should be acknowledged.  

 

Question 16: Do you think the Preferred Policy Option for Flood Risk and Water Resources 

is the right approach? If not, please identify how the option could be changed. 

Should we have considered alternative options? If yes, please explain. 
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28. The Associations are in general support of Preferred Policy Option 15 which is 

comprehensively justified by the supporting text in paragraphs 7.25 – 7.39. With 

regards to flood risk, the Associations agree that policies specific to Three Rivers 

were essential, fully supported by the Level 1 Strategic Flood Risk Assessment. These 

are fully compliant with the NPPF and recognise the characteristics of the District 

and the local levels of flood risk. It is suggested that the policy could mention the 

merits of working with landowners to deliver natural forms of flood control such as 

hedges and ditches. In addition, the need to assess surface water flooding needs to 

be factored into development management policies. 

 

29. The supporting text clearly recognises that Three Rivers is an area of serious water 

stress and there is a need to consider the protection of water resources and water 

quality. This is mostly reflected in the detailed policies in Section 2, which are 

welcomed by the Associations. It is considered, however, that a specific reference 

could be made for the need to protect aquifers – this is particularly important to 

Three Rivers. The reference to biodiversity, as in sub-paragraph (n), could also be 

strengthened. The protection of aquifers, springs, seasonal bournes, and ponds, 

which are important water resources, is also critical for the conservation of flora and 

fauna.  

 

30. Although the importance of the Rivers Colne, Gade and Chess as surface water 

resources are mentioned in paragraph 7.36, their key role, together with their 

tributaries, as chalk stream habitats is not covered. These are priority habitats under 

Section 41 of the Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act 2006. The need to 

protect these habitats and their dependant species therefore should be emphasised 

in the policies, cross-referenced to Preferred Policy Options 19 Green and Blue 

Infrastructure and 21 Biodiversity.  

 

Question 17: Do you think the Preferred Policy Option for Green Belt is the right 

approach? If not, please identify how this option could be changed. 

Should we have considered alternative options? If yes, please explain.  

31. In previous responses to consultations on the Local Plan, the Associations have 

confirmed their unswerving support for the Green Belt and its protection and 

enhancement. Successive Government Ministers have pledged their support for it, 

but at the same time preside over its removal for housing developments. The 

dilemma has been highlighted in a recent report from the Council to Protect Rural 

England (CPRE) The Green Belt is under greater threat than ever before (February 

2021). In line with the report’s findings and recommendations, the Associations call 
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on Three Rivers District Council to uphold Green Belt policy and to resist the inflated 

housing numbers (see answer to Question 1). 

 

32. Current Government policy on the Green Belt is set out clearly and comprehensively 

in the NPPF 2021, and has been a key element of planning legislation since 1955. 

Accordingly, the Associations do not see the need for duplicating the NPPF policies in 

the Local Plan. Much of the detailed wording in Preferred Policy Option 16 is 

changed from that which is set out in the NPPF. In the view of the Associations, this 

would lead to confusion and provide opportunities for unscrupulous developers to 

circumvent Green Belt policy. Accordingly, the Council is urged to delete paragraphs 

(5) to (11) of the Policy Option, and to retain paragraphs (1) to (4), with a clear cross-

reference to the NPPF. Although the Council states, in paragraph 8.10 of the 

supporting text, that relying on the NPPF was considered, no clear reasons are given 

for rejecting that option. The Council should also consider whether the guidance in 

Appendix 2 is strictly necessary.  

 

33. From a study of other Local Plans in Hertfordshire and the Home Counties, it is clear 

that the above approach is the norm. In a sensitive topic area such as Green Belt, 

consistency of interpretation and delivery in Local Plans is paramount. It is important 

to remember that the Green Belt is the London Metropolitan Green Belt – its 

primary purpose is to “check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas”, which 

is London. That is why consistency across the region is essential. In the context of the 

South West Hertfordshire sub-region, it is essential that Three Rivers should take full 

account of Green Belt reviews in adjoining local authorities, to secure a strategic and 

consistent approach. 

 

Question 20: Do you think the Preferred Policy Option for Green and Blue Infrastructure is 

the right approach? If not, please identify how the option could be changed. 

Should we have considered alternative options? If yes, please explain. 

34. The Associations generally support this Preferred Policy Option and the proposals for 

protecting and enhancing existing green and blue infrastructure networks. It is 

critically important, as indicated in the supporting justification, to create new 

infrastructure wherever possible, and to improve the potential for public access and 

recreational provision. The policies are generally compliant with the NPPF 2021 and 

the Hertfordshire Biodiversity Plan. The Associations do have some detailed 

comments which are set out below. 

 

35. Under sub-paragraph (2), it is suggested that the Landscape Character Areas could 

be added to the list. The identification of the blue water assets is welcomed, but it is 
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suggested that some reference must be made to the importance of protecting the 

District’s rare chalk steams, which are a global priority habitat. Cross-reference 

should be made to Preferred Policy Options 15 Flood Risk and Water Resources and 

21 Biodiversity. 

 

36. Whilst the requirement, in sub-paragraph (4), to improve connectivity between 

Green and Blue corridors is positive, the limits to apply to “key assets” should be 

removed, especially as there seems to be no definition of the term. It is vital that it 

apply to all green (and blue) sites, because any site that becomes cut off from the 

wider network will automatically suffer from a negative impact on its flora and fauna 

and a reduction in its biodiversity.  It is also critical that the corridors are sufficiently 

short and wide to enable wildlife to pass through them with confidence.  

 

37. In sub-paragraph (5), the proposed 20m buffer around Rights of Way is a real 

improvement, but the Associations would query whether this is large enough when 

considering Rights of Way that pass through open green spaces. In those locations, it 

is recommended that the buffer be increased, to either 30m or 40m.  

 

Question 24: Do you think the Preferred Policy Option for Local Distinctiveness and 

Place Shaping is the right approach? If not, please identify how the option could be 

changed. 

Should we have considered alternative options? If yes, please explain. 

38. The Associations wish to record their support in principle for this set of policies and 

the design criteria in Appendix 1, although there are some comments on the detailed 

wording, which are set out below. Generally, the Preferred Policy Option reflects the 

aims of the NPPF 2021 for the creation of high quality buildings and places. In the 

changes to the NPPF, the Government have clearly endorsed the recommendations 

of the Building Better, Building Beautiful Commission (BBBBC), including a changed 

social objective (paragraph 8b of the NPPF) to achieve “well-designed, beautiful, and 

safe places.” There is a new test (paragraph 133) to ensure that all development 

should be well-designed. In support of the notion of “building beautiful”, the 

Government has also published a new National Model Design Code and has 

strengthened the relevant parts of Planning Practice Guidance. Local authorities are 

advised to prepare Local Design Codes in order to deliver better-quality 

development which reflects local distinctiveness. In the light of these changes, the 

Council will clearly need to make further adjustments to the policy wording before 

submission of the Local Plan.  
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39. In view of the Government’s emerging support for Local Design Codes, it is suggested 

that the Council should consider the preparation of a stand-alone Design Code for 

Three Rivers, or, in collaboration with other authorities, for South West 

Hertfordshire. This would be fully illustrated and would supersede the written 

criteria set out in Appendix 1. The role of Neighbourhood Plans in addressing these 

issues should also be acknowledged in the text of the Local Plan. 

 

40. The following comments are offered on the detailed schedule in Preferred Policy 

Option 23: 

 

 (7) A requirement for materials to be sympathetic to the local character and 

context should be added. 

 (8) The wording should be re-phrased to make clear that this provision will 

only apply in the case of large-scale developments, which are not 

subordinate to the local area. The reference to density should be removed. 

 (9) and (10) an additional policy should be inserted, requiring new 

developments to connect safely and easily to local facilities and services both 

for pedestrians and cyclists.  

 (11) In line 2, the policy should be re-phrased to include “social” as well as 

“economic “aspects. The term “suitable access” is open to interpretation and 

needs to be clearly defined in the supporting text. 

 (15) Whilst it is accepted that proper lighting is key for successful new places, 

the policy should also make the point that the effects of light pollution on 

surrounding areas should be controlled. 

 

41. With regards to Appendix 1 Design Criteria, the Associations have the following 

detailed comments: 

 Daylight, Sunlight, and Outlook As written, paragraph 2 does not make sense. 

The second sentence should be re-written, to read “All dwellings should 

provide for direct daylight to enter habitable rooms for a reasonable period 

of the day. Living rooms, kitchens, dining rooms should preferably receive 

direct sunlight.” 

 45 Degree Splay Line Whilst this is a reduction on the current degree of 

protection offered, it appears that the revised policy does make sense and is 

easy to understand. To reflect the change, however, it is vital that the policy 

be strictly applied to prevent further harm to the amenity of residential 

properties.” 

 Residential Amenity Space In respect of the first sentence, there is no 

definition in the Appendix or elsewhere of the precise requirements for open 

space. It is essential that this be defined and subject to consultation before 

the submission draft of the Local Plan is completed. There is no standard 
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defined for the amenity space required for a one-bed dwelling – this is a 

major omission. A clear definition of “winter gardens” is also required.  

 

Question 26: Do you think the Preferred Policy Option for Heritage and the Built 

Environment is the right approach? If not, please identify how the option could be 

changed. 

Should we have considered other options? If yes, please explain. 

42. Whilst the Associations support much of the contents of Preferred Policy Option 25, 

there are two major omissions on the policies relating to Conservation Areas. These 

are both important. First, the current Local Plan gives clear guidance on when 

demolition in Conservation Areas should be permitted. It is vital that the new Local 

Plan also makes this clear to property owners in Conservation Areas, to avoid any 

confusion and possible enforcement actions. It is suggested that the wording from 

the existing Local Plan should be included in the new version, as follows: 

 

“Within Conservation Areas, permission for demolition or substantial demolition will 

only be granted if it can be demonstrated that: 

 

The structure to be demolished makes no contribution to the special character or 

appearance of the area, or; 

it can be demonstrated that the structure is wholly beyond repair and incapable of 

beneficial use, or; 

 

it can be demonstrated that the removal of the structure and its subsequent 

replacement with a new building and/or open space would lead to the enhancement 

of the Conservation Area. 

 

The Council will not normally grant consent for the demolition of a building in a 

Conservation Area unless planning permission has been given for the redevelopment 

of the site.” 

 

43. Second, it is widely recognised that the setting of a Conservation Area is normally 

very important to maintaining its integrity. This is clearly recognised in the existing 

Local Plan, but the appropriate policy has been omitted from Preferred Policy Option 

25. Sub-paragraph (11) could have covered this point, but it is limited to 

development within the Conservation Area, and not within its setting. Accordingly, it 

is requested that the following wording should be added : 
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“Permission will not be granted for development outside or near to a Conservation 

Area if it adversely affects the setting, character, appearance, or public views into or 

out of that Conservation Area.” 

  

Question 27: Do you think the Preferred Policy Option for Sustainable Transport and 

Travel is the right approach? If not, please identify how the option could be changed. 

Should we have considered alternative options? If yes, please explain. 

44. Whilst Preferred Policy Option 26 contains many elements that are of significant 

merit, in the light of the Climate Emergency declared by the Council, it is not strong 

enough. As explained below, it does not fully ensure that new developments will 

have truly sustainable transport and travel capabilities. At the strategic level, the 

Associations recognise that, in the compilation of the policies, there is a dilemma for 

the District Council, acknowledged in paragraph 12.5, in that it is not the highways 

authority. Nevertheless, in order to establish a co-ordinated and enhanced transport 

system, the Council will need to work closely with Hertfordshire County Council, 

Highways England, and transport providers, which include Transport for London.  

 

45. For almost 50 years, transport planning in Three Rivers has been considered as part 

of an overall strategy for South West Hertfordshire, which corresponds to the 

distinctive Journey-to-Work Area. Current policy is contained in the recent 

Hertfordshire Local Transport Plan (LTP4), which contains specific policies and 

proposals for South West Hertfordshire, including Three Rivers. There is no mention 

of LTP4, but these specific elements should be shown in the Local Plan, which should 

be part of a co-ordinated approach to transport planning across South West 

Hertfordshire. It is not enough to defer to the Infrastructure Development Schedule 

to show the specific proposals for development, as suggest in paragraph (2).  

 

46. Although the development management policies are generally sound and reflect the 

principles of sustainable transport as set out in the NPPF, they do not go far enough. 

The Associations have a number of suggestions for enhancing these policies. First, 

policy should require all major developments to be within acceptable walking 

distance of facilities and services or connecting public transport services.  Definitions 

of acceptable should be defined in the policies. It is recommended that this distance 

should be a maximum of 1 Kilometre where terrain is flat and paved footways are 

provided. Where terrain includes significant slopes or obstacles, the walking distance 

should be shortened appropriately, especially for elderly or disabled who are 

expected to form an increasing proportion of the population.  
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47. Second, the policy should provide clarity as to what constitutes “safe access” for 

pedestrians, with provision of pavements and paved footways separated from 

vehicular traffic. Such safe routes should be a requirement to link new developments 

of 10 dwellings or more to facilities and services. Definitions of “safe” requirements 

should include roads of sufficient width to allow motor vehicles and cyclists to pass 

safely. No developments of 10 dwellings or more should be permitted on single-track 

roads without pavements.  

 

48. Third, for large-scale developments, the Association expects the Council to follow 

the National Planning Policy Framework requirement (NPPF 2021, paragraph 104) 

and ensure Transport Assessments are produced to consider the impact on the 

capacity of the local network, as well as the environment and public amenity. 

Developments without a satisfactory Transport Assessment should be refused. 

Finally, the proposal in paragraph (3) to transfer road freight to railways and canals 

in the District, however, is unrealistic and impractical. 

 

Question 28: Do think the Preferred Policy Option for Parking is the right approach? If not, 

please identify how the option could be changed. 

Should we have considered alternative options? If yes, please explain. 

Question 28a: Do you think that the Preferred Policy Option for Parking Standards 

(Appendix 3) is the right approach? If not, please identify how the option could be 

changed. 

Should we have considered alternative options? If yes, please explain. 

49. The Associations recognise that this is one of the most difficult policy areas for the 

Council to deal with. In setting standards, local planning authorities have to balance 

a number of conflicting factors, as listed in paragraph 12.26. For Three Rivers the 

most significant issue is the level of car ownership and usage – in some parts of the 

District these levels are among the highest in the country. Yet there is a need to 

adopt policies and set standards which on the one hand provide adequate levels of 

parking and on the other hand reduce pressures on the transport network and the 

environment.  

  

50. Given the geographical characteristics of the District and its high levels of car usage, 

the Associations consider that the policies in Preferred Policy Option 28 can 

generally be found sound. The continuance of the differential parking zones around 

town centres and railway stations is supported. It is suggested, however, that the 

policy should include a definition of the minimum size for a standard car parking 



17 
 

space. It is recommended that a standard minimum of 5500 x 3200mm be used 

(based on the average size of an MPV or SUV). That said, there is clearly an aim in 

policy to provide adequate parking, whilst at the same time reducing the problems 

of caused by on-street parking which were identified at the previous consultation on 

the Local Plan. In that respect, the wording of paragraph (3) is particularly important, 

although the reasoning for the 20% figure in paragraph (2) may be challengeable. 

The key to the delivery of these policies lies in the Parking Standards which are 

adopted by the Council. 

 

51. The Associations have given careful consideration to the proposed Parking Standards 

in the Appendix. It is noted that the standards have largely been taken from the 

adopted Local Plan 2011-2026 and updated, particularly in accordance with the 

many changes to the Use Classes Order. Nevertheless, it would appear that the 

Council are satisfied with the application of the standards in the past ten years. It is 

noted that the new standards will continue to include the Sustainability Zones 

around railway stations and shopping centres, to restrain car parking in areas of high 

public transport use. The Associations support this aspect of policy, as well as the 

introduction of a section on electric-vehicle charging points.  

 

52. The Associations have no comments to make on the very detailed aspects of the 

standards which are applied comprehensively to all the use classes. Comments are 

confined to the standards to be applied to applications for residential development 

(Use Class C3). In setting the standards, the Council will need to have regard to the   

policy guidelines which are set out in the NPPF 2021, paragraph 107, as follows: 

 

“In setting local parking standards for residential and non-residential development, 

policies should take into account: 

 

(a) the accessibility of the development; 

(b) the type, mix, and use of the development; 

(c) the availability and use of public transport; 

(d) local car ownership levels; and 

(e) the need to ensure an adequate provision of spaces for charging plug-in and 

other ultralow-emission vehicles. 

 

53. The NPPF guidelines are particularly apt to Three Rivers. Despite the application of 

the C3 car parking standards in the adopted Local Plan, there have been increasing 

problems associated with on-street parking. Although many of these issues may 

have been caused by increases in car ownership, the Associations believe that the 

standards have been inadequate for the actual levels of car ownership in new 

residential developments. As a result, the completion of large-scale schemes has 
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been followed by multiple problems of congestion and road safety. There has often 

been inadequate provision of spaces for visitors as well as commercial vehicles. This 

compounds the stress experienced by local residents – these issues should be 

addressed in the New Local Plan. Changes of offices and shops to residential use, 

particularly in town centres, may also compound the problems in the future. 

 

54. In view of these issues, it is suggested that the proposed standards for the C3 Use 

Class are too low and too complicated. The Associations propose that the standards 

should be raised as follows: 

 

I bedroom dwellings   1 space per dwelling minimum 

 

2 & 3 bedroom dwellings  2 spaces per dwelling minimum 

 

4 or more bedroom dwellings 3 spaces per dwelling minimum 

 

SUMMARY 

55. The Associations welcome the opportunity to respond to Part 1 of the consultation 

document. In the first part of this statement, there is a detailed response to 

Question 1 on housing needs. Although the Associations support the Council’s stance 

on reducing the housing numbers, it is considered that the figure chosen by the 

Council could be much lower. A reasoned justification for this argument is set out in 

paragraphs 4 – 14 of the statement, supported by Appendices 1 and 2.  

56. For the remainder of the statement, there are answers to specific questions in order 

they appear in the consultation report. Not all the questions are addressed. The 

Associations trust that their comments and suggestions will be taken on board by the 

District Council in the preparation of the Submission Local Plan. 

 

Jed Griffiths MA DipTP FRTPI 

Hertford 

August 2021 
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Appendix 1 - Government Policy & Guidance on Housing Need Assessment 

Over time government policy and guidance has evolved, with more recent pronouncements placing clearer 

emphasis on the protection of Green Belt, and now clearly states that government policy allows 

adjustments to new housing numbers to be made to achieve this.    

The most recent policy update issued by the government in the government response to the local housing 

need proposals in “Changes to the current planning system” (first issued on 16th December 2020, 

subsequently updated and reissued on 1st April 2021) states that: 

“Within the current planning system the standard method does not present a ‘target’ in plan-making, but 

instead provides a starting point for determining the level of need for the area, and it is only after 

consideration of this, alongside what constraints areas face, such as the Green Belt, and the land that is 

actually available for development, that the decision on how many homes should be planned for is made. 

It does not override other planning policies, including the protections set out in Paragraph 11b of the NPPF 

or our strong protections for the Green Belt. It is for local authorities to determine precisely how many 

homes to plan for and where those homes most appropriately located. In doing this they should take into 

account their local circumstances and constraints. In order to make this policy position as clear as possible, 

we will explore how we can make changes through future revisions to the National Planning Policy 

Framework, including whether a renaming of the policy could provide additional clarity.” 

This was reinforced by the Housing Minister in his letter of 29 March 2021 to Three Rivers District Council 

where the Minister states: 

“It is important to understand that the standard method is only the starting point in the process of planning 

for new homes. Local Authorities will still need to consider the constraints, including Green Belt, they face 

locally to assess how many homes can be delivered in their area.” 

The above builds upon and clarifies the content of the National Planning Policy Framework which states in 

paragraph 11: 

“… strategic policies should, as a minimum, provide for objectively assessed needs for housing and other 

uses, as well as any needs that cannot be met within neighbouring areas, unless: 

i. the application of policies in this Framework that protect areas or assets of particular importance 

provides a strong reason for restricting the overall scale, type or distribution of development in the 

plan area6” 

Supported by footnote 6:  

“The policies referred to are those in this Framework (rather than those in development plans) relating to: 

habitats sites (and those sites listed in paragraph 176) and/or designated as Sites of Special Scientific 

Interest; land designated as Green Belt, Local Green Space, an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, a 

National Park (or within the Broads Authority) or defined as Heritage Coast; irreplaceable habitats; 

designated heritage assets (and other heritage assets of archaeological interest referred to in footnote 63); 

and areas at risk of flooding or coastal change.” 

The Preferred Policy Options put forward for consultation ignore the above policy and supporting advice 

received from the government and rely solely on Paragraph 002 the Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) on 

Housing and Economic Needs Assessment (originally issued March 2015). Whilst the guidance has been 
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updated since then, the relevant paragraph was last updated in February 2019 and appears to be outdated 

when considered in light of more recent government documents.  

It should also be noted that the PPG is purely guidance and should be considered as being subservient to 

policy as laid out in the National Planning Policy Framework and the response to the consultation issued in 

April 2021. 

This reliance on the PPG alone has lead the council to provide for more new housing than is appropriate 

when considered in the light of the damage that it will cause to protected environments such as Green Belt 

and heritage assets. This mistaken focus is further exemplified in the policy options put forward where in 

the section covering Overall Levels of Growth (paragraphs 2.42 to 2.49) the document repeatedly refers to 

the new housing levels based upon the governments standard method as “Targets” despite the 

government making it clear in their response to the local housing need proposals in “Changes to the current 

planning system” that “the standard method does not present a ‘target’ in plan-making” and with the 

PPG never referring to this as such a target. 

Green Belt makes up 76% of the land in Three Rivers, one of the highest ratios in the whole country, as well 

as containing land that is part of the Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty and having considerable 

areas made up of heritage assets. Therefore, the proper application of the policy to consider constraints 

on land availability are probably more important in this district than in any other. 
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Appendix 2 - Objective Assessment of Housing Need 

Whilst it is accepted that government policy requires that planning start from the number of new homes 

calculated using the government’s Standard Methodology and then to adjust for land constraints, this is 

not a genuinely objective assessment of the housing need for a local area. 

To understand the objective, statistically reliable housing need, it is necessary to examine local factors and 

what is required to meet those local factors and needs – a genuine demand side analysis. In some areas, 

this leads to an area defining a housing need above the figure calculated by the adjusted standard method 

whilst in other areas this will identify a lower number. Government guidance makes allowance for the 

number of new homes required to be adjusted upwards to reflect this. 

At the moment, whilst we have the standard method result, the result adjusted for land constraints 

and we have the projections of population and household growth, what we do not really have is a 

handle on what the true need is in the district. So what is it? 

Rates of Householding 

The key arguments on the need to build more are that, due to the affordability crisis, the younger 

generation is unable to buy homes in the same way they used to. The ONS projections and historic 

data1 2 3 clearly back this up. 

Three Rivers 

 
England 

 
 

From the two rightmost charts above, two age groups are show reducing percentages of householders 

over the period under review: 

                                                           
1 Population Projections - ONS : Population projections for local authorities - Table 2 : 2018 Based 
2 2001 Population - ONS : NOMIS – Census 2001 
3 Householders - ONS: 2018-based - Projected HRR 2001 to 2043 variant: Stage 2 projected households 
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 20-40 year age group, and 

 60–79 year age group. 

These reductions are both in England and in Three Rivers, to roughly equal extent. Looking under the 

ratios, it appears that the reduction in the 60–79 age group is driven by the combination of a significant 

increase in the population in the age group along with an equalisation in the number of males and 

females in the age group which has resulted in couples surviving longer and thereby reducing the 

required ratio of householders to population to provide homes to the age group. Whilst directly 

comparable data is not available, according available ONS data for England and Wales, this appears to 

be supported by, between 2002 and 2018, an increase of 3% in the percentage of people over 60 years 

old living as couples. 

In the 20–40 year age group there is no obvious population factor driving the reduction. In 

combination with economic surveys undertaken, it seems reasonable to conclude that this reduction 

is primarily driven by problems with the supply of the required forms of housing and the affordability 

of housing. 

So what would it take, in terms of new housing, to restore the proportion of the 20–40 age group who 

are householders in TRDC to the same level as the beginning of the century? This can be calculated by 

applying the 2001 proportion of the age group who were householders to the projected population at 

the end of the Local Plan Period.  

However, it is also noticeable that the population of the 20-40 age cohort in Three Rivers is projected 

to drop over the plan period whilst overall, for England, it is expected to rise by 7.9%. Whilst this could 

be driven by many things, clearly house prices could be driving this. Therefore, to get a comparable 

figure of the additional housing needed, we also must adjust to align the population growth in that 

age group for Three Rivers with that for England. This can be calculated by applying the growth in the 

age group seen at the England level to the 2001 Three Rivers population for the group. 

Bringing these together for the 20–40 year old age group we get an adjustment to the projected 

household growth (ONS 2018 Projections) of: 

((TRDC population * England population growth 2001-2038) * TRDC Householder Ratio 2001) – Projected TRDC Households 2038   = 

((21,391 * 107.9%) * 39.1%) – 6,301  =  2,723 

Adding this to the underlying projected growth for all age groups over the plan period from the ONS 

2018 projections (1,438), it would be necessary to provide 4,161 new homes over the 15 year period 

consisting of: 

 1,121 new homes to bring the householding rate for those aged 20 to 39 back to 2001 levels, 

and 

 3,040 to meet changes in the population.  

Note: For this to work, it is fundamental to ensure the mix of new dwellings provided meets the needs 

of the relevant groups, which would seem to indicate a need for significantly more 1,2 & 3 bedroom 

properties rather than 4 & 5 bedroom ones. Also, controls may be needed to limit the conversion of 

smaller properties to significantly larger ones, thereby reducing the stock in the categories required. 
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Market Indicators 

Finally, it is key to consider whether a shortage of supply is causing house prices and rents to rise 

above that experienced in the wider market. 

From the South West Hertfordshire Local Housing Needs Assessment, house prices in Three Rivers 

have underperformed those of the rest of South West Hertfordshire throughout the last 15 years and 

have either underperformed or been materially in line with the rest of the country in the last 5 years.  

 

Looking at rental prices, again Three Rivers can be seen to have seen lower rental price growth than 

experienced in the remainder of South West Hertfordshire and, over a 6-year period, to have 

performed broadly in line with the England average. 
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According to the 2018 Housing Delivery Test data, over the three years 2015-16 to 2017-18, new home 

delivery in the district has been an average of 208 new homes per annum. 

Thus, it can be seen that a delivery of approximately 200 new homes per annum is not resulting in 

house prices in the district to rise at a rate above that seen in the remainder of the country.  

From this, it would be fair to assume that a similar future new home delivery level (3,000 new homes 

over 15 years) would not cause house price inflation to vary from that expected across the country as 

a whole and delivery in excess of this would be likely to result in relative house price deflation. 

Economic Activity 

It is important to consider the homes required in the area to ensure that the working population to 

maintain and grow the local economy is provided with the homes that they require.  

According to the South West Hertfordshire Economic Study 2019, it is expected that over a 15-year 

period, job growth in Three Rivers is expected to be 3,592 roles4. Applying the commuting and double 

jobbing ratios for Three Rivers (1.18)5 to this number of roles indicates that to properly support these 

roles, new homes are required to support 4,239 economically active residents. 

Whilst from the data used within the South West Hertfordshire Local Housing Needs Assessment, it 

appears that there are, on average, currently 0.86 economically active residents for each home6, the 

new Local Plan defines a planned relationship between jobs and homes of 1:1. Applying this new rate, 

to properly support economic growth in the district, 4,239 new homes are required over a 15-year 

period. 

It should be noted that if more housing than that given above is developed, unless the surplus can be 

absorbed by increased householding rates, there will either have to be; 

 further economic opportunities generated in the district to provide employment for the 

residents of the additional dwellings, or,  

 an increase in the need for local residents to commute to find employment with adverse 

implications for climate change, or  

 there will be increased unemployment experienced in the district. 

 

Calculated Need 

As detailed above, the number of new homes required to address the maximum demand side 

requirement due to population change, driven by Economic Activity, will be 4,239 homes to which 

                                                           
4 South West Hertfordshire Economic Study 2019 as referenced in Section 3 of the South West Hertfordshire 
Local Housing Needs Assessment – August 2020. 
5 Table 20 - South West Hertfordshire Local Housing Needs Assessment - August 2021 
6 South West Hertfordshire Local Housing Needs Assessment - August 2021 – derived from Executive Summary 
figures for number of jobs supported by the Standard Method for calculating housing need being 8,029 / 
9,360. 
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it is necessary to add 1,121 homes to bring the homeownership rates for 20-39 year-olds back to 

2001 levels.  

As such, it will be necessary to provide 5,360 new homes over the 15 year period of the plan to 

provide homes for local needs, for new job creation and to ensure that house affordability improves 

relative to the rest of the country. 

 

 


