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16 May 2017 

Dear Mr Evans 
 
Comments on the Draft Radlett Neighbourhood Plan (April 2017) 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Radlett Neighbourhood Plan prior to taking 
the document out to public consultation. We think the Plan is clearly laid out and generally provides 
an appropriate level of detail, and have provided detailed comments below. Some further 
comments (primarily on more detailed points e.g. typos/grammar/factual queries) have been made 
within the attached pdf version of the Plan. 

General observations 

Although many of the policies are clearly supportive of certain types of development, the 
Plan would benefit from being clearer about what would be permitted and in some places 
elements of individual policies would be better incorporated into the supporting text.   

Given the level of detail in the Plan, the absence of any sites being allocated or reserved 
ought to be revisited. This could include land currently owned by APC within Radlett which it 
is seeking to develop or enhance.  A key diagram which identifies and where appropriate 
allocates or reserve sites could cover any of the following: 

 Starveacres 

 Options for Health Hub locations 

 Potential Scrubbits Wood affordable housing site  

 Land to rear of War Memorial 

 Relocation of Fair Field School and development of current site for housing 

Other general observations are as follows: 

 The intent behind addressing the mismatch between housing supply and demand is 
noted but care should be taken that policies do not conflict with the presumption in favour 
of sustainable development.  Policies relating to bungalows need to be drafted with this 
in mind. 

 HBC Policy CS19 covers the role of Key Community Facility.  The NP could support this 
by identifying what it considers to be KCFs locally 

 There are insufficient references to the Conservation Areas and it is suggested that 
specific design policies or principles should be considered for the two CAs 

 Nomenclature is inconsistent with references to HBC, Hertsmere Borough Council, HCC, 
Herts County Council and Hertfordshire County Council used interchangeably 

 



Specific Comments 

Para 1.3 
First reference to ‘HBC’ so would suggest changing to ‘Hertsmere Borough Council (HBC)’ 

Para 1.6 
Would be more appropriate to say this is ‘the first time….to create planning policies at a 
village or parish level with this degree of formal weight’.     

P.11 Figure 1: Radlett Neighbourhood Plan Area 
The map shows a slightly older version of the boundary than the adopted version – there is a 
small change to the western side. Grace will provide the approved version (this is attached 
to the same email as this letter). 

Important to match up the timescales of HBC’s Local Plan and the NP.  As this Plan is 
intended to operate with the Core Strategy timescale, it would be best to give this Plan a 
period up to 2027, with the option to review as and when HBC updates its Local Plan.     

Para 3.11 
The Vision is perhaps a little too broadly scoped.  Something about delivering affordable 
housing for local people on suitable sites may reflect some of the concerns which have been 
expressed locally in terms of the top priorities on p.14. 

Para 3.12 – Our Objectives 

Objective 2: May be helpful to refer to the ‘character and function of the village’ and then 
expand page 20 to describe the function of Radlett including in relation to the wider area 

Objective 5: The term ‘Local Green Spaces’ (capitalised) has a very specific definition in the 
NPPF. Of 11 spaces designated as such in the SADM plan, only 1 is in Radlett (Cemetery, 
Watling Street). This already has strong protection from development through the Local 
Plan. 

Objective 13: as drafted this appears to go beyond the scope of a Neighbourhood Plan.  
Would suggest that where sites are specifically allocated in the NP, this presents an 
opportunity for neighbourhood/Parish Council engagement.  HBC can include such an 
expectation in its Statement of Community Involvement (SCI) which is currently being 
revised.  On other sites, HBC would not expect it to be a requirement of developers in 
formulating their proposals given the overall expectation in our SCI around pre-application 
consultation as well as the involvement of ward Councillors in pre-application meetings. 

Policies 

General 

The NPPF seeks positive wording (which can be difficult to achieve), and this has been 
sought through many inspectors’ reports on neighbourhood plans, as well as our own recent 
experience during the examination of the SADM plan. Some of the policies are positively 
worded (e.g. HA1), while others are not, so is recommended that the wording of those be 
reconsidered. 

Policy H1 Housing choices: mix of housing types (p.28-31) 

The interpretation of the evidence collected through the surveys needs to be made clear – to 
be made available on a website. Breaking this down by demographic would be useful to 
demonstrate that it does represent a wide cross-section of the population of Radlett. 

Policy H1.1 
“H1.1 Development for new dwellings or alterations and extensions to existing properties is 
strongly supported if it reduces the local shortfall in: ...” 



 In applying this policy, I am not sure how the decision-taker would know whether a 
particular proposal would be reducing a local shortfall or not. Some kind of monitoring 
data/reports would be required in order to know whether here was a shortfall in supply of 
these types of housing compared to demand, and this would need to be updated 
regularly (annually?).  The policy also presumes that there is a local shortfall that will 
exist throughout the plan period. 

 The policy is also not currently positively worded. Would suggest re-wording to 
something like “...will be permitted where it increases the local supply of: ...” 

Policy H1.2  

 This part of the policy is not currently ‘positively worded’ as sought by the NPPF. This 
has been an issue for other neighbourhood plans (as well as Local Plans). What does 
‘will not be supported’ mean? Could say “Proposals will be permitted/will be supported 
where they would not result in a net loss of residential dwellings...” 

 If using a more positive form of words (i.e. will be permitted) it may be appropriate under 
(c) to refer to ‘and relevant Hertsmere Borough Council Local Plan policies’ 

 It is not clear what is meant by ‘dwellings suitable for smaller households’. What is meant 
by ‘smaller’ households? Does this mean 1-2 person households only? In theory, a large 
dwelling could be suitable for a smaller household if that is what they want. Most of the 
large replacement dwellings built in Radlett are likely to be for households which are not 
particularly large. Perhaps specify a number of bedrooms? (3-beds and below?) 

Policy H2 Respecting and Enhancing Town and Landscape Patterns (p.32-37) 

 Suggest replacing the word ‘town’ with ‘townscape’ in this section (i.e. “townscape and 
landscape”) for clarity as Radlett is referred to as a village elsewhere in the plan. 

Policy H2.1 Understanding local town and landscape patterns 

 The background information within the policy may be better moved to the supporting text 
in order to strengthen the policy. 

 Suggested wording: 
“To secure efficient land use and ensure that development reflects the size, pattern and 
character of Radlett, development proposals are expected to respond positively to the 
local townscape and landscape character. 

Specifically applications shall demonstrate clearly and succinctly how proposed 
development respects and enhances the character of the local town and landscape with 
regard to the specific characteristics described in the Radlett Character Assessment. In 
this regard, applicants are expected to use the Radlett Character Assessment. 

Applicants are expected to show this through to scale illustrations of height, mass, bulk 
and appearance, covering building material choices and finishes of proposed 
development in its landscape, topographical and street scene context.” 

Policy H2.2 Garden Land Developments 

 The policy restates part of Hertsmere’s design guidance. It may be stronger to word this 
as a standalone policy (so cut out the first paragraph and begin with the criteria). 
Hertsmere’s design guidance could be mentioned in the supporting text.  It may be best 
to combine H2.1 and H2.2 together. 

Either way, it is best not to refer to specific sections as the latest version of the guidance 
has yet to be adopted and section headers and numbering are likely to change. The 
guidance may also be reviewed again once we have a new local plan in place, so could 
make the policy out of date. 



 Density of development is a separate measure to plot coverage.  Replacing a small 
bungalow with a 7 bed detached house is still the same density, in terms of dwellings per 
hectare.  Would be better to focus on plot coverage here, as per c). 

Policy H2.3 Design rules for extensions and alterations to detached and semi-detached 
residential dwellings 

 Suggest making it clear that these design codes and guidance apply to all areas of 
Radlett outside of the two conservation areas. 

 Rather than ‘the average of the surrounding homes’ under a), may be better to state ‘the 
prevailing pattern of nearby development’ 

 Suggest setting a spacing standard (if appropriate) directly through this policy rather than 
referencing an SPD. In the case that the SPD was amended and this standard removed, 
this would mean it would still apply in Radlett. 

 HBC takes a firmer line on gates in the (draft) revised Planning and Design Guide.  We 
would want to see this reflected in d). 

 The last part of point e) about biodiversity (“aimed at making a positive contribution to 
biodiversity”) might be better incorporated within point d) as it does not have much 
relation to parking, refuse and recycling facilities. 

 Point f) could be difficult to enforce – planning conditions/legal agreements will be 
required to retain hedging, and new buyers may not be aware of this as planning 
permission is not normally required to remove hedges and erect fences to a certain 
height. 

Policy H2.4 Trees 

 a) 1) and 3) may be difficult to enforce as where the trees are not in a Conservation Area 
or protected by a TPO their removal is outside of planning control, so could be done 
before a planning application is submitted.  Policy SADM12 sets overall parameters for 
trees on development sites, so this policy needs to add some local relevance / 
distinctiveness    

 a) 4) is this point finished? 

 b) it should be ensured that it is possible for such legal agreements or planning 
conditions to meet the tests in the PPG/CIL Regs: 

o necessary to make the development acceptable in planning terms 
o reasonable 
o related in scale and kind to the development. 

We would have concern that they may not be considered ‘reasonable’ unless the trees 
were covered by a TPO (or possibly in a Conservation Area) and/or were of high quality 
– Category A or B – so capable of being covered by a TPO. 

 Point c) should read ‘Tree Preservation Orders’  

Housing Design H3 The Radlett Bungalows: Context And Reasoned Justification 

Locally listed buildings: 

 Para 3.35 discusses the List of Locally Important Buildings in Hertsmere and states that 
this goes further to protect these buildings than it actually does. Hertsmere’s list does not 
differentiate between buildings in terms of their importance, or put them into sub-
categories. 

 I’m not sure where the quote comes from which is indented and begins “Grade A...”? 



 Policy SADM29 states the development proposals affecting buildings on the list will be 
expected to “maintain or improve the appearance and character of the building, and its 
setting”. The demolition of buildings on the list will therefore not be supported”. 

 Bottom photo on p.40 – blur the car number plate 

 Mapping of the bungalows – the heat map approach seems fine as it highlights the areas 
with the highest concentration of bungalows which are those areas listed in the policy, as 
well as showing other areas where the bungalow is still prevalent typology. The map 
should be a large enough scale to enable the street names to be clearly seen (perhaps a 
full A4 page on its own either within the plan or as an appendix). 

Policy H3.1 Radlett Bungalows 
The policy seeks to deal with two issues: 

 function of bungalows as accessible housing suitable for people who need/want to have 
most of their living space on one level. 

 form of bungalows as a housing typology; their appearance, height and the way they sit 
within the setting of Radlett. 

Bungalows clearly functioning as accessible bungalows could be offered additional 
protection but those which contribute more broadly to the local setting perform a different 
role and the policy ought to differentiate between the two and justify their protection in 
different ways. 

Policy H3.2 Local List 

 This section would be better-placed in the supporting text as it is not a policy that can be 
used in planning decision-making. 

 Amend the wording to “...through adding all bungalows in identified distinct clusters of 
bungalows as ‘Non-Designated Heritage Assets: Grade B.’ to the list. They are 
structures that are important in the architectural context and the local street scene, and 
warrant positive efforts to ensure their preservation.” 

Policy H3.3  

 Is this policy stating that bungalows must be replaced with bungalows or simply that the 
overall scale and massing should be commensurate to the existing structure? Some 
bungalows have significant ridge heights which are capable of being replicated in a two 
storey house. 

H4 Designing with Local Knowledge 

While the intent behind the policy is understood, there is a risk that this policy goes beyond 
the scope of a Neighbourhood Plan and unnecessarily duplicates the Local Planning 
Authority’s requirements in terms of pre-application engagement and information to 
accompany planning applications.  It is suggested that the policy focuses on any sites which 
are allocated in the NP which HBC would be able to cross-reference in its Statement of 
Community Involvement.      

H4.1 Design and Development Briefs (DDBs) 

 Add a 500m2 threshold for office, retail etc. 

 “j) Indicative timing and phasing of the proposed development” – this is something that 
may be required on application forms in future as it is proposed through the Housing 
White Paper. 

 “In preparing the DDB, and prior to any planning application being submitted, the 
promoter/developer is expected to actively engage with the Parish Council and the local 
community as part of the design process.” – would suggest moving this paragraph to the 
beginning of H4.3 as it alludes to the statement of consultation and the engagement with 
the community. 



 

 

Green Belt Land 

 Para 3.44: propose mentioning the minor boundary changes made through the Local 
Plan 2012-2027 to better-align small parts of the boundary with the situation on the 
ground. 

Minor Amendments to Green Belt Boundary 

 Para 3.48: could either delete this paragraph now that the SADM plan has been adopted, 
or amend it to reflect the fact that the minor changes have now been made and were 
adopted in 2016 as part of the Local Plan 2012-2027. 

Local Plan 2016 2012-2027: Priority Development Sites in the Green Belt  

 Amend sub-heading to: “Local Plan 2016 2012-2027: Priority Development Sites in the 
Green Belt” 

Para 3.49: 

 SHLAA – we are currently carrying out a new assessment of sites (now called a Housing 
and Economic Land Availability Assessment or HELAA) which could change this. 
Perhaps add that a new local plan for Hertsmere is currently being prepared, so this 
situation is subject to change (but Starveacres is a logical first choice of site because it 
has been safeguarded so is no longer in the Green Belt, although it is treated as such 
until such time as it is needed for housing development).   

Beneficial Use of the Green Belt 
Para 3.53: 

 The process for creating/diverting/upgrading footpaths and bridleways is very protracted 
and legalistic (as we have found from our own recent experiences in Shenley). 
Upgrading to a bridleway can only happen if there is sufficient width available, and 
agreements need to be made as to who will finance and carry out any widening works 
needed, plus who will take on responsibility for any trees which fall within the path (HCC 
are not normally willing to take on trees in new bridleways and footpaths). 

Policy GB1 Development Principles 

 Part a) refers to “a significant contribution to achieving Objective 4 of Policy SADM 
(2015)” – does this mean Objective 4 of the Core Strategy 2012 “To work towards 
meeting the community’s need for Affordable Housing”? 

 HBC Policy SADM2 identifies that Starveacres may be brought forward for development 
in the event that the HBC Local Plan review indicates there is insufficient land available 
within the defined urban area.  That review has recently commenced and there may be 
scope for this NP to set the parameters for the future development of this site.  The 
Starveacres section of Policy GB1 should be taken out of the Green Belt policy (because 
it is no longer Green Belt) and identified separately. 

 The ‘preference for a large proportion of homes for elderly to downsize to’ is understood 
but the policy needs to be more appropriately drafted if it is not to be challenged or 
rejected by a NP examiner. 

 c) there may be a planning justification for relocating Fair Field School to the other side 
of New Road into land which is currently GB but this needs to more clearly stated 
including the fact that the new school would presumably be funded through the disposal 
and redevelopment of the current site.  However, any redevelopment of the current site 
should not be solely or predominantly for affordable housing which is what is indicated in 
the current wording. 



 d) in Policy GB1 conflicts with the HBC Local Plan as it suggests that Green Belt land 
can be developed for housing (subject to the criteria which follow).  There is no Green 
Belt land within the area covered by the Radlett NP which is currently allocated or 
identified as suitable for housing by HBC. 

Radlett Village 

Para 3.58 

 Radlett has two Conservation Areas – Radlett North and Radlett South CA.  There is no 
‘Central Radlett Conservation Area’ 

 Note: the Oakway Parade designation as primary retail frontage is something that can be 
reviewed as part of the new local plan. It may be more suitable as secondary frontage 
given the mix of uses and physical location. 

Medical Facilities in the District Centre 
Para 3.65  

 ‘West Herts Clinical Commissioning Group’ should be ‘Herts Valleys Clinical 
Commissioning Group’ 

Policy RC1 Radlett Village Centre Vitality 
RC1.1 A diverse range of shops and places to meet 

 The intention behind Para b) is noted but the increased Permitted Development rights 
which are now available mean that A1, A2 and A3 uses are largely interchangeable 
under PD. See SADM Policies for what can still be controlled. 

 RC1.1 c) is contradictory to the current Local Plan 2012-2027 and would need to be 
changed. 

Core Strategy Policy CS28 Strengthening Town Centres states: 
“Proposals for rural diversification will be supported where they do not conflict with other 
policies although to protect the role of town centres, further retail development at Battlers 
Green Farm or further afield at the Willows Farm, will not be sought.” 

The preceding section of supporting text on Radlett (Core Strategy para 8.12, p.86): 
“Battlers Green Farm is located immediately adjacent to Radlett and contains a farm shop, in 
addition to a range of other retailers. To protect the viability and vitality of the district centre, 
further retail development, at Battlers Green Farm, just outside Radlett will not be 
supported.” 

RC1.3 

 The Medical Hub policy is supported but it is suggested that RC1.3 is made more 
specific and if there is evidence to support the provision of a new Hub (which there would 
appear to be and this ought to be set out) that sites are allocated or reserved for a new 
facility and shown on a plan for this.  Strongly recommended that any new Hub is seen 
as a CIL funding priority which APC would look to support. 

RC1.4, RC1.5, RC1.6 and RC1.8 

 As currently drafted, uncertain these are land use policies, and as they cannot be 
delivered through the planning process it may be better to place them within the 
‘Community Priority Projects’ section on p.64 rather than as policies.  

The PPG suggests that wider community aspirations dealing with non land use matters 
should be clearly identifiable, e.g. set out in a companion document or annex. 

Other Neighbourhood Plans have done this (e.g. Riseholme Neighbourhood Plan – could 
look at the Examiner’s Report for this one) 

Policy GA Getting Around 

Air Policy 



Para 3.73 

 typo – ‘exasperate’ should be ‘exacerbate’ 

Public Transport 
Para 3.75 

 most bus routes running through Radlett are longer routes (e.g. 601 has now replace 
655, and runs between Welwyn Garden City and Borehamwood via Hatfield, St Albans 
and Radlett), so other parts of the route may be very busy at times (e.g. double-deckers 
are often busy at peak times between Welwyn and St Albans in both directions) but have 
emptied out before reaching Radlett. 

Street Environment 
Para 3.77 

 could also mention Hertsmere’s Streetscape Manual, which contains similar street 
design guidance. 

Parking – Car parking improvements 
Para 3.78 

 perhaps change the title to simply ‘parking’ rather than ‘car parking’ as this paragraph 
also mentions cycle parking.  

 Would suggest swapping the order of the sections on Improved provision specifically for 
cyclists and Car parking improvements in order to strengthen the priority given to 
provision for sustainable transport modes over private cars. 

Policy GA1 to GA5 

 These are wider aspirations for the community/priorities for CIL expenditure rather than 
planning policies relating to land use as such, so might be better included within the 
‘Community Priority Projects’ section on p.64 as mentioned above.  

 Improvements to Radlett Station parking could be considered as a CIL priority by APC if 
that is something which APC wishes to see delivered. 

RS1 Outdoor Play Area and Sports Hall 

Para 3.95-3.96 

 A new open space and sports provision study is being carried out but this has not yet 
been published. Once it is available, these paragraphs can be updated to reflect this. 

Policy RS1.1 and RS1.2 

 These are setting out aspirations/CIL priorities rather than land use policies. 

Updates to Hertsmere planning documents 

Later on in the neighbourhood plan process we will let those working on the Radlett NP 
know about changes to the names or dates of planning documents (both adopted policy 
documents and supporting studies as these emerge) as we are in the process of updating 
various documents (e.g. the Statement of Community Involvement and Design Guide Part 
D), and various studies are being produced as part of the new local plan process. 

 

Please contact me if you have any queries about these comments. We also intend to provide 
formal comments on the draft Radlett Neighbourhood Plan once the period of public 
consultation begins. 

 

Yours sincerely, 

 



Grace Middleton - Planning Officer 


