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Health check template

Hackbridge and Beddington Corner Draft Neighbourhood Plan. 2015-2025. Public Consultation Draft. January 2015 

NPIERS Health Check Report

Prepared by Andrew Pannell (B.A. Hons. Urban and Regional Planning)

12th March  2015
Introduction and Overview

I was given the task of carrying out a health check on the 2nd March 2015 and supplied with the above version of the plan

I have been in correspondence with Adam Brown of Royal Town Planning Institute / Planning Aid and with Dean James of Strategic Planning, London Borough of Sutton who have supplied me with information to complete this health check.

The health check is in two parts. The first is the answers to the questions in the template and the second is the Appendix of Policy Comments.

The general comments and recommendations for changes and additions to the plan are set out and numbered in the Appendix.

Part 1 – Process
	
	Criteria
	Response/Comments

	1.1
	Have the necessary statutory requirements been met in terms of the designation of the neighbourhood area? 


	Yes – The council formally designated the neighbourhood area in September 2012 following the consultation required by the regulations.: http://sutton.moderngov.co.uk/documents/s24013/A%20Neighbourhood%20Plan%20for%20Hackbridge%20-%2018%209%2012.pdf

	1.2
	If the area does not have a parish council, have the necessary statutory requirements been met in terms of the designation of the neighbourhood forum? 


	Yes – The council formally designated the neighbourhood forum in September 2012 following the consultation required by the regulations.: http://sutton.moderngov.co.uk/documents/s24013/A%20Neighbourhood%20Plan%20for%20Hackbridge%20-%2018%209%2012.pdf

	1.3
	Has the plan been the subject of appropriate pre-submission consultation and publicity, as set out in the legislation, or is this underway? 


	No - The first formal period of public consultation required by the regulations has not taken place yet. This is because the council is of the view that the draft neighbourhood plan needs further work.

	1.4
	Has there been a programme of community engagement proportionate to the scale and complexity of the plan?


	Yes – There has been extensive and ongoing consultation with the local community since the group was formed, all of which has been recorded.

	1.5
	Are arrangements in place for an independent examiner to be appointed? 


	No – This is still a long way off so has not been looked into yet

	1.6
	Are discussions taking place with the electoral services team on holding the referendum? 


	Yes – Planning officers have had early conversation with electoral services about the referendum

	1.7
	Is there a clear project plan for bringing the plan into force and does it take account of local authority committee cycles? 


	Yes – The Council have considered how/when the neighbourhood plan will reach adoption, taking into account the council’s committee cycles. However, this is constantly changing / being pushed back as the first stage consultation has not taken place.

	1.8
	Has an SEA screening been carried out by the LPA? 


	No – this will be published shortly (The Council are of the view that a full SEA/SA will not be required)

	1.9
	Has an HRA screening been carried out by the LPA? 


	No – this will be published shortly (The Council are of the view that a full HRA will not be required)


Part 2 – Content

	
	Criteria
	Response/Comments

	2.1
	Are each of the plan policies clear, unambiguous and appropriately justified? 


	See Appendix, Policy Comments.

	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? 


	See Appendix, Policy Comments

	2.3
	Are there any obvious conflicts with the NPPF? 


	See Appendix, Policy Comments

	2.4
	Is there a clear explanation of the ways the plan contributes to the achievement of sustainable development? 


	See Appendix, Policy Comments

	2.5
	Are there any issues around compatibility with human rights or EU obligations? 


	None  that I am aware from the information I have received.

	2.6
	Does the plan avoid dealing with excluded development including nationally significant infrastructure, waste and minerals? 


	Yes

	2.7
	Is there consensus between the local planning authority and the qualifying body over whether the plan meets the basic conditions including conformity with strategic development plan policy and, if not, what are the areas of disagreement? 


	No – The council is of the view that the Plan is not in strategic conformity in a number of areas (although the Plan is a living document so these things may have been addressed in the submission version submitted for this health check)

The council has commented on the content of the plan at various stages. The latest schedule of comments is date November 2015 which pre dates the version that I have read for this health check.

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


	See Appendix, Policy Comments

	
	
	


Notes:

Parts 1 and 2 of the template should be completed first. The box should be completed in as concise a way as possible. It should state whether the criterion has been met, with a brief explanation (1-3 sentences, preferably). Any recommendations for action should also be included (1-2 sentences preferable). These actions should also be transferred to the ‘Summary of Recommendations’ section at the beginning of the report, with criteria in brackets after. 

The report is meant to help qualifying bodies by identifying any possible problems so that they can address them prior to submission. It should be written in clear, concise and accessible way. Recommendations should be practical and constructive.
