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1. Introduction
1.1 The Duty to Co-operate was established by the Localism Act 2011, and
amends the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004.
1.2 It places a legal duty on local planning authorities, county councils and public
bodies to work together actively and constructively, on an ongoing basis, to
maximise the effectiveness of Local Plan preparation. These bodies are
prescribed in the Town & Country Planning (Local Planning) (England)
Regulations 2012 and those relevant to Stevenage are set out in Appendix 1.
1.3 National guidance makes clear that the Duty to Co-operate is not a duty to
agree, but that the objective should be to secure the necessary co-operation on
strategic issues, before plans are submitted for examination.
1.4 The Duty to Co-operate relates to matters that have a significant impact on two
or more local planning areas, including infrastructure.
1.5 This statement reviews the Duty to Co-operate actions taken by SBC in
producing the Stevenage Borough Local Plan (SBLP).
1.6 The SBLP, read as a whole, is the product of the continuous and ongoing
discharge of the Duty to Co-operate with many bodies and organisations.
1.7 The Borough Council (SBC) has held extensive Duty to Co-operate discussions
in order to investigate strategic priorities to deliver:
•

New homes and jobs

•

Retail, leisure and other commercial development

•

Infrastructure provision

•

Climate change mitigation and adaption

•

Conservation and enhancement of the natural and historic environment

1.8 In addition, a strategic approach to Green Belt boundaries has been taken.

2. Context
2.1 Stevenage is located within the county of Hertfordshire, around 30 miles north
of London.
2.2 Within 25 miles of the Borough are the northern boroughs of London, the whole
of Hertfordshire, and parts of Bedfordshire, Buckinghamshire, Cambridgeshire
and Essex. The map on p12 of the SBLP shows Stevenage in this strategic
context.
2.3 Stevenage is a small town and Borough, completely surrounded by North
Hertfordshire (NHDC) and East Hertfordshire (EHDC). This means that the
decisions we make, and those that our neighbours make, are particularly
closely related. Any development proposed by NHDC or EHDC on the edge of
Stevenage will provide benefits to the town; providing homes for people that
want to work and spend time (and money) in Stevenage and supporting
investment in the town. However it will also lead to increased pressures on
facilities and infrastructure within the Borough.
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2.4 Although we cannot make plans for land outside of the Borough boundary, the
close relationships are crucial to ensuring a consistent and strategic approach
is taken.
2.5 Stevenage faces a number of issues, many of which require a strategic
approach, including:
•

The Borough is mainly urban, and is ‘underbounded’, meaning there is
a lack of available land for development to meet all of its needs

•

The Borough is surrounded by Green Belt

•

Employment land is being lost to residential development

•

There is a huge shortage of affordable homes

•

The town centre badly needs investment

•

Infrastructure requires improvement, particularly the A1(M).

3. Background
3.1 In September 2004, the Borough Council began work on preparing a series of
Development Plan Documents for Stevenage, including a Core Strategy and
four Area Action Plans, to guide development to 2021 and supersede the
Stevenage District Plan Second Review (SDP2R).
3.2 This included a joint Area Action Plan for Stevenage and North Herts, known as
the Stevenage and North Herts Action Plan (SNAP), in which urban extensions
were being planned for, to the north and west of the town, to meet a large
proportion of the Borough Council’s and NHDC’s housing target, amongst other
things. This reached the issues and options stage.
3.3 Following extensive work, the draft Core Strategy was submitted for
examination in late May 2010, two days before the Secretary of State
announced the revocation of the Regional Spatial Strategy (RSS) for this area,
the East of England Plan. At this point, NHDC decided that they would no
longer work with the Borough Council to deliver new homes within the SNAP
area.
3.4 The Inspector for the Core Strategy decided that the Strategy was in conformity
with the RSS (a statutory requirement), but unsound because NHDC refused to
co-operate with the planning and delivery of cross-boundary urban extensions
to the north and west of the town as required by the RSS.
3.5 The High Court upheld the decision of the Core Strategy Examination Inspector
to insist upon our withdrawing the Core Strategy. The Court stated that it
recognised that it was impossible for the Borough Council to prepare a Core
Strategy that was both in conformity with the RSS and that was deliverable.
Nonetheless, SBC was compelled to withdraw the Core Strategy, which was
done from 1 February 2012.
3.6 Two Area Action Plans were adopted as material considerations in the
determination of planning applications at this time, as was an Interim Planning
Policy Statement that was designed to ‘plug’ the policy holes anticipated to be
left by the revocation of the RSS.
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The effect of the decision of the High Court was that the Borough Council had
no choice but to wait for the Government’s formal revocation of the RSS before
undertaking any public consultation on a replacement local plan.

3.7

4. Summaries of strategic planning priorities
4.1 This section contains summaries, by Local Plan issue, of how SBC has
discharged the Duty to Co-operate. Relevant evidence relating to the actions
identified is provided in Appendix 2.

1. HOUSING
Strategic issue

•

Housing needs should be calculated based on Housing Market Areas – these
often cover more than one local authority area.

•

Need to determine whether objectively assessed housing needs (OAN) can be
met within the boundary, and if not, how they will be met elsewhere.

•

Need to determine whether all OAN can be met within the HMA (i.e. whether
Stevenage is required to meet any further needs not provided by others).

•

Housing sites on the boundary could impact upon neighbouring authorities
(and their Local Plan’s).

•

The impact of plans for housing in other authority areas

Key evidence base
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Housing Technical Paper, 2015
Stevenage and North Herts Strategic Housing Market, 2015 (SHMA, 2015)
Housing Market Areas Study in Bedfordshire and Surrounding Areas, 2015
(HMA)
Strategic Land Availability Assessment: Housing, 2015 (SLAA)
Heritage Impact Assessment: Marymead, Broadwater, 2015
Heritage Impact Assessment: Town centre, 2015
Heritage Impact Assessment: North Stevenage, 2015
Heritage Impact Assessment: Shephall Green, 2015

Strategic Partners
•
•

North Hertfordshire District Council
East Hertfordshire District Council
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•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council
Central Bedfordshire District Council
Luton Borough Council
Bedford Borough Council
Milton Keynes Council
Aylesbury Vale District Council
Highways Authority
Hertfordshire LEP
Hertfordshire County Council
Herts Chamber of Commerce
Historic England
London Luton Airport
Members of the London Luton Airport Consultative Committee (LLACC)

Key Actions
Action 1: Targeted early stage consultation carried out by letter.
Partners: Over 70 local authorities and relevant organisations
Outcome: The consultation asked for opinions on a range of local plan matters
related to Stevenage. One of the key aims was to establish whether any other Local
Planning Authorities (LPAs) might be willing to accommodate any development needs
which we might not be able to provide in Stevenage.
Date:
• Consultation carried out – Dec 2012 to Jan 2013
Action 2: Letter sent to those authorities considered (at the time) to share the
strongest HMA links with Stevenage, to request assistance in meeting development
needs.
Partners: NHDC, EHDC and Central Beds.
Outcome: No offers to meet housing needs were received.
Date:
• Letter sent – April 2014
Action 3: Joint HMA study produced and workshop held.
Partners: Commissioned by a partnership of seven councils:
• Central Beds
• Bedford BC
• LBC
• Milton Keynes Council
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•
•
•

NHDC
SBC
Aylesbury Vale DC.

The following neighbouring area stakeholders were invited to attend the workshop
and consulted throughout the process: Cambridgeshire & Peterborough Joint
Strategic Planning Unit, DBC, EHDC, East Northants Council, Hertsmere BC,
Huntingdonshire DC, North Northants Joint Planning Unit, South Cambs DC, Three
Rivers DC, Uttlesford DC, WBC, Wellingborough BC, WHBC).
The stakeholder workshop was attended by EHDC and WHBC.
Outcome: Identified Housing Market Areas for the partnership and surrounding
areas. Emerging HMA outputs were also discussed with officers and members of
neighbouring local authorities under the Duty to Co-operate.
Dates:
• HMA published – Dec 2015
• Consultation closed – 4 Dec 2015
• Consultation draft circulated – 11 Nov 2015
• Stakeholder workshop – 16 June 2015
• Stakeholder consultation on methodology – feedback required by 1 June 2015
Action 4: Joint SHMA update produced.
Partners: Commissioned by SBC and NHDC.
Representatives from neighbouring authorities were invited to join the Steering Group
for the project, including: Central Beds, DBC, EHDC, LBC, South Cambs, SACDC,
Uttelsford DC, WHBC.
Outcome: Calculated the housing OAN for both areas. Emerging outputs were
shared and discussed with the Steering Group as part of this process.
Date: SHMA published – June 2015

Action 5: Regular meetings held with neighbouring authorities at both officer and
member level.
Partners: NHDC and EHDC
Outcome: Discussions covered a number of housing-related issues including:
HMA’s, housing targets being (likely to be) progressed by each local authority area,
sites likely to impact on other authority areas.
Date:
• Various
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Action 6: Housing sites sent to Highways Authority for informal consultation
Partners: Highways Authority
Outcome: The Highways Authority provided advice on what might be required for
each site. The response did not identify any ‘showstoppers’ in terms of the sites
identified for development.
Date:
• Response received – 13 Oct 2015
• Consultation sent by email - 15 Sept 2015
Action 7: Meeting with Historic England to discuss the Local Plan in general,
including housing sites within or affecting historic assets.
Partners: Historic England
Outcome: In relation to housing allocations – Historic England recommended further
work was carried out to assess the potential impacts of sites within or affecting
heritage assets, in line with their newly published guidance. General guidance is
discussed under Issue 10: The Historic Environment.
Date:
• Heritage Impact Assessments sent to Historic England for comment – 17 Nov
2015
• Heritage Impact Assessments produced – Nov 2015
• Meeting held – 2 Sept 2015
Action 8: Regular meetings with London Luton Airport Consultative Committee
(LLACC) attended by SBC
Partners: London Luton Airport, LLACC
Outcome: SBC is involved in preparing joint responses to London Luton Airport
consultations. Policies within the Local Plan consider the impacts of the airport and
the flight path over the Borough.
Date:
• Meetings held quarterly
Outcomes from strategic working
Early stage consultation
•

Of the thirteen LPAs that responded, only three (Epping Forest, LBC and
NHDC) said they were willing, in principle, to work with us to meet our
development needs.
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•

Given NHDC’s long-standing and strong opposition to making any
development provision for Stevenage, and the lack of a published preferred
options plan, there was a reluctance to place any reliance on NHDC.
Subsequent discussions with Epping Forest and Luton identified that they
would not have the physical capacity to accommodate any unmet needs of
SBC. Therefore, further work was considered necessary.

Letter to HMA authorities
•

Following the release of new housing and population projections, and the
realisation that the housing target for the Borough was likely to increase
further, a letter was sent to those authorities considered (at the time) to share
the strongest HMA links with Stevenage, to request assistance in meeting
these needs. No offers to meet needs were received from NHDC, EHDC or
Central Beds.

HMA Study
•

Joint HMA study provides a consistent, up-to-date, strategic evidence base.
HMA’s identified and agreed by all partners involved in commissioning the
study.

•

Evidence shows that Stevenage is located within a single functional HMA,
stretching from Welwyn Garden City in the south to Sandy in the north and
broadly following the A1(M) / A1 corridor. It ranges from the edges of Luton in
the west to Royston in the east. The HMA covers the significant majority of
North Hertfordshire’s administrative area and smaller parts of Welwyn Hatfield,
Central Beds and East Herts.

•

The study identifies the ‘best fit’ HMA (based on local authority boundaries, in
accordance with PAS guidance) as being Stevenage and North Hertfordshire,
thus confirming this HMA as the most appropriate framework for determining
and meeting housing needs.

•

The study takes into account the existing HMA studies and the previously
defined HMA’s of other authorities, which allows for a strategic approach
across an area much wider than that covered by the commissioning bodies.

•

Feedback from all stakeholders was proactively reviewed and discussed with
officers from the commissioning partnership, and the study revised, where
appropriate. The consultation response (on the draft study) from DBC, on
behalf of the local planning authorities in their SHMA partnership (DBC,
Hertsmere BC, Three Rivers DC and Watford Borough Council) supports the
approach and the ‘best fit’ HMA areas, which accord with their study.

•

Although the 2014 Welwyn Hatfield SHMA identified Welwyn Hatfield Borough
as a separate HMA, Welwyn Hatfield have since expressed concern that they
are not included within any neighbouring authorities’ HMA’s. The study
recognises the complexities of the HMA’s and although ‘best fit’ areas have
been used for the purposes of calculating OAN, WHBC does partially fall within
the same HMA as Stevenage and Duty to Co-operate discussions have been
held in relation to this, and will continue to be held to ensure the needs of the
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HMA are met. The SBLP demonstrates that housing needs can be met within
the Borough boundary. WHBC are yet to determine whether their full OAN can
be met within the Borough, however, due to the urban and under-bounded
nature of Stevenage, SBC is in the position where all potential suitable,
available and achievable development sites (including Green Belt land) have
been considered and no further housing can be accommodated within the
Borough boundary.
Joint SHMA
•

Joint SHMA provides a consistent, up-to-date, strategic evidence base for
planning housing across both areas.

•

This determines the OAN for both areas, thus directly influencing the housing
target in the plan (Policy SP7).

Meetings with NHDC/EHDC – housing need
•

NHDC and EHDC both at an earlier stage in plan development than SBC.
Housing targets are yet to be defined, but draft figures available.

•

Regular meetings (both officer and Member level) ensure timetables and
results of evidence studies are shared, and issues are frequently discussed.
This helps to ensure a strategic approach is taken in both plans and that any
political differences are discussed and resolved, where possible.

•

When it became clear that SBC’s housing needs could not be met without
Green Belt release, Duty to Co-operate discussions around this issue were
held. Authorities were asked if sites being considered around the edge of the
town had potential to meet any of SBC’s housing needs. Both NHDC and
EHDC stated that the sites were likely to be required to meet their own needs.

•

This led to further work being carried out by SBC, to determine whether
densities could be pushed up on identified sites to increase capacity within the
Borough. Following discussions with many town centre landowners – asking
them to plan for larger-scale schemes, and the new emphasis on regenerating
the town centre (as part of the Town Centre Framework and Stevenage First
work – supported by the LEP), assumptions around town centre supply were
changed and projected housing numbers in the town centre were increased,
allowing us to identify sufficient capacity to meet our needs within the Borough
(Strategic Policies SP7 and SP4).

•

As such, no reliance is placed on other local authorities to meet Stevenage’s
needs.

Site allocations
•

Large housing allocations to the north and west (Policies HO2 & HO3)
frequently discussed with NHDC. These have the potential to unlock
development within North Herts, likely to be relied upon to meet their housing
needs. It was agreed that both Plans should contain policies to ensure crossboundary objectives and master planning are considered. Policy IT2 also
allocates a site to provide access into the NHDC part of Stevenage West.
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•

Potential EHDC housing site to the east of Stevenage frequently discussed.
SBC attended meetings and workshops with the developers, alongside EHDC,
and other stakeholders. SBC involvement has been crucial, as the site will be
closer to Stevenage than any other town, and will adjoin the urban area. Draft
policy requirements shared i.e. affordable housing targets, education
requirements, housing mix etc. in advance of plan publication, to ensure the
developers had the most up-to-date information. SBC explored with EHDC
whether this site had potential to meet any of Stevenage’s OAN. EHDC
confirmed the site was to meet their own needs.

•

The LEP have been actively involved in the promotion of new homes within an
extended town centre (Stevenage Central). Their Strategic Economic Plan
(SEP) places a big emphasis on the A1(M) growth area and the regeneration
of Stevenage town centre to provide homes and jobs to boost the Hertfordshire
economy. The Stevenage First board, a partnership including SBC, the LEP,
HCC and Herts Chamber of Commerce, was set up to create the Stevenage
Central Framework and deliver the regeneration of the town centre. This has
actively led to the allocation of 3,000 homes in the town centre under Policy
HO1.

Feedback from Highways Authority
•

No showstoppers identified in terms of the housing sites sent to the Highways
Authority for review (prior to Publication consultation). Key transport
infrastructure issues and likely requirements were identified and officers were
advised where further work was required. Although formal transport modelling
has, and continues to be, undertaken, this provided an informal earlier-stage
consultation and was helpful in determining whether sites selected were
appropriate.

•

Further modelling work is currently being undertaken by the Highways
Authority. This will be covered in the Infrastructure section of this statement
(Issue 6).

Sites within or affecting heritage assets
•

Following representations made on previous versions of the Local Plan and an
invitation from Historic England to discuss the Plan in more detail, a meeting
was held. Local Plan draft policies were discussed and, in particular, potential
site allocations within or affecting heritage assets.

•

Historic England advised Heritage Impact Assessments (HIA’s) should be
carried out for all sites likely to have an impact on heritage assets.

•

HIA’s were subsequently produced for North Stevenage (HO3), the town
centre (primarily TC2, TC5, TC7), Marymead neighbourhood centre (HO1/12)
and Shephall Centre and adj. amenity land (HO1/14). These were sent to
Historic England for approval of the methodology used, and for the key
conclusions to be agreed. No response was received from Historic England.

•

The HIA for North Stevenage (HO3) identified a part of the site put to us by the
developers that would not be suitable for development, as such, the site area
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was reduced to take this into account.
•

Historic England have since confirmed that the methodology used accords with
their best practice guidance and the assessments were good examples of how
to carry out this work. Their response to the Publication version of the SBLP
confirmed that they accept the findings of three of the assessments, but, they
object to the part of the North Stevenage site that falls within the conservation
area. They believe its impact will be significant (but not substantial). Our
assessment shows there will be a negative impact on the conservation area,
but that meeting our housing needs, outweighs the harm.

•

A tri-partite meeting was held between SBC, Historic England and the
developers of the North Stevenage site. No consensus was reached, but it did
allow for a better understanding of the issues from all sides.

Consideration of London Luton Airport
•

SBC attends regular meetings with the London Luton Airport Consultative
Committee (LLACC). This ensures we stay up-to-date with any development
proposals and issues relating to the airport, and also allows SBC to be
involved in any joint responses made to the airport on behalf of the effected
local authorities and organisations.

•

A strategic approach is often taken to responses to consultations, with joint
responses being made from LLACC as a whole, and SBC also discussing
these issues and sometimes providing joint responses with other Herts local
authority members, including HCC.

•

Policies within the SBLP consider the effect of the flight path over the Borough.
Policy HO2 requires the impacts of noise pollution from London Luton Airport
to be mitigated. The supporting text to Policies TC2 to TC7 recognises that
building heights need to take the airport into account and requires developers
to consult with the LLACC at the earliest opportunity.

Ongoing co-operation
•

Duty to Co-operate discussions will continue to be held, with neighbouring
authorities and those within the HMA particularly, in relation to ensuring
housing needs are met across the HMA.

•

MoU’s are currently being drafted with EHDC, NHDC and WHBC. These will
set out issues which have agreement and those where the authorities cannot
agree. It is hoped that an MoU for each authority will be agreed and signed
before the start of the examination process.

•

Joint working will be key to ensuring successful schemes at North and West
Stevenage. It is envisaged that joint meetings/workshops will be held at the
master planning stage.

•

The SBC West of Stevenage allocation (HO2) is wholly within the Borough
boundary. As such an application will come to, and be determined by, SBC
alone. However, if NHDC choose to extend the west of Stevenage
development into their authority area, a cross boundary application is likely to
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be required, as the site is likely to require an access route using land within
Stevenage Borough (allocated for this purpose in the SBLP – under Policy
IT2), as such, co-operation will be essential in determining this application.
•

Duty to Co-operate activities are reported on in the AMR.

2. GYPSY AND TRAVELLER (G&T) PROVISION
Strategic issue
•

Joint studies can enable a strategic approach to G&T provision.

•

Any unmet needs should be accommodated within the local area.

Key evidence base
•
•
•

Gypsy and Traveller site search, 2014
Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation Study, 2013
Northern and Eastern Hertfordshire: Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation
Assessment, 2006

Strategic Partners
•
•
•
•
•

Hertfordshire County Council
North Hertfordshire District Council
Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council
East Hertfordshire District Council
Broxbourne Borough Council

Key Actions
Action 1: Joint evidence study produced to assess future G&T needs across the
study area.
Partners: NHDC, Broxbourne BC, EHDC, WHBC and HCC.
Outcome: A Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation Assessment was published,
followed by a Stage 2 report that identified potential sites to accommodate this need.
Date:
• Stage 2: site search – published October 2008
• Accommodation Assessment – published June 2006
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Action 2: Letter sent to HCA (as landowner) asking whether their sites could be
made available for G&T provision
Partners: HCA
Outcome: Response from HCA offering in principle agreement to making their sites
available for G&T provision, subject to further discussions being held with SBC
around this issue.
Date:
• Response received – 11 Dec 2014
• Letter sent – 21 Nov 2014
Action 3: Letters sent to neighbouring authorities asking for help in meeting identified
shortfall in G&T provision
Partners: NHDC, WHBC, EHDC, Central Beds.
Outcome: NHDC, EHDC and Central Beds. responded to say they are unable to help
meet any of Stevenage’s unmet needs at this time. No response recorded from
WHBC.
Date:
• Responses received – July 2015
• Letters sent – 30 June 2015
Action 4: EHDC formally asked if their site on the edge of Stevenage has the
potential to accommodate G&T needs for SBC.
Partners: EHDC
Outcome: Email sent to EHDC, following a meeting held about G&T provision. EHDC
did not provide a formal reply. This was discussed further in subsequent Duty to Cooperate meetings. EHDC stated that the site would be required to meet their own
Travelling show people needs and that G&T provision should not be provided on
these sites.
Date:
• Email sent to EHDC – 27 Aug 2015
• G&T Meeting held – 13 Aug 2015
Outcomes from strategic working
Evidence base
•

SBC took part in a joint Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation Assessment.
This provided a strategic approach to assessing G&T requirements for the
future. This was followed by a report in 2007 which looked at potential areas
within these five districts that may be suitable for G&T pitches. This joint work
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informed future studies, which fed directly into the Plan as key pieces of
evidence.
•

SBC commissioned an update to this study in 2013. This study reviews the
findings of the 2006 assessment using up-to-date data. SBC consultants
worked with HCC and SBC staff in housing and planning, and Health and
Education relating to the G&T community in producing this work. This provides
the evidence to inform the Local Plan target for G&T provision (Policy SP7).

•

The site search identified two potential sites that met the broad tests of
suitability and availability for G&T use. However, it also recognised that both
sites had been promoted for alternative land-uses through the plan process.

HCA liaison
•

A letter was sent to the HCA, along with other landowners across the town, to
determine whether they would consider the use of their sites for G&T
purposes.

•

A positive response was received from the HCA, offering an in principle
agreement to making their sites available for G&T provision.

Letters sent to neighbouring authorities
•

Bearing in mind both sites identified by the site search had also been identified
for other uses, nearby authorities were contacted under the Duty to Co-operate
to ascertain whether they had sites or areas which might be able to contribute
towards the unmet needs from Stevenage if these sites were to be used for
their alternate requirement. No additional sites beyond the Borough boundary
were put forward as a result of this exercise.

Provision within EHDC (site East of Gresley Way)
•

Discussions were held via Duty to Co-operate meetings, around a potential
site allocation within EHDC, on the edge of Stevenage (east of Gresley Way).
EHDC discussed this site’s potential for meeting their Travelling show people
needs, if it were to come forward.

•

SBC formally wrote to EHDC asking if this site also had the potential to meet
SBC’s G&T requirements.

•

EHDC stated a number of reasons why they were not keen on this proposal:
o Travelling show people and G&T’s should not be located together;
o EHDC are looking for a site for private provision, not public provision;
o EHDC needs may not go down (as expected in their new needs
assessment) and they may need to provide any newly identified G&T
provision on this site as well;
o Sites should not accommodate over 15 plots.

•

Consequently, EHDC did not offer to meet Stevenage’s unmet needs for G&T
provision.
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•

The lack of alternative sites being put forward outside of the Borough boundary
informed SBC’s decision to look at a suitable alternative site within the Green
Belt, previously discounted in the site search for that reason. This site has
been taken forward and has been allocated under Policy HO12.

Consultation response from NHDC
•

In NHDC’s response to the Publication version of the SBLP they objected to
the G&T site proposed on the grounds that its impact in terms of flood risk and
transport had not been adequately assessed. However, they also requested
that SBC/NHDC work together to explore the potential this site has to meet
NHDC G&T demands.

•

The Borough Council have carried out additional work to alleviate flood risk
concerns raised by NHDC around the G&T site, and further transport
modelling is currently being undertaken by HCC.

•

A resolution has yet to be reached with NHDC, who still maintain their
objections.

Ongoing co-operation
•

SBC will continue to work with neighbouring authorities on this issue, and in
particular the management of G&T provision on identified sites, as this has
been an issue authorities across Hertfordshire have been discussing, as many
bodies are reluctant to take on the management of new sites.

3. EMPLOYMENT
Strategic issue
•

Employment needs should be calculated based on Functional Economic
Market Areas – these often cover more than one local authority area.

•

Need to determine whether objectively assessed employment needs (OAN)
can be met within the boundary, and if not, how they will be met elsewhere.

•

Need to determine whether all OAN can be met within the FEMA (i.e. whether
Stevenage is required to meet any further needs not provided by others).

•

Employment sites on the boundary have the potential to impact upon
neighbouring authorities (and their Local Plan’s).

•

The impact of plans for employment in other authority areas
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Key evidence base
•
•
•
•

Employment Technical Paper, 2015
Functional Economic Market Area Study, 2015 (FEMA)
Strategic Land Availability Assessment: Employment, 2015 (SLAA)
Stevenage Employment and Economy Baseline Study, 2013

Strategic Partners
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

North Hertfordshire District Council
Central Bedfordshire District Council
East Hertfordshire District Council
Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council
Hertfordshire LEP
Hertfordshire County Council
Highways Authority
Hertfordshire LEP
HCC
Herts Chamber of Commerce

Key Actions
Action 1: Targeted consultation carried out by letter.
Partners: Over 70 local authorities and relevant organisations
Outcome: The consultation asked for opinions on a range of local plan matters
related to Stevenage. One of the key aims was to establish whether any other Local
Planning Authorities (LPAs) might be willing to accommodate any development needs
which we might not be able to provide in Stevenage.
Date:
• Consultation carried out – Dec 2012 to Jan 2013
Action 2: Letter sent to request assistance in meeting development needs.
Partners: NHDC, EHDC and Central Beds.
Outcome: Letter identified that Stevenage would be unlikely to be able to meets its
employment needs. It did not specifically ask for help in meeting these needs at this
stage. Further discussions held subsequently via Duty to Co-operate meetings.
Date:
• Letter sent – April 2014
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Action 3: Joint FEMA produced.
Partners: Commissioned jointly by SBC, NHDC and Central Beds.
Outcome: The study considered and defined the geographical extent of any FEMA(s)
that fall within and across the three commissioning local authority areas.
Dates:
• FEMA published – July 2015
Action 4: Regular meetings held with neighbouring authorities at both officer and
member level.
Partners: NHDC, EHDC, WHBC and Central Beds.
Outcome: Discussions covered a number of employment-related issues including:
FEMA’s, employment targets being (likely to be) progressed by each local authority
area, sites likely to impact on other authority areas.
Date:
• Various
Action 5: Employment sites sent to Highways Authority for informal consultation
Partners: Highways Authority
Outcome: The Highways Authority provided advice on what might be required for
each site. The response did not identify any ‘showstoppers’ in terms of the sites
identified for development.
Date:
• Response received – 13 Oct 2015
• Consultation sent by email - 15 Sept 2015
Action 6: Discussions held with HCA to discuss their response to the SBLP
Publication consultation, in which they objected to their land being allocated for
employment use.
Partners: HCA
Outcome: Letter has now been received from the HCA re-confirmed their site (Policy
EC1/4) is available for employment use, and they support this allocation.
Date:
• Response received – 12 July 2016
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Outcomes from strategic working
Early stage consultation
•

Of the thirteen LPAs that responded, only three (Epping Forest, LBC and
NHDC) said they were willing, in principle, to work with us to meet our
development needs.

•

Given NHDC’s long-standing and strong opposition to making any
development provision for Stevenage, and the lack of a published preferred
options plan, there was a reluctance to place any reliance on NHDC.
Subsequent discussions with Epping Forest and Luton identified that they
would not have the physical capacity to accommodate any unmet needs of
SBC. As such, further work was considered necessary.

Letter to HMA authorities
•

A letter sent to NHDC, EHDC and Central Beds, primarily to ask for help in
meeting housing needs, also highlighted that Stevenage would be unlikely to
be able to meets its employment needs. This was used as a starting point for
further discussions to be held subsequently via Duty to Co-operate meetings.

Joint FEMA
•

The joint FEMA provides a consistent, up-to-date, strategic evidence base,
agreed by all partners involved in commissioning the study.

•

The study identifies one FEMA, which covers the entire study area. Although it
recognises that the FEMA does have some overlap with the market in Welwyn
Hatfield, which should be considered.

•

This study has been used to inform subsequent Duty to Co-operate
discussions in seeking to meet Stevenage’s unmet needs. Needs are best met
within the FEMA, if possible.

Meetings with neighbouring local authorities
•

NHDC, EHDC and Welwyn are all at an earlier stage in plan development than
SBC. Employment targets are yet to be defined, but draft figures are available.

•

Regular meetings (both officer and Member level) ensure timetables and
results of evidence studies are shared, and issues are frequently discussed.
This helps to ensure a strategic approach is taken and that any political
differences are discussed and resolved, where possible.

•

It became clear that SBC’s employment needs could not be met within the
Borough following the first consultation in 2013. Duty to Co-operate meetings
thus far had not identified a partner council willing to accommodate the unmet
employment needs. NHDC had made it clear that they would not provide any
land on the outskirts of Stevenage.

•

At subsequent Duty to Co-operate discussions with Central Beds, NHDC and
WHBC, those three councils agreed to make provision for around 10ha of
Stevenage’s employment needs (at Biggleswade, Baldock and Welwyn GC
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respectively). This meant that we could demonstrate how we were meeting our
employment needs both within and outside the Borough (mainly within the
FEMA). This is the strategy contained within the publication version of the
Local Plan (Policy SP3).
•

Discussions with all three authorities are ongoing and will continue to be held
throughout the plan-making progress, and beyond. Updated evidence for
WHBC means they feel they can no longer commit to providing additional
employment land to meet Stevenage’s needs. Sufficient capacity still exists
within NHDC and Central Beds and we will continue to work with both
authorities to ensure any unmet needs are provided.

Site allocations
•

A site previously considered by SBC and HCC for waste purposes has been
identified for employment use within the Borough. HCC were consulted on this
site and they have confirmed to us that they have no interest in using it for
waste purposes (Policy EC1/7).

•

The LEP have been actively involved in the promotion of employment
floorspace within an extended town centre (Stevenage Central). Their
Strategic Economic Plan (SEP) places a big emphasis on the A1(M) growth
area and the regeneration of Stevenage town centre to provide homes and
jobs to boost the Hertfordshire economy. The Stevenage First board, a
partnership including SBC, the LEP, HCC and Herts Chamber of Commerce,
was set up to create the Stevenage Central Framework and deliver the
regeneration of the town centre. This has actively led to the allocation of office
floorspace in the town centre under Policy EC1/5.

Feedback from Highways Authority
•

No showstoppers identified in terms of the employment sites sent to the
Highways Authority for review. Key transport infrastructure issues and likely
requirements were identified and officers were advised where further work was
required. Although formal transport modelling has, and continues to be,
undertaken, this provided an informal earlier-stage consultation and was
helpful in determining whether sites selected were appropriate.

Consultation response from the HCA
•

Prior to finalising the SBLP Publication version, the HCA had confirmed they
would be happy for us to allocate their site (Policy EC1/4) for employment use.
In their response to the consultation, they reneged on this commitment, stating
that the site was being considered for starter homes.

•

Subsequent discussions with the HCA have been held to iron out this issue. A
letter has now been received from the HCA re-confirming that this site is
available for employment use and they support the allocation.
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Consultation response from North Herts
•

NHDC raised a number of objections to the Publication version of the Local
Plan. This included an objection to the employment site west of Junction 8
(EC1/7) and the Gunnels Wood Edge of Centre Zone (EC2).

•

The Borough Council have carried out additional work to alleviate flood risk
concerns raised by NHDC around EC1/7, and further transport modelling is
currently being undertaken by HCC.

•

Discussions and meetings have since been held with NHDC in an attempt to
resolve these objections. No resolutions have been agreed on these two
issues.

Ongoing co-operation
•

Duty to Co-operate discussions will continue to be held in relation to meeting
Stevenage’s unmet employment needs, with NHDC and Central Beds, in
particular. These two authorities are within the same FEMA and so are best
placed for meeting any unmet need of the Borough.

•

Engagement with the LEP will also be ongoing, through the Stevenage First
Board and the implementation of Stevenage Central.

•

Duty to Co-operate activities are reported on in the AMR.

•

MoU’s currently being drafted with EHDC, NHDC and WHBC. These will set
out issues which have agreement and those where the authorities cannot
agree. It is hoped that an MoU for each authority will be agreed and signed
before the start of the examination process.

•

Work will continue with NHDC to try and resolve the objections raised to the
Local Plan in advance of the Examination.

4. GREEN BELT
Strategic issue

•

Green Belt is not defined by local authority boundaries. A strategic approach to
Green Belt is required, ensuring a coherent boundary.

•

Green Belt in Stevenage forms a part of the London Metropolitan Green Belt.

•

Evidence studies consider and make recommendations for Green Belt across
a wider area than is covered by a single local authority.

•

Stevenage has very little land available to add back into the Green Belt to
complement any release and strengthen overall Green Belt purposes.
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Key evidence base
•
•
•

Green Belt Technical Paper, 2015
Review of the Green Belt around Stevenage, Part 1, 2013
Review of the Green Belt around Stevenage, Part 2 (including addendum to
cover additional parcels), 2015

Strategic Partners
•
•

North Hertfordshire District Council
East Hertfordshire District Council

Key Actions
Action 1: EHDC and NHDC were asked if they wanted to produce a joint Green Belt
Review.
Partners: NHDC and EHDC.
Outcome: Both authorities declined the offer. Results were shared with both
authorities as soon as they were available (results of the Part 2 study were also
shared).
Date:
• GB Review Part 2 commissioned – April 2015
• GB Review Part 1 commissioned – October 2012
Action 2: Regular meetings held with neighbouring authorities at both officer and
member level.
Partners: NHDC, EHDC and WHBC.
Outcome: Discussions covered Green Belt issues, including sharing the results of
recent work and proposed sites for allocation.
Date:
• Various
Outcomes from strategic working
Green Belt Review
•

Invitations to produce a combined Green Belt Review were turned down by
both EHDC and NHDC. However, the results of the Stevenage Review have
consistently been shared.

•

The Green Belt Review, particularly Part 1, provides evidence relating to both
NHDC and EHDC local authority areas. It recommends sites that could be
removed without harming the overall purpose of Green Belt in this area and
sites which could complement Green Belt release and strengthen its overall
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purpose by being added into the Green Belt.
•

The Green Belt Review has been used to inform the SBLP (Policy GB1). As
the Green Belt around Stevenage reaches right up to the urban edge of the
town in most parts, it will be crucial that Duty to Co-operate discussions
continue to be held with NHDC and EHDC, to try to ensure the results of the
Green belt Review are considered in their plans, or any update to this
work/new evidence work commissioned by either authority.

Ongoing co-operation
•

It is anticipated that both NHDC and EHBC will also be rolling back Green Belt
boundaries. Duty to Co-operate discussions will continue to be held, to try and
ensure a coherent boundary is achieved.

•

Duty to Co-operate activities are reported on in the AMR.

5. RETAIL
Strategic issue
•

The regeneration of the town centre is being led by Stevenage First, a
partnership including the LEP, SBC, HCC and Hertfordshire Chamber of
Commerce.

Key evidence base
•
•
•

Stevenage Central Town Centre Framework, 2015
Stevenage Retail Study, 2014
Stevenage: Retail and Leisure Capacity Study, 2013

Strategic Partners
•
•
•

Hertfordshire LEP
Hertfordshire County Council
Hertfordshire Chamber of Commerce

Key Actions
Action 1: Stevenage First formed as a partnership organisation with the aim of
regenerating Stevenage town centre. The Stevenage Central Town Centre
Framework, commissioned by Stevenage First, was published in July 2015.
Partners: HCC, LEP and Herts Chamber of Commerce
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Outcome: The Stevenage Central Framework provides guidance on how the town
centre can be successfully regenerated and identifies opportunity areas within which
redevelopment should be focussed.
Date:
• Stevenage Central Framework published – July 2015
• Stevenage First formed – July 2014
Outcomes from strategic working
Stevenage Central Framework
•

The LEP are actively involved in the regeneration of the town centre
(Stevenage Central). Their Strategic Economic Plan (SEP) places a big
emphasis on the A1(M) growth area and the regeneration of Stevenage town
centre to provide homes and jobs to boost the Hertfordshire economy.

•

Stevenage First, a partnership including SBC, HCC, the LEP and Herts
Chamber of Commerce, was set up to deliver this regeneration. They
published the Stevenage Central Framework in July 2015. One of the key
purposes of this Framework was to inform the Local Plan.

•

This has actively led to the allocation of new retail floorspace in the town
centre under Policy SP4 and the major opportunity area policies (TC2 to TC7).

NHDC objection to the Local Plan
•

NHDC raised a number of objections to the Publication version of the Local
Plan. This included an objection to the convenience floorspace allocation to
the north of the Borough (TC11).

•

The Borough Council have carried out additional work to alleviate flood risk
concerns raised by NHDC around TC11, and further transport modelling is
currently being undertaken by HCC.

•

Discussions and meetings have since been held with NHDC in an attempt to
resolve their objections. No resolutions have been agreed on this issue.

Ongoing co-operation
•

The regeneration of the town centre will be a long-term project. The delivery of
new retail floorspace will likely come towards the end of the timeframe, once
the market has picked up enough to support new shops.

•

The formation of Stevenage First has provided a commitment from all partners
to continue to be involved in town centre regeneration. It will be through this
mechanism that joint working continues. Formal meetings are held regularly
and the outcomes of these recorded.
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6. INFRASTRUCTURE AND TRANSPORT
Strategic issue
•

Roads and rail networks cross into various local authority areas, requiring a
strategic approach and much co-operation between stakeholders

•

The situation with the waste water network is similar. Joint working is required
within the catchment area of the Rye Meads Wastewater Treatment Works
(WwTW) on the Hertfordshire / Essex border.

Key evidence base
•
•
•
•

Infrastructure Delivery Plan, 2016
Rye Meads Water Cycle Study Review, 2015
Stevenage Borough Council Preferred Option Housing Assessment -Transport
Modelling Report, 2014
Water Cycle Study, 2009

Strategic Partners
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Hertfordshire County Council
Network Rail
Herts LEP
Highways England
Environment Agency
Arriva (bus operator)
Govia Thameslink (rail operator)
North Hertfordshire District Council
East Hertfordshire District Council
Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council
Broxbourne Borough Council
Epping Forest District Council
Harlow Council
Thames Water
Anglian Water

Key Actions
Action 1: Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) produced.
Partners: Various infrastructure providers relating to strategic issues including
healthcare, transport, education, green infrastructure, community facilities,
emergency services and utilities.
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Outcome: The IDP considers the infrastructure required to support the growth of the
town and identifies how this will be delivered. It includes costs and likely timescales,
which have subsequently fed into the Whole Plan Viability Study.
Date:
• Most recent IDP published – 2016
• Liaison with infrastructure providers – various
Action 2: Joint Water Cycle Study (WCS) produced.
Partners: WHBC, Epping Forest , Broxbourne BC, Harlow Council
Outcome: The evolution of this strategy was facilitated by a number of workshops
and presentations, to which all stakeholders were invited. The results of this work
showed that there were no overwhelming technical constraints to the planned growth
in the Rye Meads catchment.
Date:
• Published – 2009
Action 3: Rye Meads Water Cycle Study Review carried out.
Partners: WHBC, Epping Forest , Broxbourne BC, Harlow Council, Environment
Agency, NHDC, Thames Water
Outcome: The scope of the review was agreed with the EA in Sept 2014. All other
partners were involved in the consideration of future water infrastructure demands
and / or the production of the update. Affinity Water (AfW) and Anglian Water (AgW)
were contacted as part of the review but did not make any substantive contribution to
its outputs. The findings of the report have been developed in consultation with, and
endorsed by both the Environment Agency and Thames Water.
Date:
• Review published – 2015
• EA agreed scope of the review – Sept 2014
Action 4: Joint meeting held with Thames and Anglian Water
Partners: Thames Water, Anglian Water
Outcome: Meeting held to discuss Thames’ objections to some housing sites in the
Local Plan. Thames clarified that wastewater infrastructure could be provided but that
developers needed to liaise with them at an early stage in the planning process.
Boundaries between Anglian and Thames also discussed.
Date:
• Meeting held – 22 April 2015
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Action 4: Lobbying for A1(M) improvements
Partners: Highways England, NHDC, WHBC, HCC, EHDC, Hertsmere, SACDC
Outcome: SBC established the Hertfordshire A1(M) Consortium (now led by HCC), a
joint lobby group. This lobbying campaign led to Highways England’s current work in
initiating improvements to the A1(M) via a SMART motorway scheme.
Date:
• SMART Motorway scheme publicised – Dec 2014
• SBC established the Hertfordshire A1(M) Consortium – around April 2009
Action 5: Local road network modelling undertaken
Partners: HCC, LEP
Outcome: Further modelling work is being undertaken by SBC.
Date:
• Awaiting outcome of further modelling work
Action 6: Town Centre Framework produced. Growth Deal 3 bid submitted.
Partners: HCC, LEP, Network Rail
Outcome: The Town Centre Framework was produced in consultation with road and
rail infrastructure providers. Awaiting the outcome of a Growth Deal 3 Bid.
Date:
• Growth Deal 3 bid submitted to the LEP – July 2016
• Town Centre Framework published – July 2105
Outcomes from strategic working
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP)
•

The IDP is designed to be a rolling document, updated frequently as new
information is provided. To form the basis for this work, infrastructure providers
were asked to determine the level of infrastructure required to support a
number of alternative growth scenarios. This helped to inform the SA and
earlier stages of plan production, and ultimately determine growth targets for
the Local Plan.

•

Once growth targets had been decided, infrastructure providers were again
asked to respond with infrastructure requirements to support these targets, to
inform an updated IDP (2015). This was used to inform the infrastructure
requirements set out throughout the Local Plan and particularly the Delivery
and Monitoring Section (Chapter 15).
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•

An updated IDP has recently been produced to take into account any related
representations to the SBLP Publication consultation.

Waste water capacity – Rye Meads
•

In 2009, SBC, in association with other project partners, commissioned a
Water Cycle Study (WCS) for the Rye Meads area. The evolution of this
strategy was facilitated by a number of workshops and presentations for key
stakeholders. The results of this work showed that there were no
overwhelming technical constraints to the planned growth (to deliver the RSS
targets to 2021) in the Rye Meads catchment.

•

SBC has produced an update of this work to take into account new national
policy, which impacts upon housing targets locally. Updated growth targets
within the whole Rye Meads catchment area were considered when
determining the capacity of the treatment works. The findings have been
endorsed by both the EA and Thames Water.

•

The study concludes that sufficient capacity is available at Rye Meads to treat
wastewater from all planned development, incorporating planned upgrades.
This conclusion meant that the levels of growth proposed could be achieved,
and this has directly informed the targets within the SBLP, particularly SP7.

Thames Water response to Local Plan consultation
•

Thames Water’s response to the Publication version of the Local Plan stated
that they have ‘significant concerns’ regarding some of the housing sites (West
of Stevenage, North of Stevenage, Bragbury End, The Oval and the Rugby
Club). Specifically, they believe that the wastewater network capacity in the
area of these developments is highly unlikely to be able to support the
anticipated demand.

•

Meeting held with Thames and Anglian Water. Thames confirmed that
wastewater infrastructure can be provided, but that developers should be
required to liaise with them at an early stage in the planning process.
Therefore, they maintain their objections and are still seeking changes in
wording to reflect this point. Whilst the Borough Council does not believe that
Thames Water's representations raise issues of fundamental soundness, if the
Inspector were minded to disagree an alternative form of words could be
agreed.

A1(M)/Highways England (HE)
•

Capacity issues on the A1(M), especially between junctions 6 & 8 around
Stevenage, have been a long standing issue for the Borough. During the
production of the Core Strategy (now withdrawn), HE objected to the scale of
development proposed. They wanted to place a limit on development within
the Borough, of up to 1,000 new homes, due to capacity constraints.
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•

This prompted SBC to establish the Hertfordshire A1(M) Consortium (lobby
group). Members included HCC, NHDC, EHDC, and WHBC. HCC have now
taken the lead on this group, with SBC still a member.

•

Following a successful lobbying campaign, HE are currently designing a
SMART motorway scheme to be in place and operational by 2020.

•

Highways England’s representations to the Local Plan sought further
clarification, particularly around the capacity of the roundabouts and slip roads
of Junctions 7 & 8, which are the responsibility of HCC as Highways Authority.
HCC are currently undertaking modelling work and working on improvement
schemes for the slip roads at both junctions. These schemes will require
agreement from HE. HCC are also looking at a multi-modal local transport
package – encouraging sustainable modes of transport, discouraging short
trips etc., to minimise the use of the A1(M).

•

At a subsequent meeting with HE, it was confirmed that the new modelling
being carried out by HCC should address the modelling concerns raised.

•

The DfT/Highways England A1 Route Strategy is currently underway. SBC are
a consultee of this project and regularly attends meetings held. This looks at
the whole stretch of the A1 between the M25 and Peterborough. It is hoped
that this will release capacity to enable further growth in the future.

Transport modelling
•

Extensive modelling work has been undertaken by HCC previously, to inform
various stages of Local Plan production, amongst other things. Two model
types have been used – Saturn and Paramics. The Saturn model looks at the
bigger picture and covers a wide area. The Paramics model is more localised,
but takes into account the Saturn data.

•

SBC have provided HCC with housing and employment data to inform these
models and have commissioned model runs previously. The models assess
the impacts of development and identify any pressure points in the road
network.

•

HCC provided late representations on the Local Plan. In these representations
they stated that a new Saturn model (COMET) is being constructed and the
results of this work would need to be taken into account and fed into the
examination process.

•

The HCC model currently being run takes into account growth in other districts,
based on draft figures. SBC have commissioned a further model run which
only tests the impacts of growth within SBC.

Town centre regeneration
•

The regeneration of the town centre is a key priority for the Council and forms
a key component of the Local Plan. The Stevenage Central Framework,
commissioned by Stevenage First (a partnership including SBC, the LEP, HCC
and Herts Chamber of Commerce), provides the basis for these plans.

•

The Framework identifies major infrastructure interventions required to make
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the town centre more permeable and to allow it to expand into a wider central
area, including the closure of Lytton Way, the relocation of the bus station and
improvements to Stevenage Station.
•

All of these require extensive work and collaboration between many different
stakeholders, including Network Rail, HCC as Highways Authority and Arriva
(other bus operators have not attended meetings so far).

•

A proposal for a fifth (terminating) platform for local services is known to be
under development by Network Rail. This is currently at option selection
phase, due to be completed by December 2019.

•

Discussions were been held with Network Rail and Govia Thameslink (the rail
operator) during the production of the Framework, and have been held since
this time, to gain support for the redevelopment of the Railway Station in line
with the 5th platform project. Network Rail supports these proposals.

•

A Masterplan for the station has recently been completed (led by HCC) and a
Growth Deal 3 bid has been submitted by the Herts LEP, seeking funding to
undertake these rail improvements.

•

The proposals for the road network around the town centre are included within
the modelling work carried out by HCC. Further work will be required to deliver
the town centre regeneration proposals. This forms part of a large-scale
project being led by Stevenage First.

Ongoing co-operation
•

The IDP is a rolling document. SBC will continue to work with infrastructure
providers to ensure any new plans/programmes are included and our evidence
is the most up-to-date. An updated IDP has recently been produced to take
into account comments made on the Local Plan.

•

An MoU is currently being drafted by SBC with the aim of getting both Thames
and Anglian Water to agree a way forward.

•

Aecom have been commissioned by SBC to carry out another run of the
COMET model. Further liaison between SBC and HCC will be required once
all of this modelling work has been completed.

•

SBC, along with other stakeholders, will continue to lobby Highways England
to make much-needed improvements to the A1(M).

•

The regeneration of the town centre is being led by Stevenage First. This
partnership is committed to working together to deliver the Framework plans.
Network Rail play a key role in the proposals to redevelop the railway station
and are also on board with the project, having been heavily involved in
discussions so far. This will follow a long term timeframe and will form a key
part of the delivery of the Local Plan.
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7. COMMUNITY FACILITIES
Strategic issue

•

Education – school planning areas often have catchments which are wider
than local authority boundaries

•

Sports facilities – users often travel to reach sports facilities, and provision
must be considered within an appropriate catchment area and not confined by
Borough boundaries.

•

Evidence on sports provision takes into account facilities in the surrounding
area.

•

Healthcare requirements – The NHS Trust and the CCG cover all of East and
North Hertfordshire.

•

For all community facilities, the growth plans of other authorities, and their
evidence base, need to be taken into account.

Key evidence base
•
•

Infrastructure Delivery Plan, 2015
Sports Facility Assessment and Strategy, 2014

Strategic Partners
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Hertfordshire County Council
North Hertfordshire District Council
East Hertfordshire District Council
Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council
East and North Herts NHS Trust (NHS Trust)
East and North Herts CCG (CCG)
Sport England

Key Actions
Action 1: Various meetings held with HCC regarding education provision
Partners: HCC, NHDC
Outcome: HCC provided SBC with a list of education requirements likely to arise
from housing growth proposed. SBC expressed viability concerns on many proposed
sites and requested that the existing schools were looked at more closely, along with
urban school formats. Ongoing liaison and some further work led to a positive
representation from HCC supporting the level of education provision made within the
SBLP.
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Date:
• HCC confirmed SBC provision was sufficient – Feb 2016
• Meetings held – various, mainly between Nov 2014 to Nov 2015
• HCC provided initial education requirements – 5 Nov 2014
Action 2: Sports Facilities Assessment and Strategy produced.
Partners: NHDC, EHDC, WHBC, HCC, Sport England, community clubs/groups ,
National Governing Bodies (NGBs)
Outcome: The Assessment and Strategy provides an appropriate, up-to-date
evidence base which takes into account the relevant plans, evidence and views of
neighbouring authorities and other relevant stakeholders. Sport England confirmed
they consider the strategies to be broadly sound and in accordance with their
guidance.
Date:
• Assessment and Strategy published – Dec 2014
• Sport England confirmed support for the strategy – 14 Nov 2014
Action 3: Liaison with the NHS Trust, the CCG (formerly the PCT) and HCC libraries
in producing the IDP.
Partners: NHS Trust, CCG, HCC libraries
Outcome: Figures provided to SBC identifying likely infrastructure requirements
arising from the Local Plan. Identified requirements fed into the Local Plan. All parties
advised facilities in the town centre were ageing and no longer fit for purpose. This
led to their involvement in the town centre regeneration plans.
Date:
• Joint meetings held relating to town centre regeneration - various
• Further information submitted by CCG in 2015
• Infrastructure requirements provided by PCT and HCC – 2012
Action 4: Liaison with the NHS Trust regarding Lister Hospital
Partners: NHS Trust
Outcome: No response received to the letter sent in Aug 2015 asking whether the
hospital still required land, and for evidence to demonstrate this. SBC allocated a
parcel of land for healthcare use, to the north west of the hospital. NHS Trust
consultation response argues this allocation does not meet their needs and they
require the rugby club site. Insufficient evidence has been provided to show that this
is the only practicable solution. Discussions are ongoing.
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Date:
• Meeting held with NHS Trust – 19 April 2016
• Response to SBLP consultation – Feb 2016
• Letter sent to Lister Hospital – 28 Aug 2015
Outcomes from strategic working
Education
•

Discussions have been ongoing with HCC to try and resolve issues relating to
education provision across the town (and the wider school planning area).
NHDC have been involved in some of these meetings, as school planning
areas are not confined to local authority boundaries.

•

Having sent HCC the proposed housing target for the SBLP, and the
allocations expected to be included, HCC came back with a schedule of
Primary and Secondary School requirements. SBC assessment of this work
identified that the requirements would effectively kill off some of the housing
sites proposed, through viability and/or land up-take. SBC emphasised the
difficulty it faced in reaching the housing target and that sites could not afford
to be lost. A higher-density urban school for the town centre was suggested,
as well as further expansion of existing schools. SBC also queried the
calculations used.

•

Various discussions around this followed. HCC supported reopening the
Barnwell East site for Secondary School provision, with any surplus demand
being provided in NHDC on a previously identified site. NHDC have stated
they require this site to meet housing needs. NHDC/HCC discussions around
this are ongoing.

•

These discussions directly informed the Plan in making provision for a new
Secondary School at the Barnwell East site (Policy HC9) and new Primary
Schools within Stevenage West (HO2), North Stevenage (HO3) and the town
centre (TC2).

•

Representation to the Publication version of the SBLP confirmed that HCC
were happy with Primary and Secondary education provision made and that
the small surplus in Secondary school demand would be met in NHDC. HCC
confirmed that SBC should not be required to make provision of an additional
school to meet such a small surplus need, and NHDC would require a school
in this area anyway. HCC have identified preferred site in NHDC at Great
Ashby: discussions are continuing about how this might be taken forward.

•

Following this, HCC have decided to undertake a site search to identify if any
alternative options to the NHDC site are available. We are currently awaiting
the results of this work, which includes consideration of sites within Stevenage.

Sports facilities
•

Sport England’s response to the first consultation on the Local Plan
recommended that a sports facility and playing pitch strategy was produced to
inform the next stage of the Plan. In accordance with these comments,
consultants were appointed to undertake this work.

•

Relevant stakeholders were consulted at various stages in the process of
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completing this work, and emerging/adopted plans and evidence work for
EHDC and NHDC was incorporated into the study.
•

The Strategy was produced in accordance with best practice guidance from
Sport England, and Sport England confirmed they consider the work to be
broadly sound and in conformity with their guidance.

•

This evidence has been used to inform specific policies within the SBLP,
particularly policies relating to the redevelopment of the arts and leisure centre
(TC4 &TC7), the loss of Meadway playing fields (IT2), the future of the Rugby
Club (HO1/11), redundant sports facilities at Bragbury End (HO4) and
new/existing facilities (HO2, HO3, HO4, HO6 to HC10).

•

Sport England supported many policies within the SBLP, however, they also
made some objections to policy wording in some parts. Whilst the Council
does not believe that Sport England's representations go to issues of
fundamental soundness, if the Inspector were minded to disagree, an
alternative form of words could be agreed. Discussions will be held with Sport
England in advance of the Examination to further understand and attempt to
resolve the issues they raised.

GP surgeries
•

The East and North Herts NHS Trust (formerly the PCT) was consulted on
their infrastructure requirements via the production of the IDP. The Trust was
originally provided with a number of alternative growth scenarios and asked to
provide SBC with information regarding the infrastructure likely to be required
for each. The response received in 2012 was fed into the IDP.

•

The IDP was updated in 2015, with new data provided on healthcare. This
provided an up-to-date evidence base to directly inform the Plan. To help
address identified healthcare needs, Policy HC5 safeguards a site (with
planning permission for a GP surgery) for healthcare use. New GP surgeries
are also required in all of the urban extensions (HO2, HO3 & HO4).

•

The CCG response to the Local Plan raised issues with the way the data they
provided had been presented in the IDP. They requested alterations to the
IDP. Further information has also been provided by the CCG. This has been
fed into an update of the IDP.

•

The data remains the same, it will just be presented differently. This will,
therefore, have no impact on the SBLP proposals.

Town centre regeneration
•

The NHS Trust and the CCG are also involved in plans to regenerate the town
centre. During work on the IDP, both parties advised that their facilities within
the town centre were ageing and no longer fit for purpose. Subsequently,
meetings were held with both parties, along with HCC, who own the adjacent
library, to discuss future plans for this part of the town centre.

•

It was identified that this provided an opportunity for new homes to be provided
in a prominent gateway location, and for a new public sector hub to be created,
to include the library, NHS services and potentially a relocation of the council
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offices.
•

A number of joint meetings were held with the NHS Trust, the CCG and HCC.
The discussions arising from these meetings directly informed the creation of
the Stevenage Central Framework, which in turn, provides a key basis for town
centre policies within the Local Plan.

•

The delivery of town centre regeneration is now being led by Stevenage First,
via a partnership approach.

Lister Hospital
•

The NHS Trust have previously expressed a desire to expand the Lister
Hospital beyond its current boundary to meet future needs. They suggested
the Rugby Club site (directly to the north) would provide the only opportunity
for meeting this requirement.

•

SBC took a positive approach to this request. During production of the Core
Strategy (now withdrawn) SBC were actively working with the NHS Trust and
the Core Strategy stated that a site would be planned for, with NHDC, through
SNAP. As explained in Para’s. 3.2 & 3.3 of this Statement, SNAP did not
progress beyond key issues stage.

•

Throughout these discussions, SBC has frequently asked the Trust to provide
evidence to justify the need for expansion and how it will be delivered. Nothing
robust has ever been submitted.

•

Following significant changes made to hospital services across the region,
completed in 2014, a letter was sent to the Trust asking if they still required
land for expansion and explaining they would need to provide evidence to
SBC, to justify this requirement. No response was received from the Trust.

•

In their representation to the Publication version of the SBLP, the Trust objects
to the allocation of the Stevenage Rugby Club site on North Road for housing.
They are seeking the allocation of three acres of this land at the western end of
the site for hospital expansion.

•

Following this representation, SBC have been liaising with both the NHS Trust
and the owners of the Rugby Club land, to see if any resolution can be found.
No resolution has been agreed.

•

The Trust have not submitted any information to support their request for the
Rugby Club land and it is understood that they have never put forward a
proposal to purchase this land

•

The Local Plan allocates a parcel of land to meet any future requirements of
the hospital and other healthcare needs (Policy HC3). The Rugby Club site is
required to meet the SBLP housing target.

Ongoing co-operation
•

SBC are currently awaiting the results of further work on Secondary School
provision being carried out by HCC. A meeting is scheduled to discuss these
results with HCC (jointly with NHDC and EHDC).
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•

Discussions will be held with Sport England in advance of the Examination to
further understand and attempt to resolve the issues they raised.

•

The CCG have recently provided SBC with new data to input into the IDP and
the IDP has been updated to reflect this, and other, new information provided.

•

Discussions are ongoing with the NHS Trust and the Rugby Club. We will soon
be writing to invite both parties to a joint meeting to enable further negotiations.

8. CLIMATE CHANGE, FLOODING AND POLLUTION
Strategic issue

•

These issues are not confined to local authority boundaries. Not dealing with
these issues effectively in one area can have negative impacts in other areas,
flood risk particularly.

Key evidence base
•
•
•

Level 1 SFRA, 2016
Level 2 SFRA, 2016
Rye Meads Water Cycle Study Review, 2015

Strategic Partners
•
•
•

Environment Agency
Natural England
Hertfordshire County Council

Key Actions
Action 1: Identification of Hertfordshire as a water stress area
Partners: EA
Outcome: A consultation carried out by the EA concludes that Hertfordshire has
some of the highest water use per person in the country and that Stevenage is in an
area of ‘water stress’.
Date:
• Outcome published in the Rye Meads Water Cycle Study Review – 2015
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Action 2: Level 1 SFRA produced to take into account new climate change
allowance data.
Partners: EA
Outcome: Level 1 SFRA formally approved by the EA. This updated previous
SFRA’s used to inform the Local Plan.
Date:
• Level 1 SFRA published – June 2016
• Letter received from the EA supporting the SFRA – 3 June 2016
• Updated climate change allowance data published – Feb 2016
Action 3: Level 2 SFRA produced for parts of Ash Brook and Stevenage Brook within
the Stevenage Borough boundary.
Partners: EA
Outcome: Level 2 SFRA undertaken, as per the recommendations made by the EA
in their response to the Publication version of the SBLP. SFRA formally approved by
the EA. No allocated sites were shown to be inappropriate for development. The
SFRA will also inform site specific considerations and mitigation required at
application stage.
Date:
• Level 2 SFRA published – June 2016
• Letter received from the EA supporting the SFRA – 3 June 2016
Action 4: Regular meetings with London Luton Airport Consultative Committee
(LLACC) attended by SBC
Partners: London Luton Airport, LLACC
Outcome: SBC is involved in preparing joint responses to London Luton Airport
consultations. Policies within the Local Plan consider the impacts of the airport and
the flight path over the Borough.
Date:
• Meetings held quarterly
Outcomes from strategic working
Identification of water stress area
•

The Rye Meads Water Cycle Study Review was produced taking into account
Environment Agency data. This identifies Stevenage as being in an area of
‘water stress’.
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•

This is dealt with directly in the SBLP through Policy FP1, which implements
the optional standard (as set out in NPPG) requiring new development to
reduce water consumption to no more than 110 litres per person per day. This
will be controlled and monitored via Building Regulations.

Level 1 SFRA
•

Due to the release of new climate change allowance data, a Level 1 SFRA
was required to take this into account and update the previous Assessment.

•

This work was completed by consultants on behalf of SBC, and was formally
approved by the EA. Within this approval the EA queried the use of the
Thames river basin allowances, as opposed to the Anglian allowances. SBC
have since confirmed that the Thames allowances are not more conservative,
and are in fact higher. The SFRA has been amended to clarify this point and
that SBC are adopting the higher Thames levels in order to provide continuity
and ensure that the town is future-proofed as much as possible.

•

The SFRA update did not identify any allocated sites that would no longer be
suitable for development, nor did it require any changes to the SBLP.

Level 2 SFRA
•

The response to the SBLP Publication consultation from the EA recommended
that a Level 2 SFRA was completed for certain parts of the town. In
accordance with this advice, consultants were appointed to complete this work.
The Assessment has been formally approved by the EA.

•

The Level 2 SFRA did not identify any allocated sites that would no longer be
suitable for development, nor did it require any changes to the SBLP.

•

The results of this work have been shared with the potential developers of the
sites affected.

London Luton Airport
•

SBC attends regular meetings with the London Luton Airport Consultative
Committee (LLACC). This ensures we stay up-to-date with any development
proposals and issues relating to the airport, and also allows SBC to be
involved in any joint responses made to the airport on behalf of the effected
local authorities and organisations.

•

A strategic approach is often taken to responses to consultations, with joint
responses being made from LLACC as a whole, and SBC also discussing
these issues and sometimes providing joint responses with other Herts local
authority members, including HCC.

•

Policy FP8 recognises the close proximity of London Luton Airport to the
Borough and requires development which has the potential to be affected by
aircraft noise to be subject to conditions ensuring an adequate level of
protection against noise impacts.
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Ongoing co-operation
•

The results of the Level 2 SFRA will be further implemented through site
specific considerations and discussions held at the application and/or
masterplanning stage. The EA are consulted on all applications within flood
zones 2 and 3, and those that have significant drainage issues.

9. THE NATURAL ENVIRONMENT
Strategic issue

•

The designation of some green infrastructure assets is subject to data from
external organisations. This ensures a consistent approach is taken across the
county.

•

Green infrastructure is not confined to local authority boundaries. Joint studies
can enable a cross-boundary approach that provides a better strategic
outcome.

Key evidence base
•
•
•

Open Space Strategy, 2015
Wildlife Sites Review, 2013
Stevenage Landscape Sensitivity and Capacity Study, 2006

Strategic Partners
•
•
•
•
•
•

Hertfordshire Local Nature Partnership (LNP)
Hertfordshire County Council
Natural England (NE)
Herts and Middlesex Wildlife Trust (HMWT)
North Hertfordshire District Council
East Hertfordshire District Council

Key Actions
Action 1: Herts Landscape and Green Infrastructure Group meetings
Partners: HCC, All Herts local authorities
Outcome: Meetings held quarterly provide the opportunity to discuss opportunities
for joint work and to share knowledge.
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Date:
• Meetings – held quarterly
Action 2: Joint Stevenage Landscape Sensitivity and Capacity Study produced
Partners: NHDC
Outcome: Joint study undertaken to assess greenfield sites within Stevenage and
North Herts for their development potential.
Date:
• Study published - 2013
Action 3: Local Wildlife Sites data provided to SBC on an annual basis. Wildlife Sites
Review carried out in 2013.
Partners: HMWT (and others that form the LWS Partnership)
Outcome: SBC is provided with up-to-date LWS data annually. This directly informs
the Local Plan. A Wildlife Sites Review ensured that existing sites were all still
appropriate in terms of their protection.
Date:
• Data provided to SBC – annually
• Wildlife Sites Review published - 2013
Action 4: Statement submitted to the LNP to demonstrate accordance with its
guiding principles.
Partners: Herts LNP
Outcome: Statement reviewed by the LNP. Letter received demonstrating that the
SBLP is generally in accordance with the guiding principles. Recommendations
provided on how the statement could be improved to better reflect LNP objectives.
Subsequent amendments made to the statement in accordance with these
comments. No changes to the SBLP required.
Date:
•
•
•
•

Amended Statement produced – July 2016
Response from the LNP received – 7 June 2016
Statement of Accordance sent to the LNP – 2 March 2016
Email received from the LNP co-ordinator explaining the preferred Duty to Cooperate process – 26 Jan 2016
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Action 5: HRA Appropriate Assessment (AA) sent to Natural England for review.
Partners: Natural England
Outcome: Verbal discussions held with NE. Amendments to the AA suggested. SBC
incorporated the proposed amendments and sent the AA back to NE. No response
received. NE provided a response to this in conjunction with their response to the
SBLP and SA (discussed further under Action 6).
Date:
• Revised AA sent to NE – Nov 2015 (Re-sent Dec 2015 and Jan 2015)
• Verbal communications with NE – Nov 2015
• AA sent to NE – Autumn 2015
Action 6: Various discussions and meetings held with NE to resolve their objections
to the SBLP, the SA and the AA.
Partners: Natural England
Outcome: Objections discussed verbally and a subsequent meeting held. Whilst
SBC does not believe that NE's representations go to issues of fundamental
soundness, if the Inspector were minded to disagree, an alternative form of words
could be agreed. Potential alternative wording discussed with NE, along with
proposed amendments to the SA and AA. NE agreed to all proposals. The AA and
SA have been updated to reflect this. MoU has been signed by NE.
Date:
• MoU signed by NE – June 2016
• Letter received from NE confirming agreement to all proposed changes/points
to raise with the Inspector – 9 May 2016
• Meeting held – March 2016
Action 7: Various discussions held with the EA in relation to their Local Plan
consultation response
Partners: EA
Outcome: Objections discussed verbally. Whilst SBC does not believe that the EA's
representations go to issues of fundamental soundness, if the Inspector were minded
to disagree, an alternative form of words could be agreed. Potential alternative
wording discussed with the EA. SBC explained to the EA why other representations
were not considered to require further action. The EA have verbally agreed to this
approach. MoU drafted and verbally agreed by the EA. Awaiting formal signature.
Date:
• MoU drafted and agreed verbally by EA – June 2016
• Discussions held with EA (verbally)
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Outcomes from strategic working
Herts Landscape and Green Infrastructure Group Meetings
•

SBC attends quarterly meetings as a member of the Herts Landscape and
Green Infrastructure Group. This includes all Hertfordshire Local Authorities,
and is run by HCC.

•

These meetings provide the opportunity to discuss joint work, share best
practice guidance and ideas, and to try and ensure a consistent and strategic
approach is taken to the natural environment across the county.

•

Meeting outputs are also fed back to the Herts LNP.

Stevenage Landscape Sensitivity and Capacity Study
•

The Stevenage Landscape Sensitivity and Capacity Study was a joint study
produced on behalf of both SBC and NHDC. This was based around the (now
revoked) RSS figures for the study area.

•

The key aim of this study was to provide a transparent and consistent
assessment of landscape sensitivity and capacity of the landscape, to identify
potential growth areas where new development could best be accommodated
without unacceptable adverse landscape and visual impacts, and to identify
essential mitigation measures.

•

A joint study allows for the wider impacts of any loss of green spaces to be
considered, and provides a strong basis for agreement on development sites.
The results have been used to inform SBLP site selection, particularly the
urban extensions (Policies HO2, HO3 and HO4 and employment site EC1/7).

Local Wildlife Sites (LWS)
•

Hertfordshire has an established LWS Partnership, to record the species and
habitats across the county at a site by site level, and then to identify and
protect areas considered to be of significance for wildlife. The Partnership now
includes a regular board of 12 organisations including HCC, Natural England,
HMWT, Herts Environmental Records Centre (HERC), Countryside
Management Service (CMS), Environment Agency (EA), Forestry Commission
(FC), Lee Valley Regional Park Authority (LVRPA), Herts LNP, Herts RIGS
Group, and Chilterns Conservation Board (CCB).

•

The LWS dataset is updated and given to all local authorities on an annual
basis.

•

In 2012, SBC commissioned a review by the HWMT of the 37 Local Wildlife
Sites in the Borough. The sites were surveyed by experienced botanists,
following the established methodology agreed for Hertfordshire.

•

Both the annual LWS data and the 2013 Review have directly informed the
allocation of Wildlife Sites within the SBLP (Policy NH2). All identified LWS are
protected.
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Statement of accordance with the LNP
•

Communications with the LNP led to clarification that due to resource
limitations, they prefer to deal with the Duty to Co-operate via the submission
of a Statement of Accordance with their guiding principles by local authorities.

•

A Statement of Accordance was produced by SBC and sent to the LNP in Jan
2016. Following a review of this Statement, the LNP confirmed that they
welcome the approach taken by SBC to reflect the principles in the SBLP and
that the plan accords with all six principles, at least in part, if not in full.

•

A full review of the Statement provided recommendations on how the
Statement could be improved to better reflect LNP objectives. Subsequent
amendments have been made to the statement in accordance with these
comments. No changes to the SBLP were required. The LNP have been asked
if they wish to review the revised statement. We are currently awaiting a
response.

HRA Appropriate Assessment and discussions held to resolve Natural England
objections
•

There is a requirement for all Local Plans to be subject to an AA. The AA
Screening Opinion was carried out in order to determine whether the Plan
required a full HRA. The conclusion of this screening report was that we did
not need to carry out a full HRA.

•

The AA was initially sent to NE for comment prior to the Plan being finalised for
Publication stage consultation. The NE requested further detail on the Plan’s
proposals before it could provide full comments. Further discussion with NE
led to some changes being made to this Assessment. Although the revised AA
was sent back to NE for approval, no response was received.

•

A response was received in relation to the AA, in conjunction with NE’s
representation on the Local Plan and the SA. NE objected to parts of the
SBLP, SA and the AA.

•

SBC and NE discussed these objections verbally and a subsequent meeting
was held. Whilst SBC does not believe that NE's representations go to issues
of fundamental soundness, if the Inspector were minded to disagree, an
alternative form of words could be agreed. Potential alternative wording has
been discussed with NE, along with proposed amendments to the SA and AA.
NE has agreed to all of these proposals. Accordingly, the AA and SA have
been updated to reflect this.

•

A MoU has been signed by the EA, confirming approval of all proposed
amendments to the SA and AA, and agreement of an approach to resolving
objections to the Local Plan.

•

However, NE’s objections to the Local Plan will still need to be resolved
through the Examination process.
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Discussions held to resolve EA objections
•

The EA objected to parts of the SBLP at the Publication consultation.

•

Discussions have since been held with the EA to try and understand these
objections and to seek resolution, where possible.

•

In relation to the comments on the Water Framework Directive, whilst SBC
does not believe that the EA's representations go to issues of fundamental
soundness, if the Inspector were minded to disagree, an alternative form of
words could be agreed. Potential alternative wording has been discussed with
the EA.

•

SBC explained to the EA why other representations were not considered to
require further action. The EA have verbally agreed to this approach.

•

A MoU has been drafted and verbally agreed by the EA. It is currently awaiting
formal signature.

•

However, the EA’s objections to the Local Plan will still need to be resolved
through the Examination process.

Ongoing co-operation
•

LWS data is provided to the Borough Council on an annual basis. Policy NH2
makes allowance for new LWS to be added, or for existing sites to be removed
following adoption of the Plan.

•

The AMR monitors green infrastructure indicators annually, and records any
loss of LWS, open space and other assets.

•

Although the LNP expressed general support for the SBLP, discussions with
are ongoing in relation to the Statement of Accordance. SBC are currently
awaiting a reply to communications sent with regards to the revised Statement
produced.

•

Agreement has been reached with both NE and the EA. However, further work
will be required at the Examination stage, to try to ensure an outcome that both
parties are satisfied with.

10. THE HISTORIC ENVIRONMENT
Strategic issue

•

Hertfordshire County Council Historic Environment Unit hold up-to-date data
on heritage assets

43

•

Lists of heritage assets are held by Historic England on the National Heritage
List for England (NHLE)

•

Historic England provide best practice advice for plan making

Key evidence base
•
•

Areas of Archaeological Significance (GIS layer), 2012
Conservation Area Management Plans (x7), 2012

Strategic Partners
•

Hertfordshire County Council (Historic Environment Unit)

Key Actions
Action 1: Data (in the form of a GIS layer) regularly received from HCC identifying
Areas of Archaeological Significance (AAS).
Partners: HCC
Outcome: The latest GIS data was received in 2012. This has been used to directly
inform AAS allocations in the SBLP (Policy NH09).
Date:
• Email sent to confirm this is still the most up-to-date information - 2015
• AAS data received - 2012
Action 2: Meeting held with Historic England to discuss draft Local Plan policies.
Partners: Historic England
Outcome: Historic England suggested a positive, locally specific approach to policies
relating to the historic environment. A policy specifically identifying the conservation
areas within the Borough was recommended, which has been accommodated under
(Policy NH10). Outcomes relating to specific housing sites are discussed under Issue
1: Housing.
Date:
• Meeting held – 2 Sept 2015
Outcomes from strategic working
Meeting with Historic England
•

Following representations made on previous versions of the Local Plan and an
invitation from Historic England to discuss the Plan in more detail, a meeting
was held. Local Plan draft policies were discussed and advice was provided.

•

Historic England advised that a locally-specific conservation area policy should
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be included, identifying the conservation area boundaries and pointing
developers towards guidance set out in the Conservation Area Management
Plans.
Ongoing co-operation
•

We will continue to work with Historic England through the masterplanning
phases of those larger sites affecting heritage assets, particularly North
Stevenage and the town centre – to ensure any impacts are minimised and/or
mitigated, where possible.

5. Other Duty to Co-operate issues
4.1

As well as discharging the Duty to Co-operate in relation to those specific
Local Plan-related issues listed in Section 5, the Borough Council has also
been engaged with various other organisations, the outputs of which have
informed the context of the Plan.

Taking into account the needs/plans of London
4.2

The SBC Portfolio Holder for Environment has attended regular meetings
held by the Greater London Authority (GLA), particularly in relation to the
London Plan.

4.3

The Portfolio Holder will be attending meetings held to discuss the next
iteration of the London Plan.

4.4

It is expected that London will need to disperse any future housing targets
into surrounding areas in order for needs to be met. Therefore it is important
to stay involved and up-to-date in this issue, as it has the potential to impact
SB, and the wider HMA in the future.

Other transport-related work
4.5

SBC has been a regular attendee of the East Coast Mainline Consortium of
Authorities (ECMA). This includes all authorities situated along the East
Coast Mainline (ECML). SBC was one of the founder members of this lobby
group, which seeks to get further investment into the ECML.

4.6

SBC also regularly attends the East West Rail Consortium (EWRC), a lobby
group seeking to impact the East West Rail project. This group is primarily
made up of local authorities along the proposed routes previously discussed
(from Oxford to Cambridge).
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APPENDIX 1: Duty to Co-operate bodies
The 'duty to co-operate' relates to matters which have a significant impact on two or
more local planning areas, including infrastructure. It applies to Councils and other
plan-making bodies with responsibility for preparing development plan documents,
and extends to preparation and evidence support of development planning.
The duty also covers a number of public bodies in addition to councils set out in Part
2 of the Town & Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012 and
comprising the following applicable bodies:
•

Environment Agency

•

Historic England

•

Natural England

•

Mayor of London

•

Civil Aviation Authority

•

Homes and Communities Agency

•

East and North Hertfordshire Clinical Commissioning Group

•

East and North Hertfordshire NHS Trust

•

Office of the Rail Regulator

•

Highways England

•

Transport for London

•

Hertfordshire County Council [as Highway Authority]

All the above authorities have been contact during the process of plan preparation.
In the case of Stevenage, the duty applies to the organisations specified above and
neighbouring authorities, principally:
•

East Hertfordshire District Council

•

North Hertfordshire District Council

•

Central Bedfordshire District Council

•

Luton Borough Council

•

Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council

•

Hertfordshire County Council

The Hertfordshire Local Enterprise Partnerships (LEP) and the Hertfordshire Local
Nature Partnership (LNP) are not subject to the requirements of the duty. However,
the NPPF and NPPG state that LPAs must co-operate with LEPs and LNPs, and
have regard to their activities when preparing Local Plans, accordingly, we have
worked with these bodies when producing the Local Plan.
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APPENDIX 2: Evidence of key Duty to Co-operate actions
Appendix 2a – HOUSING
Action 1: Targeted early stage consultation – letter to Duty to Co-operate bodies

48

Action 1: Early stage consultation summary of responses

49

Action 1: Early stage consultation summary of responses, continued…..

50

Action1: Early stage consultation – late responses and clarifications

51

Action 2: Letter sent to HMA authorities – seeking help with housing needs

52

53

54

Action 6: Email sent to Hertfordshire Highways

55

Action 7: Meeting with Historic England – follow up advice

56

Action 7: HIA consultation with Historic England
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Appendix 2b – GYPSY AND TRAVELLER PROVISION
Action 2: Letter sent to the HCA

58

Action 2: Response received from the HCA

59

Action 3: Letter sent to neighbouring authorities

60

61

Action 3: Response from NHDC

62

Action 3: Response from Central Beds.

63

Action 3: Response from EHDC

64

Action 4: SBC notes from EHDC/SBC meeting relating to G&T provision

65

Action 4: Email sent to EHDC
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Appendix 2c – EMPLOYMENT
Action1: Early stage targeted consultation
See evidence under Housing Action 1 (pages xx to xx)

Action 2: Letter to Letter sent to HMA authorities – seeking help with housing needs
See evidence under Housing Action 2 (pages xx to xx)

Action 5: Consultation with Hertfordshire Highways
See evidence under Housing Action 6 (pages xx to xx)

Action 6: Letter from the HCA
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Appendix 2d – GREEN BELT
Action 1: Results of Green Belt Review shared with EHDC and NHDC

68

Appendix 2e – RETAIL
Action 1: Report to Executive (first page only) recommending the formation of the
Stevenage First partnership

69

Action 1: Report to Executive recommending the approval of the Stevenage Central
Framework

70

Appendix 2f: INFRASTRUCTURE AND TRANSPORT
Action 4: Publication of SMART Motorway scheme.

71

Appendix 2g: HEALTHY COMMUNITIES
Action 1: Example of minutes from HCC/SBC education meetings
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73

74

Action 2: Email confirming Sport England support for Sports Strategy

75

Action 4: Letter to Lister Hospital
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77

Appendix 2h: Climate change, Flooding and Pollution
Actions 2 & 3: Level 1 & 2 SFRA formal approval from the EA

78

Appendix 2i: The Natural Environment
Action 4: LNP email to confirm approach to Duty to Co-operate

79

Action 4: LNP response to Statement of Accordance

80

Action4: Revised Statement of Accordance with LNP guiding principles

81

82

83

Action 6: Letter received from NE confirmed approval of resolutions proposed

84

85

86

Action 6: MOU between SBC and NE

87

88

89

90
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Appendix 2J: THE HISTORIC ENVIRONMENT
Action 2: Meeting with Historic England
See evidence under Housing Action 2 (pages xx to xx)
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