
Chorleywood Parish Council 
Responses to TRDC Local Plan Regulation 18 Consultation: Preferred Policy Options  

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. 

Summary 

No. Whilst we agree that the level of housing to be provided for should be below that generated by the 
Government’s Standard Method for calculating the District’s housing need figure, we do not believe that the 
constraints have been fully reflected in the housing number being provided for, resulting in excessive damage 
to the district’s environment whilst providing more housing that than is truly required.  

Government policy, as laid out in the National Planning Policy Framework and subsequent clarifications issued 
by the Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local Government, 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.  

For Three Rivers, The Standard Method calculates a housing number of 624 new homes per annum or 9,360 
homes over the specified plan period (2023 to 2038)1. Of these dwellings, 2,187 can be accommodated in 
areas outside of those land constraints (including Green Belt)2. 

However, it is acceptable for this to increase this number if it can be demonstrated that there is an objectively 
assessed local housing need.  

As detailed below, 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 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. 

As this exceeds the number of new homes that can be delivered without developing on the Green Belt (2,187), 
it is accepted that approximately 3,200 new homes will have to be developed in protected areas such as the 
Green Belt so as to meet the objectively assessed local housing need. 

This compares with 7,400 new homes currently planned for in Green Belt areas which would be an excess of 
4,200 homes without any obvious demand causing unnecessary damage to the district’s environment.  

As such it is our recommendation that government policy be properly applied by taking full account of land 
constraints such as Green Belt but that the final figure from this be adjusted upwards to fully cater for 
demand side factors so that the new Local Plan should aim at delivering between 2,200 and 5,360 new 
homes over the plan period (147 - 357 new homes per annum). At the higher end of this range, this amounts 
to a 70% increase on the new housing that has been delivered over recent years which, whilst challenging, is 
probably achievable. 

  

 
1 South West Hertfordshire Local Housing Needs Assessment – August 2020 
2 Sites for Potential Allocation – Appendix 1 – June 2021. Note: The Windfall allowance has been expanded to include all 15 years of the plan 
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Background Rationale and Evidence 

Government Policy & Guidance 

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 
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 led 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. 
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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. 

 

 

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 data3 
4 5 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: 

• 20-40 year age group, and 

• 60–79 year age group. 

 
3 Population Projections - ONS : Population projections for local authorities - Table 2 : 2018 Based 
4 2001 Population - ONS : NOMIS – Census 2001 
5 Householders - ONS: 2018-based - Projected HRR 2001 to 2043 variant: Stage 2 projected households 
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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. 

 

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 roles6. Applying the commuting and double jobbing ratios for 
Three Rivers (1.18)7 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 home8, 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; 

 
6 South West Hertfordshire Economic Study 2019 as referenced in Section 3 of the South West Hertfordshire Local 
Housing Needs Assessment – August 2020. 
7 Table 20 - South West Hertfordshire Local Housing Needs Assessment - August 2021 
8 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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• 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. 

 

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. 

 

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. 
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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. 
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Question 2.  

Do you think the Preferred Policy Option 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. 

Whilst, overall, the Preferred Policy Option is acceptable it does not take sufficient account of the necessity 
for there to be infrastructure in place to support any new development before the development commences 
and the overall feasibility of delivering such infrastructure. It should be noted that for several sites included in 
the list of “Sites for Potential Allocation”, proper analysis of the sites shows that the current infrastructure is 
incapable of supporting the additional development and that, due to a variety of reasons, enhancing the 
infrastructure to be capable of provide the required support is not feasible. 

Question 3.  

Do you think the Preferred Policy Option for Housing Mix & 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. 

We are pleased that the policy allows flexibility to deliver new homes that meet local housing needs. Whilst 
we have no objection to the proposed policy for unit mix in principle, however we believe it could be 
strengthened. It has been noted that often developers will come forward with a homogenous unit mix at 
application stage which appears to have gone unchallenged by Officers. 

The Housing Mix section still uses the 2016 based population projections despite the 2018 based projections 
having been available since March 2020. The projections change quite a bit so this is material and should be 
updated. 

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. 

There is a strong objection to a blanket policy requiring a minimum 50 dwellings per hectare across TRDC. The 
District includes Conservation Areas and landscape character areas. Each area has a distinct character and 
prescribing a rigid numerical density would result in homogenous identikit housing. It is for this reason the 
London Plan and other Local Plan removed minimum thresholds. Density should be led by appropriate design 
and development. It is inappropriate that a greenfield site that is on the edge of a settlement should have the 
same density standards as within a built-up brownfield site. Fifty dwellings per hectare is far too dense for 
most of Chorleywood which is characterised by its village like rural setting. 

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. 

There is nothing specified for starter homes that requires that they should be retained as starter homes in 
perpetuity. It’s unclear that there is a huge demand for rented homes. The policy itself is long winded, unclear 
and hard to follow. The policy could be worded more concisely. Reference to First Homes could be made so 
that the policy is consistent with national requirements. 

It’s unclear how if one is providing one new unit, that the applicant would need to provide a percentage of 
affordable housing. It should be made clearer that smaller units may provide a financial contribution. As 
written currently, it suggests that event a one unit scheme would need to provide 40% affordable housing 
which does not make sense, without reference to the option of making a monetary contribution.  

More practical and realistic options are required. The researched results and the arithmetical process is 
understood. However, paragraph 4.45 makes it clear that 5 years ago the average house price in the TRDC was 
£641,706. Then, in paragraph 4.46 it is declared that “affordability of housing remains a critical issue in Three 
Rivers and will continue to be so for the foreseeable future.” It’s unclear what the current affordability position 
is. 



Chorleywood Parish Council 
Responses to TRDC Local Plan Regulation 18 Consultation: Preferred Policy Options  

 

Question 6.  

Do you think the Preferred Policy Option for Provision for Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling Showpeople is 
the right approach? If not please identify how the option could be changed. Should we have considered 
alternative options? If no, please explain why. 

Overall, the Preferred Policy Option seems to be taking the right approach. There is one area of concern, in 
that sub-policy 1 d) refers to sites being “well located to the highway network” without defining what this 
means or laying down any minimum standards. It seems that sites should only be positioned on roads with 
sufficient width for two marked lanes as the users of the sites will typically use vehicles of larger than average 
size and positioning sites on narrower roads could result in problems for the users in accessing the sites. As 
such, it is requested that supporting text be provided to the policy making such a definition clear. 

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 the option could be changed. Should we have 
considered alternative options? If no, please explain why. 

The emphasis on the importance of landscaping is welcomed and we hope officers follow through with this. It 
could be strengthened, emphasising front gardens have the potential to support biodiversity and SUDS. Too 
many front gardens are currently being paved over. We welcome the policy which states backland 
developments are inappropriate. 

It’s unclear if the affordable housing requirement would apply to new units being created from the subdivision 
of existing houses. 

We welcome the inclusion of nationally described space standards. Overall a this appears to be a robust 
policy. 

Question 8.  

Do you think the Preferred Policy Option for Employment and Economic Development is the right approach? 
If not please identify how the option could be changed. Should we have considered alternative options?  If no, 
please explain why. 

No. There are a series of concerns / questions about this policy area: 

• Overall, there is no clear holistic vision presented by the new Local Plan that defines how the relevant 
elements of the plan (residential, retail, leisure, economic and employment) will be brought together 
in a mutually supportive way. For example, where major new developments are planned how a 
“proper” community will be created either integrating into existing communities or forming new 
communities with supporting services, facilities and employment opportunities. 

• Sub-policy 1 defines an area of space that is required – 5.5 ha. This does not appear to fit well within 
a policy that is about shaping planning applications over the next 15 years. Whilst the overall area and 
proposed sites appear to be appropriate, this reference to a specific area should be covered by the 
Sites for Potential Allocation and not included within the policy. 

• Under sub-policy 1, it states that there will be “a focus on industrial and warehouse uses” and then 
goes on to suggest that this should allocated to town centres along with areas served by sustainable 
transport. Town centres are not ideal sites for industrial or warehouse uses which are better suited 
for other employment and economic development opportunities such as offices, services, retail and 
leisure. It would therefore be better to be clearer on the desired siting for each type of use - with 
offices, etc. being near town centres and industrial / warehousing being away from these areas though 
both should be served by sustainable transport. 

• Under sub-policy 7, it makes clear that it might be acceptable to use existing B class floor space for 
other purposes if it can clearly be shown that there is no longer any use for the employment space. 
However, no such allowance for non-employment use of newly allocated employment sites is given in 
sub-policy 5. This makes no sense as changing economic circumstances can apply to newly allocated 
space as much as existing space. Therefore, such an exception should be included under sub-policy 5. 
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Question 9.  

Do you think the Preferred Policy Option for Warner Bros. Studios at Leavesden is the right approach? If not 
please identify how the option could be changed. Should we have considered alternative options? If no, please 
explain why. 

Yes. It appears that the approach put forward is appropriate. 

 

 

Question 10.  

Do you think the Preferred Policy Option for Retail and Leisure is the right approach? If not please identify 
how the option could be changed. Should we have considered alternative options? If no, please explain why. 

Overall, it is agreed that the Preferred Policy Option for Retail and Leisure is the right approach because it: 

• Recognises that there is a hierarchy of needs in terms of retail spaces e.g. town, district and local hubs 
that serves communities in different ways  

• Recognises the importance of a range of retail spaces and types that need to be balanced to meet the 
needs of the local community in terms of location, transport and accessibility 

• Cautions against the sacrifice of town, district and local retail hubs to out of town developments  

• Recognises the need to maintain a diversity of offering across all retail hubs e.g. not too many coffee 
shops etc and that the retail spaces should reflect the needs of the communities they serve. 

• Specifies that shop fronts and displays should be appropriate to the character and function of the area 

Whilst we agree with the overall approach, we do have the following concerns: 

• Unfortunately, the existing policy is not adhered to as Officers seem to allow the loss of key services 
that serve local communities like the Post Office to residential use, leaving local residents with no 
choice but to drive outside the District to Watford or Amersham access key services. This policy needs 
to be strengthened and then adhered to when it is adopted. 

• Minimum sizes of retail shops should be introduced to ensure they are sustainable 
 
 

Question 11.  

Do you think the Preferred Policy Option for Social and Community Facilities is the right approach? If not 
please identify how the option could be changed. Should we have considered alternative options? If no, please 
explain why. 

Broadly we agree that the Preferred Policy Option for Retail and Leisure is acceptable because it: 

• Recognises that social and community facilities and important local services perform a vital function 
in terms of the economic, social and mental welfare of the District. 

• Acknowledges that the retention and enhancement of this social and community infrastructure should 
be strongly supported. Additionally, that a range of new social and community facilities should be 
provided as part of significant new development proposals. 

• Places stringent conditions under which proposals for the redevelopment or change of use of any 
premises resulting in the loss of social or community facilities, or services that support the local 
community, will be permitted. 

• New social and community facilities which are not generally accessible or available to the public, such 
as school sports facilities, will be required to enter into Community Use Agreements to allow and 
promote access by local communities to the facility. 

However, what the plans fails to advocate is that new developments required to deliver social and community 
infrastructure should do so before any housing is built so there is an emphasis on creating communities instead 
of being an afterthought. 
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Question 12.  

Do you think the Preferred Policy Option for Health and Wellbeing is the right approach? If not please identify 
how the option could be changed. Should we have considered alternative options? If no, please explain why. 

Overall, we agree that the Preferred Policy Option for Retail and Leisure is the right approach because it: 

• Recognises that Local Plan policies should support population health 

• States that all development will provide infrastructure that encourages physical exercise and health, 
including accessible open space, vegetation and landscaping, sport and recreation facilities, cultural 
facilities and safe, well promoted, walking and cycling routes 

• Where new health facilities they will be located where there is a choice of sustainable transport 
options  

• Sets clear thresholds for when a development must complete a Health Impact Assessment (HIA)  

• It recognises that many health issues can be overcome by well-designed developments that consider 
location, density and mix of land uses and the ‘designing in’ of health and wellbeing as an essential 
part of the development. This includes active travel, multi-functional open space and high-quality 
urban environments to ensure that the setting of the housing and development within the 
neighbourhood area also contribute to the health and wellbeing of individuals 

• In summary it recognises that where we live can affect our mental and physical wellbeing and it is 
important to “design health in” rather than retro fit it later when we realise we have created a “sick” 
environment.    

• The policy should build in more detail about the need to ensure that new sites are properly connected 
with local facilities and services for walking and cycling to encourage these activities.   

However, the policy needs to be expanded to ensure that new developments are safely linked to other 
surrounding communities, facilities and services for pedestrians and cyclists through “safe access” routes, 
which need to be clearly defined under Policy Option 26 Sustainable Transport and Travel. In this way, it will 
support the Health and Wellbeing of residents of new developments by encouraging them to walk and cycle 
around the wider community and members of the existing community to similarly access the new 
development. 

 

 

 

Question 13.  

Do you think the Preferred Policy Option for Carbon Dioxide Emissions and On-site Renewable Energy is the 
right approach? If not please identify how the option could be changed. Should we have considered alternative 
options? If no, please explain why. 

No. The Policy as stated is totally inadequate for 2021 and the next ten years and makes reference to the 
requirements set in 2013. Hertfordshire County Council have a published target of 50% reduction by 2030 and 
an aim to be carbon neutral by 2050. No reference is made about the need to heat homes by electricity, 
renewable sources like heat pumps or carbon neutral fuels such as hydrogen. Nor is there any policy covering 
the encouragement of walking and cycling over the use of cars. The provision of car charging points for each 
new home being created should be mandatory. The requirement for developers to produce an Energy 
Statement is to be applauded but leaving them to decide what ‘combination of energy efficiency measures; 
incorporation of onsite low carbon and renewable technologies; connection to a local, decentralized, 
renewable or low carbon energy supply’ is a missed opportunity. 
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Question 14.  

Do you think the Preferred Policy Option for Adapting to Climate Change and Sustainable Construction is the 
right approach? If not please identify how the option could be changed. Should we have considered alternative 
options? If no, please explain why. 

No. TRDC declared a Climate Emergency in May 2019 and have stated in this document they will ‘continue to 
tackle climate change and reduce the impacts on the environment by encouraging reductions in carbon 
emissions, waste, pollution, energy and water consumption and promoting the use of renewable energy and 
sustainable building materials’. However, Policy 13 fails to meet this declaration.  

Only major developments have to submit a Sustainability Statement but any development should be required 
to demonstrate ‘how sustainable design and construction methods have been used, and measures to enable 
the development to mitigate and adapt to climate change over its lifetime’.  

The Policy specifies that any development must demonstrate the management of the impacts of climate 
change and greater resilience to extreme weather events but contains no targets or minimum requirements. 
In addition, any development design and construction has to make efficient use of mineral resources and 
incorporate a proportion of recycled materials but apart from water there are no targets or minimum 
requirements specified. 

The Policy makes reference to ‘the Building and Research Establishment Environmental Assessment Method 
(BREEAM) that provides market recognition for low environmental impact non-residential buildings’ and 
specifies that major non-residential development proposals to aim to achieve BREEAM ‘Excellent’ Standard’. 
However, no standard is defined for residential development, and this is considered a material omission. 

 

 

 

Question 15.  

Do you think the Preferred Policy Option for Renewable and Low Carbon Energy Developments is the right 
approach? If not please identify how the option could be changed. Should we have considered alternative 
options? If no, please explain why. 

Water Resources Chapter 2 is not emphatic enough.  Whilst the relevant points are mentioned, the actions 
required are subdued. Like, “needs to take into account “, “should seek to improve”. There is more emphasis 
put on Flood Zone than resource protection.  At the very least, they should share equal spotlight and urgency. 

The rivers, reservoirs, lakes and canals need more than protection. They need rehabilitation, conservation and 
progressive sustainability planning. Currently the policy is meaningless and needs to be quantified. It does not 
align with the Hertfordshire strategy. 
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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 no, 
please explain why. 

Chorleywood Parish Council has a fear of Surface Water Ingress into the Village Centre of Chorleywood 
following the area of the Village Centre being devastatingly flooded twice in the 1990’s. These events resulted 
in remedial work being undertaken on Chorleywood Common, one of the highest points close to the centre 
and Thames Water improving the surface water drainage in the lowest areas. 

The flood risk maps produced by the Environment Agency confirm that a number of areas within TRDC and the 
fear of surface water ingress is justified. The Flood Risk element of Policy 15 seems to concentrate on areas at 
risk from flooding from water sources and although admirable does not reflect the circumstances found across 
Three Rivers. Only Policy 15.1.h appears to deal with the risk of surface water ingress and due the topography 
of the Three Rivers Area this is the most likely occurrence. This states that “Major development in all areas will 
require Sustainable Drainage Systems to reduce surface water runoff to greenfield rates or less. Minor 
developments which incorporate Sustainable Drainage Systems into their designs will be encouraged”. Major 
and Minor are not defined but all Developments should be required to include Sustainable Drainage Systems 

The inclusion in the policy of rainwater harvesting and greywater recycling is to be commended. However, in 
a recent application for 800 houses in Chorleywood Affinity Water stated that ‘the Proposed Development 
could have a potentially major adverse and significant effect upon both Affinity Water supply network and 
associated groundwater abstraction. Item 15.1.o in the policy is understood but seems impossible to enforce 
especially as the majority of residences of Three Rivers are not covered. Any decision regarding any 
development of the proposed sites should be deferred until Affinity Water has demonstrated they are willing 
and able to address these issues. 

Similarly, in the recent application for 800 houses in Chorleywood Thames Water stated that there was 
‘insufficient capacity exists within the foul sewer network’. Following warnings from Thames Water about 
developments in Chesham, the sewage works there has at least twice has caused raw sewage to pollute the 
River Chess. This chalk river is recognised by TRDC as part of their ‘blue highway’ and as our district is 
downstream from the sewage works the pollution becomes a problem for TRDC. In a separate recent incident, 
an ingress of raw sewage occurred in Whitelands Ave. Chorleywood. Thames Water has reported to the 
affected residents that ‘the capacity of the main sewer leaving the centre of Chorleywood is acting as a 
hydraulic pinch point’. This is evidence that Chorleywood’s current infrastructure will become overloaded if 
more development is permitted. Thames Water has an obligation to provide the necessary sewage 
infrastructure therefore, any decision regarding the development of the proposed sites should be deferred 
until Thames Water has demonstrated they are willing and able to ‘reinforce the sewage network to 
accommodate post development discharge without detriment’. 
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Question 17.  

Do you think the Preferred Policy Option for Green Belt is the right approach? If not please identify how the 
option could be changed. Should we have considered alternative options? If no, please explain why. 

No. The Green Belt cannot continue to be protected simply because it is green belt. It must be protected by 
the real and ongoing challenges of conservation and sustainability. Sadly, there is no mention of either in this 
Preferred Policy Option. 

The wording of the policy could be strengthened. Already swathes of Green Belt is being released due to the 
pressure of development in the area as such, there shouldn’t be just a general presumption against. 
Inappropriate development in the Green Belt should not be allowed.  

1. The policy states that ‘Material changes in the use of land will only be supported where this would 
preserve the openness of the Green Belt and would not conflict with the purposes of including land 
within it. Proposals including the extension of residential curtilage within the Green Belt resulting in 
encroachment to the countryside will not be supported’. However, some of the sites listed are 
currently classed as agricultural land so surely these conflict with the policy as stated. 

2. The policy states that ‘the scale of the proposed use would not have a detrimental effect on the locality 
(e.g., by noise, smell, bringing heavy traffic into narrow lanes or involving uses not appropriate to the 
Green Belt or areas of open land).’ However, some of the sites listed would bring a significant increase 
in traffic on to narrow lanes that are not only wide enough for single line traffic with passing places. 
Traffic issues already exist in the area and a significant increase in traffic will result in gridlock. 

3. The policy states that ‘all proposals for development in the Green Belt will be considered in accordance 
with the provisions of the NPPF, and more the more detailed criteria within the preferred policy and 
Appendix 2 which will apply to certain forms of development that may be considered an exception to 
inappropriate development in Three Rivers.’ However, there is no indication in the stated policy or in 
Appendix 2, which relates to structures on agricultural land and woodland, of what the ‘special 
circumstances’ are that allow building on the Gren Belt. 

4. 50% of the sites across TRDC should not be considered as they are within the Green Belt so why have 
they been included. 

Conclusion: The policy as stated contains little protection to land within the existing Green Belt. The policy as 
stated has good intentions but when choosing sites appropriate for development the criteria defined are just 
ignored. The intention seems to be ‘nibble away the edges of the Green Belt and hope nobody notices’. 

 

 

 

 

Question 18.  

Do you think the Preferred Policy Option for Ground Conditions, Contamination and Pollution is the right 
approach? If not please identify how the option could be changed. Should we have considered alternative 
options? If no, please explain why. 

Yes. It appears that the approach put forward is appropriate. 
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Question 19.  

Do you think the Preferred Policy Option for Waste Management and Recycling is the right approach? If not 
please identify how the option could be changed. Should we have considered alternative options? If no, please 
explain why. 

No. The policy does not go into specific detail.  Best practise would be for a Waste Storage and Collection Guide 
for all new developments, which would include all the elements required to ensure that recycling requirements 
are future proofed, fireproof storage areas, secure by design, ease of transportation for the resident and as 
TRDC have a kerbside collection the pavements are wide enough to allow access as well as bins. 

The policy needs to ensure that waste collection and storage requirements are an integral part of the design 
and are achieved in ways that do not compromise the quality of the place 

The policy needs to also ensure access restrictions are adhered to with reversing areas within the design for 
the vehicles and dropped kerbs at regular distances. 

Many of the proposed development sites within Chorleywood are down narrow lanes, with few passing points, 
therefore it is likely that the larger refuse vehicles will not be able to access these new development sites.  The 
Rural round vehicle has limited collection capacity which will therefore require more frequent emptying.  This 
will make it less sustainable and more expensive for the waste carriers. 

 

 

 

 

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 no, please explain 
why. 

Green Infrastructure as defined is a welcome national policy and the commitment of the ‘to conserve and 
enhance the District’s Green and Blue Infrastructure, which will help to improve the District’s Green and Blue 
Infrastructure network and ensure its multi-functional benefits are achieved’ is to be applauded. However, this 
policy seems to be at odds with the specified approach to the protection of the Green Belt when often the 
areas defined are one and the same. 

19.2 lists a number of important sites as ‘key assets’ and it is recommended that this list should include and 
name Chorleywood Common and Chorleywood House Estate as both cover a significant amount of land. 

19.2 suggests that it is only the corridors between key assets will be improved. This approach is flawed and 
would be at odds with the declared policy of having ‘the aim to improve the District’s Green and Blue 
Infrastructure network. It is vital that links between all Green and all Blue sites are properly maintained as any 
site that becomes cut off from the wider Green Blue Network will automatically suffer from a negative impact 
on the sustainability on flora and fauna (particularly those that are land based) and a reduction in its 
biodiversity. It is also vital that the corridors are of sufficient width and nature to enable wildlife to confidently 
move through them. 

The suggested 20m buffer around Rights of Way is an improvement over the current situation. However, when 
a footpath is currently through open green spaces this buffer should be increased to 30m or 40m. 
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Question 21.  

Do you think the Preferred Policy Option for Landscape Character is the right approach? If not please identify 
how the option could be changed. Should we have considered alternative options? If no, please explain why. 

The protection offered under this policy appears fairly comprehensive.  

However, there are concerns about the statements: - “unless it can be demonstrated that: a, b and c”. These 
exceptions create far too great a loophole to allow development to be permitted at the expense of the 
environment and character of the landscape.  

The policy could be strengthened, there should not simply be a ‘presumption’ against development as this 
would invite speculative development.  Development in the AONB should be unacceptable.  Once lost to 
development, it will not be clawed back and the quality of the natural environment would be eroded.  

 

 

 

 

Question 22.  

Do you think the Preferred Policy Option for Biodiversity, Trees, Woodlands and Landscaping is the right 
approach? If not please identify how the option could be changed. Should we have considered alternative 
options? If no, please explain why. 

In essence the approach to the above is appropriate. This section, however, concentrates on Open Space, Play 
Space, Sport and Recreation. None of these things will be materially affected in the Parish of Chorleywood as 
none of the proposed sites are public open spaces or sporting and recreational sites. 

 

 

 

 

Question 23.  

Do you think the Preferred Policy Option for Open Space, Play Space, Sport and Recreation is the right 
approach? If not please identify how the option could be changed. Should we have considered alternative 
options? If no, please explain why. 

No comments  
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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 no, 
please explain why. 

Whilst many elements of this policy make sense and therefore are acceptable, other elements need 
amendment or removal: 

• In the detailed schedule in Preferred Policy Option 23: 

o (7) A requirement for materials to be sympathetic to the local character and context should 
be added. 

o (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 as increasing the density is never an excuse for introducing 
unsuitable designs into an existing community, the change in density should consider the local 
context. 

o (9) and (10) an additional policy should be inserted, requiring new developments to connect 
safely and easily to local facilities and services for both pedestrians and cyclists.  

o (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. Whilst other qualities covered in this policy point are defined in 
Appendix 1, this term is not defined and is therefore open to misinterpretation. 

o (15) Whilst it is accepted that proper lighting is key for the success of new places, this policy 
point should include that this must be undertaken to ensure negative impacts on the 
surrounding area from light pollution are properly controlled. 

• With regards to Appendix 1 Design Criteria, the Associations have the following detailed comments: 

o 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.” 

o 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. However, to 
reflect the reduction in protection, it is vital that the policy be strictly applied to prevent 
further harm to the amenity of residential properties.” 

o Residential Amenity Space: In respect of the first sentence, where are the requirements for 
public open space defined. The sentence refers to “Policy XX”, and a search of the document 
reveals no reference to standards / requirements for public open space in the policies. It is 
essential that this be properly defined and consulted on before moving forward with the plan. 

o Residential Amenity Space: Why is there no defined standard for the amenity space required 
for a 1 bed house? This is a major omission, and it is unacceptable (and probably infeasible) 
to allow such houses to be built without amenity space. 

o Residential Amenity Space: Is a definition of “winter gardens” to be provided? This is quite a 
loose term and clear definition is considered necessary. 
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Question 25.  

Do you think the Preferred Policy Option for Advertisements is the right approach? If not please identify how 
the option could be changed. Should we have considered alternative options? If no, please explain why. 

This policy covers a wide range of advertising methods and ideas and we have no wish to add to the list of 
where adverts can or cannot be sited. There is however one more item that we think should be added to the 
list of policy options under section 4.  

(g) Advertisements should not cause offence in both their graphic or visual content 

 

Question 26.  

Do you think the Preferred Policy Option for Heritage and the Historic Environment is the right approach? If 
not please identify how the option could be changed. Should we have considered alternative options? If no, 
please explain why. 

No. Whilst this is a fairly comprehensive policy on the protection of Grade 1 and 2 listed buildings and 
conservation areas in Three Rivers District. However, we have the following concerns: 

• Under the heading ' Listed Buildings '. Section (8) reads; “Proposals should preserve or enhance Listed 
Buildings. Applications involving demolition of a Grade 2 Listed Building will only be granted in exceptional 
circumstances and demolition or substantial harm to a Grade 1 or 2 Listed Building will only be granted 
in wholly exceptional circumstances”. We would like to see examples of this given. It is assumed that it 
has happened in the past, but it might help to better understand the policy if a list of reasons area given 
for demolition. Many historic buildings have been rescued in the past when facing demolition. 

• The in section covering Conservation Areas, the following two policies, that are included in the current 
Local Plan but have been omitted from the new proposed policies, need adding: 

o Development Adjacent to Conservation Areas: The setting of Conservation Areas is generally very 
important to maintaining the integrity of the Conservation Area. In the current Local Plan, this 
concept is supported by the inclusion of controls on development adjacent to Conservation Areas 
however, these controls have been omitted from the new Local Plan. As such it is requested that the 
following wording be inserted into the new Local Plan. 

"Permission will not be granted for development outside but near to a Conservation Area if it 
adversely affects the setting, character, appearance of or views in to or out of that Conservation 
Area." 

It has been previously suggested that this is covered by paragraph 11 of the new Plan, however this 
is limited to development within the Conservation Area and therefore does not provide appropriate 
controls to the setting of the Conservation Area. 

o Demolition: The previous local plan gave clear guidance on when demolition in a Conservation Area 
would be allowed. Whilst demolition of an existing building is generally covered by Permitted 
Development, this is not true in Conservation Areas where permission is required. It is important 
that the Local Plan makes this clear to residents to help avoid any demolitions occurring that 
subsequently have to be rebuilt by the resident as they are not permitted. The previous Local Plan 
covered this well, including giving guidance as to when permission might be granted, and it is 
requested that the wording from this be included within the new plan 

“Within Conservation Areas, permission for demolition or substantial demolition will only be granted 
if it can be demonstrated that: 

1. The structure to be demolished makes no contribution to the special character or appearance 
of the area, or; 

2. it can be demonstrated that the structure is wholly beyond repair and incapable of beneficial 
use, or; 

3. 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.” 
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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 no, please 
explain why. 

No. Whilst the policy contains many elements that have significant merit, in light of the Climate 
Emergency declared by the district the policy is not strong enough to ensure that new developments have 
truly sustainable transport and travel capabilities. To achieve this, the policy should: 

• Require any new developments to be within an acceptable walking distance of either services / 
facilities or of frequent public transport connecting to them. Definitions of acceptable should be 
defined within the policies. It is recommended that this distance be defined as a maximum of 1 
mile walked distance where terrain is flat and pavements are provided. Where terrain includes 
significant slopes or obstacles the maximum distance should be reduced commensurate with the 
difficulty these provide.  

• Provide clarity over what qualifies as “safe access” for pedestrians with provision of pavements 
and footpaths separated from vehicular traffic. Such safe routes should be a requirement to link 
new developments of over 10 dwellings to either services & facilities or to frequent public 
transport connecting to those facilities & services. 

• More detail needed on provision of safe cycling routes to services and facilities. Definitions of 
“safe” requirements, including roads of sufficient width to allow vehicles to pass cyclists safely. 

• No developments of over 10 dwellings to be allowed on single track lanes without pavement 
connection to services & facilities or frequent public transport links to them. 

• Developments that cannot provide satisfactory Transport Statements / Assessments should be 
refused. 
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Question 28.  

Do you 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 no, please explain why. 

Yes, though a definition of the minimum size for a standard parking space has not been defined and this should 

be included in the policy or parking standards. 

 

 

 

 

Question 28a.  

Do you think 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 no, please explain 
why. 

No. Whilst many of the standards defined are acceptable (see exceptions outlined below) the definition of 
Sustainability Zones requires refinement as it currently uses a standard straight-line distance measurement 
without taking account of differences in topology and the quality of the road network for use by pedestrians 
and cyclists. These factors will have a material impact on the potential for residents to walk or cycle to 
transport hubs. This needs addressing in the definition of individual Sustainability Zones. 

Areas of Concern 

Car Parking Standards (Spaces Per Dwelling) 

Use Class Description Current 
Standard 

Proposed 
Standard 

Recommended 
Standard 

C3 Residential 1 bedroom dwellings 1.75 0.9 1 

2 bedroom dwellings 2 1.4 1.5 

3 bedroom dwellings 2.25 1.9 2 

4 or more bedroom dwellings 3 2.5 2.5 

 

Cycle Parking Standards 

The standards have been framed using a modal split target of 10% by cycle as a baseline. Bearing in mind the 
declaration of a Climate Emergency in the district and the need to move to more sustainable methods of travel, 
this appears to be far too low – particularly considering the relatively small space requirements of cycle 
parking. It is therefore recommended that the baseline be increased to 25% and all parking standards adjusted 
in line with this 
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Question 29.  

Do you think the Preferred Policy Option for Deliveries, Servicing and Construction is the right approach? If 
not please identify how the option could be changed. Should we have considered alternative options? If no, 
please explain why. 

There are already significant issues regarding access to Chorleywood.  Most of the access routes into the area 
are formed of narrow country lanes.  These are frequently used by horses and riders, farm and other 
agricultural vehicles and in the absence of sufficient footpaths often have to be used by walkers.  

Strains already exist within the road network. Proximity to the M25 and A404 mean that roads become easily 
blocked with particular pressure at morning and evening rush hour.  The number of schools in the area, often 
attracting pupils from outside of the Parish, add further pressures to traffic at school drop-off and collecting 
times.  

Given the specific issues facing access to and from Chorleywood an enhanced approach to deliveries, servicing 
and construction should be adopted:  

(1) All development proposals must consider arrangements for deliveries and servicing and demonstrate that 
adequate provision can be made for future occupiers. Where possible, delivery and servicing arrangements 
should be accommodated off-street and the use of delivery and servicing bays should be strictly controlled. 

This should be enhanced to include a requirement that all development proposals must submit proposals 
for deliveries and servicing.  

(2) In all cases there should be no adverse impacts of deliveries or servicing on the amenity of local residents 
and businesses including from vehicle noise or the size of vehicles. 

Limits on the number of vehicles visiting sites in a 24-hour period should be included.  

(3) Proposals for development should demonstrate that delivery, servicing and emergency vehicles are able 
to enter and exit the site in forward gear and that the proposed arrangements will be safe and will not 
cause traffic obstruction or nuisance. 

Agreed.  

(4) Applications for major developments must demonstrate suitable provision for refuse and recycling 
collection, including details of storage and collection points and locations for vehicles to turn and wait. 

Given the size of the Parish this should be extended to ALL developments to mitigate the impact on 
existing and future residents.    

(5) Delivery and Servicing Plans (DSPs) will be required for developments that by virtue of likely vehicle 
movements may impact on the operation of the public highway, private roads, the public realm and/or on 
the amenity of residents and businesses. The DSP should demonstrate how any potential impacts will be 
mitigated and should seek to encourage use of low-emission vehicles and efficient and sustainable delivery 
systems which minimise motorised vehicle trips. 

Delivery and service plans should be a requirement for ALL developments in the area.    All development 
has an impact on the operation of the public highway, private roads, the public realm and/or on the 
amenity of residents and businesses. 

The reality is that the only significant access road into and out of Chorleywood is Green Street but this 
ends at a narrow road tunnel under the Metropolitan Line. All other access routes are on country lane 
including the Maple Cross exit of the M25 which leads to Long Lane, a narrow, often congested route that 
can only accommodate single lines of traffic – particularly larger vehicles – in several places. 

(6) Developments should adhere to best practice construction techniques to limit impacts on the environment, 
reduce noise and vibration from construction, and manage the transportation of construction waste and 
materials. 

This should be a requirement rather than an aspiration and state that developments MUST adhere to best 
practice.  

Delivery and servicing arrangements can have significant impacts on the quality of the environment and 
living and working conditions of an area and must be considered as an important part of proposals for 
any new development. 
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The Chorleywood Neighbourhood Plan gives plenty of detail of the issue facing local transportation:  

• The A404 running between Rickmansworth and Little Chalfont slows to a crawling pace during ‘peak’ 
times, and regularly slows on the weekend. 

• Parking in Chorleywood is difficult, including around the parade of shops, and discourages vital footfall 
to shops. 

It is widely acknowledged that routes in and out of Chorleywood are dangerous and the area is characterised 
by “tortuous, dangerous, single-carriageways”.  Development will only add to congestion in the area 
particularly during the build period.   Most routes in and out are often held-up by lorries, trucks and farm 
vehicles which cannot pass on the narrow lanes.  

Potholes are already a feature on most roads in the area and added traffic will worsen the state of this vital 
infrastructure. According to the most recent Census evidence over 50% of people in Chorleywood travel to 
work by car whilst the number of people who travel to work either by bicycle or on foot are significantly lower 
than either the surrounding district, the county or the country as a whole. This means roads are already 
strained. 

Given this and the traffic chaos often faced by residents the preferred policy option is not sufficient and should 
be enhanced as much as possible to protect residents, infrastructure and amenity 

 

 

Question 30.  

Do you think the Preferred Policy Option for Waterways is the right approach? If not please identify how 
the option could be changed. Should we have considered alternative options? If no, please explain why. 

The rivers that make up Three Rivers are chalk streams which are extremely rare and under protection orders 
and a wildlife asset. Questions need to be asked of the Environment Agency and their role in this. Before any 
development is started, the infrastructure should be put in place to protect these important water sources 

Following warnings from Thames Water about developments in Chesham, the sewage works there has at least 
twice has caused raw sewage to pollute the River Chess. This chalk river, is recognised by TRDC as part of their 
‘blue highway’ and as our district is downstream from the sewage works the pollution becomes a problem for 
TRDC. In a separate recent incident, an ingress of raw sewage occurred in Whitelands Ave. Chorleywood. 
Thames Water has reported to the affected residents that ‘the capacity of the main sewer leaving the centre 
of Chorleywood is acting as a hydraulic pinch point’. This is evidence that Chorleywood’s current infrastructure 
will become overloaded if more development is permitted. Thames Water has an obligation to provide the 
necessary sewage infrastructure therefore, any decision regarding the development of the proposed sites 
should be deferred until Thames Water has demonstrated they are willing and able to ‘reinforce the sewage 
network to accommodate post development discharge without detriment’. 

 

 

Question 31.  

Do you think the Preferred Policy Option for Broadband and Electronic Communications is the right approach? 
If not please identify how the option could be changed. Should we have considered alternative options?  If no, 
please explain why. 

The policy is the right approach, but we believe it should be strengthened in two areas, emphasising mobile as 
well as cabling, with part 2 to read addition in italics: 

(2) All residential, employment and commercial developments should be served by or be capable of being 
served by super-fast broadband through the integration of appropriate measures such as open access 
ducting to industry standards, ideally with Fibre to the Premises connected to, or in the future be able to 
be connected to, telecommunication cabinets served by super-fast broadband providers.   All 
developments should also be served by mobile phone coverage that allows at least 4G data and 5G when 
available.  Mobile phone providers should be involved in early planning for developments to allow for 
such coverage to be provided in their expansion plans. 


