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1.0 Introduction

The purpose of a pre-submission report or ‘health check’ which takes place prior to submission for examination consists of reviewing the draft plan to see if it meets the ‘basic conditions’ and advise on any potential amendments required to ensure the plan does meet the ‘basic conditions’. It will not involve re-writing of the policies but provides general advice on what changes need to be made.

The National Planning Policy Framework states in paragraph 154 that, ‘only policies that provide a clear indication of how a decision maker should react to a development proposal should be included in the plan’. Therefore this section of the report also provides comments on how some of the policies could be better expressed to meet this requirement.

This appendix answers the following questions in the Health Check Template:

2.1. Is each of the plan’s policies clear, unambiguous, and appropriately justified?

2.2. Is it clear which parts of the draft plan form ‘the neighbourhood plan proposal (i.e. the neighbourhood development plan) under the Localism Act, subject to the independent examination and which parts do not form part of the ‘plan proposal’, and would not be tested by the independent examination?

2.3. Are there any obvious conflicts with the NPPF?

2.8. Are there any obvious errors in the plan or other matters that require consideration?

The remaining questions are answered in the NPIERS Health Check Template.

2.0 General Comments

I am aware that the local planning authority has provided comments on the draft plan policies at various stages. They are far more knowledgeable about the local area and the planning policy context than me. These health check comments are therefore meant to complement the local authority comments. They are mostly concerned with ensuring that policies meet the basic conditions, particularly with regard to being in general conformity with existing strategic planning policy. They are also concerned with ensuring that policies are fit for development management and concentrate on the development and use of land.

The vision and objectives section is very clear on links between themes, objectives and policies. However it would be useful to describe how the plan is to be monitored and in particular how the objectives are to be measured.

It is not clear why some policies only apply to ‘significant development’ as defined in the plan and some policies only apply to all development irrespective of scale.

It would also be helpful for accurate reference if the bullet points in the policies were numbered and the paragraphs in the justifications are also numbered.

A statement will need to be completed on how the draft plan meets the basic conditions and another report on the consultation that has taken place and how the plan has been changed to respond to these comments.

Community Infrastructure Levy and Section 106 Obligations

I understand that Sutton Council has adopted a Community Infrastructure Levy charging schedule in April 2014. This could be used to provide finance for some of the projects and infrastructure identified in the Hackbridge Plan.

According to the Community Infrastructure Regulations 2010, any infrastructure which is directly required as a result of development will continue to be sought through Section 106 agreements, as will affordable housing provision. Section 106 obligations will therefore remain alongside CIL.These will be restricted to that infrastructure required to directly mitigate the impact of a proposal. The regulations restrict the use of planning obligations to ensure that individual developments are not charged for the same items of infrastructure through both planning obligations under Sec 106 and CIL.

 As CIL has been adopted, financial contributions through planning obligations can only be sought for a limited number of on site measures and to mitigate the direct impacts of the proposed development. However it is not clear in some of the policies what will be provided by CIL and what will be achieved through on site measures through planning conditions or planning obligations. 

Recommendation 1

The plan should describe the adopted CIL charging schedule, how it will contribute to the achievement of the Hackbridge Neighbourhood Plan and explain that planning obligations can only be used for a limited number of on site measures and to mitigate the direct impacts of the proposed development. Where this is applicable the policies should describe what will be achieved through CIL and what will be expected through planning obligations.

3.0 Detailed Policy Comments

These comments contain an explanation for the comments, questions, helpful advice and direct recommendations

H & BEP 1. Local Character and Sense of Place

It is not clear why these principles should be applied only to ‘significant development’ as defined by the thresholds on page 30. These principles could reasonably be applied to all new development irrespective of scale. 

The phrase ‘use sustainability’ in the second bullet point is too vague for development management purposes.

The last two paragraphs in the justification on street furniture and public art and historic buildings and character are policy considerations and could be added as numbered bullet points to the policy.

Recommendation 2.

The plan should either describe the sustainability design features that should be considered in developments or omit this requirement.

Page 32. Urban design criteria. 

These could be useful as monitoring indicators to measure the performance of the plan.

H&BEP 2. Sustainable design for sustainable living

It is not clear why these principles should be applied only to ‘significant development’ as defined by the thresholds on page 30. These principles could reasonably be applied to all new development irrespective of scale. 

The first paragraph is the introduction and explanation to the policy and should be included in the justification.

The last paragraph of the policy that refers to the ‘One Planet’ Action Plan repeats the 1st paragraph and should therefore also be included in the introduction.

Recommendation 3

The requirement to ‘exceed’ minimum cycle standards in the Development Plan document is too vague. The plan should set out the circumstances where the DPD standards are insufficient and by how much the standards should be exceeded in such circumstances or omit the requirement to exceed.

H&BEP 4 Housing Needs for Hackbridge Residents

It is not clear what affordable housing standards are being applied here.

It is not clear exactly what is a ‘community led housing project’, More explanation is needed in the justification.

Recommendation 4.

The policy should be in conformity with the relevant Sutton Core Strategy policies on affordable housing. 

Non-segregation of affordable housing is a design and layout principle and should be included in the relevant policy.

Policy LEP 1 Employment land

Recommendation 5

This policy mixes up two sets of requirements. It should distinguish between those planning requirements that apply to all new development and those that apply to land adjacent to Hackbridge Railway Station.

It should also distinguish between design and layout requirements and the types of employment development desired.

The requirement to consult established businesses is not strictly a land use matter. It should be placed in the introduction.

Policy LEP 2 Employment Opportunities.

The purpose of this policy is unclear. Does ‘all development proposals’ mean ‘all employment development proposals’?

The last bullet point is not necessary, as the plan must be read as a whole.

Recommendation 6

Any planning requirements arising from the redevelopment or refurbishment of Hackbridge Railway Station should be set out in a separate part of the policy so it is clear to which site they apply. 

It is not clear what ‘local sustainable jobs’ means. This term should be defined or omitted.

Policy EP 1 Wandle Valley Regional Park.

It is not clear which areas of open space within the plan area from part of the Wandle Valley Regional Park.

The policy is too vague. It is not clear how individual developments could or should contribute to the ‘conservation and enhancement’ of these open spaces unless this can be done by on site works.

As Sutton has adopted a CIL charging schedule then financial contributions through Section 106 agreements may only be required mitigating the direct impacts of the proposed development. 

It would be useful to name any sites that could contribute to the policy directly through on site measures.

Policy EP2  Access to the Wandle Valley Regional Park. WVRP

This policy is too vague. It is not clear how individual developments could or should contribute to the improvements of these bridges. Is there a costed scheme to improve these access links?  Could CIL money be used?

It is not normally possible to use Section 106 agreements to secure financial contributions from developers to support improved access to the Wandle Valley Regional Park unless this is related to the direct impacts of the development.

Recommendation 7

There should be an explanation in both policies EP1 and EP 2 about how developers can contribute to the WVRP through CIL and Section 106 agreements as appropriate.

Policy  EP3 Protect Metropolitan Open Land

As these areas are already protected from development by the London Plan policy 7.17 there is no need to repeat the policy in a neighbourhood plan. Any neighbourhood plan policy about the MOL should conform with the strategic policy.

It would be useful however to put the four areas of MOL on a plan.

Policy EP4 Improve the quality of and access to the land north of BedZED

Currently the policy does not describe exactly how the ‘quality of and access to’ the site will be achieved. The text in the policy is not a development management policy but is an explanation and justification. On the other hand the justification describes measures for improvement that could be in the policy.

Recommendation 8

The policy should be re written as a development management policy.

The neighbourhood plan cannot state how the Site Allocations DPD should be amended to reflect changes, as this is a matter for the DPD. Therefore references to this in the last paragraph of the justification should be deleted.

Policy EP5 Local Green Space Designation.

NPPG states in Paragraph 011, ‘If land is already protected by Green Belt or in London, policy on Metropolitan Open Land, then consideration should be given to whether any additional local benefit would be gained by designation as Local Green Space’.

The plan also needs to comply with paragraph 77 of NPPF bullet 2 that states,’ Where the green area is demonstrably special to the local community and holds special local significance for example because of its beauty, historic significance, recreation value, tranquillity, richness of wildlife.

Recommendation 9

The plan should set out more clearly how the proposed designations meet these criteria in national planning policy and guidance and in particular why land that is already protected from development as part of the MOL what ‘additional benefit’ would be gained by designation as Local Green Space. In particular the plan should state the evidence arising from public consultation on the plan that these spaces hold ‘special local significance’.

The policy should not include any land yet to be identified as part of the redevelopment of the Felnex Site unless it can be shown on the proposals map and justified as described above.

Policy EP6 Management of current public open spaces.

The ‘green space management guidelines for current spaces and new developments’ in the box on page 46 could be adapted for inclusion in a policy to provide guidelines for developers when designing the landscape elements of their schemes.

As currently worded the policy is aimed at management of existing spaces rather than the design of new developments.

It is suggested that a new separate policy of green space guidelines for new development could be used to distinguish these guidelines from those governing the management of current open space.

Policy EP7 Green Infrastructure.

If developers are to be asked for financial contributions towards the cost of green infrastructure for sites that do not include or lie adjacent to the existing or proposed green corridors then this cannot be a requirement of planning permission or planning obligation if it is not directly related to the development.

It is not normally possible to use Section 106 agreements to secure financial contributions from developers to support green infrastructure unless this is required to mitigate the direct impacts of the proposed development.

Recommendation 10

The above policy should make clear the distinction between the ways that planning obligations and Community Infrastructure Levy could be used to fund improvements to green infrastructure.

Policy EP8 Better use of soft landscaping and materials.

Recommendation 11

This policy should be re-worded to be expressed as a development management policy. For example, ‘Development proposals should use soft landscaping in an innovative way to combat climate change. The following measures will be encouraged: ‘

The second and third sentences in the 1st paragraph are best placed as part of the justification.

Policy EP9 Green space design and management.

The requirement that ‘any development on existing green space must be offset elsewhere within the neighbourhood boundary’ is too vague for developers and decision makers.

It would also appear to weaken the protection given to green space in other policies. 

It is not clear what ‘offset’ means. Does this imply that the total area of green space lost to development is to be replaced elsewhere in the neighbourhood? Given that most of the neighbourhood is built up there are probably few opportunities fro new replacement green spaces to be provided. This will make it difficult for developers to implement the policy.

Recommendation 12

The policy should be amended to deal with these shortcomings.

Policy EW&WP2  Neighbourhood heating systems

Developers may find this policy hard to implement because it is difficult for them to demonstrate how a development scheme can connect to the proposed Sutton Decentralised Energy network before it is implemented. 

Recommendation 13.

The policy should be reworded to reflect Sutton Core Strategy paragraph 6.91 ‘safeguarding existing heating and cooling networks and ensuring that new development is designed to connect to them’.

Policy EW & WP4 Water efficient appliances.

It is not clear how developers, in designing a scheme can ’seek to ensure’ that potable water consumption is limited to the figures specified. The choice and design of toilets, showers and taps is not defined as ‘development’ in planning legislation and therefore may not be suitable for inclusion in a planning policy. Examples of measures to reduce water consumption would be better placed in the justification of the policy.

Policy MP2 Sustainable and public transport.

If developers are to be asked for financial contributions towards the cost of transport infrastructure for sites that do not include or lie adjacent to the existing or proposed routes then this cannot be a requirement of planning permission or planning obligation if it is not directly related to the development.

It is not normally possible to use Section 106 agreements to secure financial contributions from developers to support public transport and transport infrastructure unless this is required to mitigate the direct impacts of the proposed development.

Recommendation 14

The above policy should make clear the distinction between the ways that planning obligations and Community Infrastructure Levy could be used to fund improvements to public transport and transport infrastructure.

Policy MP4 Car Clubs and Electric Cars.

It is unclear whether electric charging points are to be provided at all significant development sites or just at the town centre shopping area and the station. 

Developers will only be able to provide charging points at the sites they are developing. 

Policy CCWI1 Safeguarding and enhancing heritage assets and areas of special local character

Recommendation 15

The second and third paragraphs of this policy are not expressed as development management policies but would be appropriate for inclusion in the justification.

Protection for bridges should be expressed as a development management policy to ensure that they are not demolished and that they are maintained and enhanced by public funding and developer contributions where appropriate.

Policy CCWI2 Conservation Areas

This policy is an expression of intent to designate conservation areas and it not appropriate as a planning policy.

Recommendation 16

Put this section in the main body of the text and not as a planning policy.
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