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England (December 2008)

Agenda Item 6
Annexes A-G
Page 2 of 164



Planning for Gypsy and Trveller Acoommedation in the Bt of Englnd
Repart of 1he Panel: Deccmber 2008 Appendix A

APPENDIX A RECOMMENDED CHANGES TO POLICY H4
AND NEW POLICY H4A

POLICY H4 — PROVISION OF PITCHES FOR GYPSY AND TRAVELLER!
CARAVANS

To contribute o housing provision in the East of England as a whole, local
authorities will make provision through Local Developmeant Documents for at
least 1,237 net additicnal residential pitches for Gypsy and Traveller Caravans
owver the penod 2006 to 2011, The regicnal provision will be distributed as
forllionws:

AreaDisirict Autharsad MInimuim Proposed Piches
Piches in 2006 & dlditianal & 2011
Pitches Reoled
2006-2011
Bediord &0 25 35
Mid Besifcrdshire 2 30 [
South Beclordshire Ta ] 123
Lutcn 20 15 75
Cambridge 0 15 15
EastC -:'IIIIIZIrllZiI_IE"E-I'IlrE' & 25 o
Fenland 183 ) 272
Huntin gdonshi e 20 25 45
solth 203 ) 272
Cambiridaggshl e
Peterbarough 25 30 25
IEERIGER ¥ T TE
Braintres 75 71 ]
Brentwood 10 15 25
Castle Point i 15 T3
Chelmstord a5 [T ]
Calchester 5 20 25
Epping Foresl 04 ) FE
Harlcw Y] 15 49
AEIGEID ) T LT
Rachicord 3 15 T8
Tendring 2 15 7
Littlesfard ar 25 52
Southend i 15 T3
Thurrack B 44 {24
Braxhaurme & 15 30
Oacorum A 20 5&
Easl Herliorashire T 20 7

' Far the rposes of this policy “gypsies and Imwles” mears:  persons of nomadic babi of e
whalaver ther race orongin, induding such pemons who on grounds only ol ther own or ther family's
or dapandank’ educational or heallh resds or old age have cessed W imvel lemporanly o
p=rmanantky, buk cochiding members of an omanised group of traveling show peopla or cicus peopla
Irvallng tegether oz such

|
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Plnning fior Gypsy and Traveller Accommeddaiion in the Ext of England

Repart of he Panel: December 2008 Appandix A
Herl=mers A5 15 53
Horth Hertfordshi e & 15 21
Sl Albans 52 28 &0
Slevenade 14 10 Z
Three Rivers i 15 2
Watfor 10 100 20
ey Hanield 51 il 4]
Ereckland a2 15 a7
Eroad land F; 15 77
Greal Yarmalth 4 15 E
KIng's Lynn & Wesl g3 53 148
Horf clk

Horth o ralk ] 15 18
Horwkh ] 15 73
Solth Nofol k Z 25 53
Babargh i 15 5
Forest Healh 47 18 [
Ipawich 43 15 58
Mid Sufiolk £ [F; 7T
5t Edmundsbuory 2 20 Z
SUffGlk Coastal i 21 ]
Waveney 20 15 75
Eastal England 1704 1237 93T

Local authorities should seek to achieve levels of provision required by 2011
as soon as possible through the development control process particularly
when opportunities prasent themselves in respect of new major developments
and through the preparation of Local Developmant Documeants. The
preparation of joint or co-ordinated Local Development Documents to identify
suitable locations for pitches is encouraged. Where joint or co-ordinated
documents are procduced provision can be redistributed across the areas
concemead.

Beyond 2011 provision will be made across the region for an annual 3%
compound increase in the level of overall residential pitc h provision,
equivalent to 1042 additional pitches betwean 2011 and 2021, Where Local
Development Documents lock beyond 20011 provision will ke made for the
same propartion of the regional requirament as in Palicy H4 for 2006-11. A
coordinated review of Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation As sessmants
should b= undeartakan in 2011 to provide the evidence base for a subsequeant
revienw of this paolicy.

Local Developrment Documeants should consider the need for rural exception
sites and the alteration of Gresn Belt boundaries where necessary to make
required levels of provision.

Local authorities will work together to establish a network of transit pitches
across the region. Provision will be made through Local Development
Documents for an additiconal 160 transit pitches, as distributed in the table
below., The location and size of sites will be developead following local studies.

[
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Flamning for Gypey and Trovelkr Accommodaiion in the End of England
Repart of the Panel: December 1006
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L oumbgearbual Exehng Provision #Add thonal Piches | Further Locational

county (pitches) Required 200611 Guidance

[Bedordshira & Luton | HH [ Cardmal localon capabl of
meeling a mnge of needs;
could b= two smaller silaes.

iambndgashine & Hi Al Lambridge area, Fenland,

Paterbarough Huntingdonshire and
Palartoraugh.

[Essex, southandone | 11 A TAsinb uled natwork of 39

Zea, & Thurmock stz aligned with irarspon
raukes and urban cenlres.

Hamtordshine 15 al Twa silas, ana in South and
Wiasl Hartfordshine,
camplamenting axisting Scuth
Kimms =i tha olharin the
araa al tha Nothern and
Easiam Parnership.

Marfolk 14 40 AllMerlok districts, inchding
Merwich fringe ey not bein
Morwich).

Zuffolk Hi al Twa siles, n the south

iIpmeich'Felostowa) and
north ol tha County.

-G
.64
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Flamning for Oy pey and Tovelker Aoccommodalion in the: Ered of Englamd
Repart of The Panel: Decsmber 2008 Appardix A

NEW POLICY HAA — PROVISION FOR TRAVELLING SHOWPEQPLE?

Local authorities will work togather to make provision through Development
Plan Documents for an additional 184 plots for Travelling Showpeople
accommadation cver the perico 2006 to 2011, as distributed in the table e low.
Where Local Development Documents look beyond 2011 they will make
provision for an annual 1.5% compound increase in the level of Travelling
Showpeople accommodation.

& oLntgrariual county | Existng Prosision Eddincrial Plats Further Locatienal
i Familin=] Roquired 2008-11 Guidanoe
Hackordshirs & Luton T 1 Hadlord = elsevhans
ambndgashire & hd 14 Easli-ambs and
Paterbomugh elsaw han
Essen, Soauthand-on- ThE i [NE] Immediala naads m
Zea, & Thurreck Thumeck. Sile naads
alsci in Chelmeford,
Basidan and
ol e b
Hariordshin 1] ] Immediala naads in
Broxbouma. Sika
needs also in Easl
Herts
FMadelk Th 21 Ferwach and elsswhans
Zuolk k] H aullalk Loaslal and
il mean bz

Aspecls 10 be covered In the supporting text:

«  joint working In County qroopings (o identity land cppofunities in sssodation with ocs
Travallng Showp=opk communities and The Showmeans Guld of GB kng account al
Ihe kocatiarel quidanca In the labk;

& Fll:lll:"p'gIJ|lI|EI1l:'E'I:f|E||E'l'ﬂ kan al idesan Ball oundanes and rural E'ZII'EFHIZIH glles In drall
Palicy H4 also apples;

«  thewker dslribulion philcsaphy 0 paragraph 516 spplies bo Essex

s+ guidanca on lecalion and deskgn of phehes N paragraph 5.17 also applies bul wilh
ralerence bo Circular 042007

+ delvery and montonng guikdance In paragraphs B 18618 apples.

* For the purpeses of this palioy “Trveling Showpeoplk” means: membsrs of a group orgarissd for
tha pi.rpnm:{hl:ﬂhg[-:l:; ?r-:usn-:—-:-r iwhathar or nal irvaling together as suchj. This
inchdes such s who on the grourds of their own or thar lmiy's or dapandanls’ more locaksed

pattarn of irading, educstional or health neads or old aEn have cemsed o trvvel lamporanly or

h |
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ANNEX B:

Results from the Site Allocations Issues and
Options Consultation (November 2006)
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APPENDIX 1:
Results of Public consultation (2006)
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Gypsy and Traveller Sites

QUESTION 14
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Do you a gree that new provision for gypsy and traveller sites should be

located:

Total responses received: 177

(&) With good access to local services and facilities

Yes-91 No - 40

(b) In order to avoid local concentrations
Yes - 117 No - 32

(c) On previously developed land in preference to greenfield sites
Yes - 128 No —30

Response Actions

The majority of respondents agreed that new
provision for gypsy and traveller
accommodation should be located with good
access to services and facilities, should avoid
local concentrations and be on previously
developed land in preference to greenfield
sites.

Those respondents who answered ‘No’ to any
parts of the question were asked to explain
their reasons. Specific points raised included:

(a) With good access to local services and
facilities

* Gypsies and Travellers have the means to
travel to facilities if required

* Local services and facilities will not be able
to cope.

e Integration rather than segregated camps
within communities.

* Access to facilities should be given no
higher priority than any other development.

« Bovingdon airfield suggested as a potential
site.

(b) In order to avoid local concentrations

« Avoid a proliferation of small sites.

Take account of criteria (a) to (c)
when assessing feedback on
Supplementary Issues and
Options Consultation (November
2008).

Consider Bovingdon Airfield as a
potential site location through
Supplementary Issues and
Options consultation.
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(b) On previously developed land in
preference to greenfield sites

e Locating sites on brownfield land should be
the aim, but there are many factors / other
needs that also need to be accommodated,
so having a fixed rule may not always
result in the best overall solution.

e Urban capacity sites are often smaller and
therefore less likely to meet the 1lha size
requirement.

e Land use must bring the best use of the
land for the Borough.

e Land should be used for housing or
employment.

* A lot of brownfield land is ex-commercial
and therefore not suitable for residential.

e Gypsy sites often work best in rural
locations.

e All development must stay away from
greenfield sites.

General comments:

Many respondents stated that they did not wish
to see any increase in the provision of sites for
gypsies and travellers and that existing sites
should be extended and/or improved. As
required by Government, the Council has
carried out an assessment of the
accommodation needs for gypsies and
travellers. As an unmet need was highlighted
through this work, the Council is required to
ensure sufficient sites are identified through
the plan-making process. The Three Cherry
Trees Lane site, in Hemel Hempstead is
already significantly larger than the normal
maximum size of 15 pitches recommended by
consultants (CMRS) in their needs
assessment. [Subsequent to the consultation
Government concurred with this view. Further
consultations has shown that smaller sites are
preferred by the Gypsy and Traveller
community; result in fewer management
issues; are easier to integrate into their
surroundings and have less impact on local
infrastructure.

General concerns were raised regarding
pressure on local health facilities and
infrastructure and the need to take account of
the impact of any development on the Chilterns
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AONB. These issues will be considered in
more detail as the Site Allocations DPD is
progressed. However, due to the relatively
small number of additional pitches, it is unlikely
to place significant strain on local
infrastructure.

Note:

Comments that are not permissible under the
Race Relations Act 1976, as amended by the
Race Relations (Amendment) Act 2000, or that
do not constitute a material planning
consideration have not been reported.

QUESTION 15

Do you consider locating Gypsy and Traveller sites near any

settlements would be unsuitable  ?

of the following

Total responses received: 112

(a) Hemel Hempstead

25 responses
(b) Berkhamsted

23 responses
(c) Tring

16 responses
(d) Bovingdon

18 responses
(e) Kings Langley

26 responses
() Markyate

20 responses

In addition, 47 respondents considered that all of the above settlements were

unsuitable.
Response Actions
There was no overall consensus regarding the , . :
oo , Consider appropriate locations
unsuitability of particular towns and/or large .
and spread of sites through

villages to accommodate Gypsy and Traveller
provision. However, a significant proportion of
respondents felt all to be unsuitable.

The following reasons were given for particular
settlements being unsuitable:

(a) Hemel Hempstead

* |Infrastructure, services and
already stretched.

e Provision unsuitable unless it replaces an

resources

Supplementary
Options consultation.

Issues and
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existing site.
e Already has provision.
e Unsuitable due to planned expansion.

(b) Berkhamsted
* Pressure on facilities.

(c) Tring
+ Too small to accommodate sites.

(d) Bovingdon
* Pressure on facilities.

(e) Kings Langley
* Strain on local services.
« QOvercrowded.

(f) Markyate
e Already a site in close proximity to the
village.

A number of general issues were also raised.
These are summarised as follows:

e Locations should be away from rural areas.

« Existing provision is adequate.

« Encourage integration rather  than
segregation.

* Green Belt and Rural Area should not be
developed.

« Sites should be located away from existing
housing.

e Small permanent sites suitable in town
edge / rural locations, with appropriate
landscaping.

e Sites should be spread through the district
rather than concentrated in one particular
settlement.

* None unsuitable provided the sites are
small.

« Consider vacant sites in the Maylands
area.

The issue of the need for additional provision is

considered in the response to Question 14.

Designated Employment Areas were excluded
from the area of search in the Scott Wilson
Report. There is a need to safeguard
employment land to ensure a balance is
maintained between jobs and housing. In
addition, employment locations are not
considered to provide an appropriate
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QUESTION 16

If Hemel Hempst ead is proposed for an area of growth in the East of England
Plan, should we consider options for Gypsy and Traveller sites in the new
development area(s)

Total responses received: 161

Yes - 35 responses
No - 126 responses

Response Actions

The results show a clear majority in favour of Consider locational choices further

no additional Gypsy and Traveller site through Supplementary Issues
provision as part of any growth at Hemel and Options consultation.
Hempstead.

Liaise with adjoining authorities to
It should however be noted that the results | consider the issue of a potential
have not been analysed in terms of the | over-concentration of sites at
respondents’ location. If a high proportion of | Hemel Hempstead.

respondents were from the Hemel Hempstead
area, this could have an impact upon the
nature of the responses received.

The reasons for giving a ‘no’ response
included:-

e Already provision at Hemel Hempstead.

e« Try to fight the decision for growth. If
provision has to be made it should be
small.

The reasons for giving a ‘yes’ response
included:-

e Yes, if it is in conjunction with other local
authorities with  whom the study was
undertaken

e Subject to being well integrated.
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QUESTION 17
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Are there particular sites or locations you consi der suitable for Gypsy and
Traveller sites?

Total responses received: 137

Yes - 23 responses

No - 108 responses

Neither Yes or No - 6 responses

Response Actions

Respondents that answered yes to this question
generally felt that additional provision should be
through extending existing sites; of particular note
was expanding the site at Cherry Trees Lane.
Where new sites are to be provided respondents
felt that new sites should be self contained sites
within industrial areas, notably Maylands. There
was also interest in providing new sites in the more
rural parts of the borough (Wilstone/Tring) where
occupants could utilise land for grazing of horses.

Consider comments further
through Supplementary
Issues and Options Paper.
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APPENDIX 2:

Extract from the Citizen’s Panel Survey (NWA Social
& Market Research, Spring 2007)
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2.5 Gypsy and Traveller Sites

Cwer B0% ol respondents agreed that new provision of gypsy and traveller
sites should be located in order 10 avoid local concentrations, (83.5%), and on

prévicusly developed land in preference o greenheld sites, (66,3%), Howver
only 47 5% of respondents agreed that such sites should be located with good
access 1o local services,

Q14: Provision for Gypsy Traveller Sites

() Nt anws rad
avoid kocal TE:B -

concantrations eas

| B yas

| pood access 1o -

local serdces ars

o 20 410 L2 LITH]

%

Reasons given for this disagreemnent are shown on the foliowing pages.
Howawar, many of the reasons ralated to not wanting 16 prowide $8es at all fos
gypaiea and trevellers of 10 there already being sufficsent sites available in the

vigww of the respandants,

When asked which of the Esied setlliements would be unsuitable for locating
gypsy and traveler siles 42.7% of respondents did not indicate one.

Teodad

i
[ ]
Ting | Bestamsied *ﬁuul_ g
1 i
AT A ANE
¥ 7] 3
R jramaiHempmend | B | 216% | 10| B6ir | 18 | M5 | 67 [ 455 | 93 | 366
Folgeing | Baskharroled 0| e | 22| S50 | 2% | 38 | 310% | 100 | 38w
:w [Ting ~  Jes[moas | 17 | 420 |0 J200 |35 [ 270 | 98 | 380
Burerigion m|ETes | 14 O | ) TN | 35 | AT B3 | 3%
Kings Larghey MEEIENET I AR D
W gl g M 14 e | 3| 0w | e | man | A%
e ghas M7 17| a@s | 6| e | & | 20w | 1 | o

Howeawer, it was noticeable that for sach locaton respondents who e in thet
lacation were more ikely 1o say it was unsuitable. .e.g. 70.3% of respondents
who live in Tring consider Trng o be unsuitable companed o 38.4% of the
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overall sample. The reasons given for believing the siles to be unsuitable are
broadly similar to the responses 10 pravious guestions relating 10 these aites.

When asked if Hemel Hempstead is proposad for an arga of growth in the East
ol Engiand Plan, should the Council consider options for gypsy and travellar
sites in the new development areals), 58.4% of respondents fell thatl they
should MOT do this. 30.2% said that they should and 11.4% did not express

and opanian,

16.1% of respondents said that there were particular sites or locations they
considerad to be sudable for gypsy and fravellsr sfes. However, bailse
respondents did not actually state an area of Dacorum when describing the
Sles, Six reSpondents Mdndned BOangaon aiMeld and INdés manlionad me
Buncefield site.

QG000 AGOOCODD

=]

o a

&b 04

Question 17: Particular sites for gypey traveilsy sites
Adfacent fo moforeay senice siafons

Away from normal housing .3, couniryside ouwlside a vilage

Betwearn Hemel and estrie, and Rebborn Vilkage

Buncefisid if gecammissioned davaiamad

Bovingdon airfieks and prison Hemel Hempstead indusinal sites [ i1 close proximity i MT)
Bovingdon airfiehd x 5

Bovingdon markel area muapbe

Charry free lane expand eusimg sife

Girgen Sitag

Hemel Hampslead

Hokmera ard, Cupid Grasn Lane, Anpwhera in Hame!

Hospital site?

If vy have provision use e washe sie af Buneeleld

In belwesn fowns and vilapes, S0 any anii Social behaviour does nol dvectly afecs
COTITILW RS

incraase thal Wwitich axisls, wilf de-bult of ndusinal asiats in progress mow /s idoal causing
fess aisTuplion

indusirial area M1 side of Hamal fowand Lufon

Land paar MT as if they are only fraveling through the area fhen if's easily accessibe for
thevm and it wowld be a and wheve olher peaple wowdn't wand fo permanently e due to
Pt jevels

Near moforways, easy acoess for avelers

CNd gas works Apsiay Baxmoos i neighbours

On e owlskits of commenciay aneas

Cithar side of Buncaliek

Smalier unis and for sefffed communifies

The Cow Roast
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APPENDIX 3:

Extract from Focus Group Reports — Section 7.0
Gypsy Traveller Community (NWA Social & Market
Research, March 2007)
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NWA Urban Development Report

7.0 Gypsy Traveller Community

7.1  Participants were informed that Dacorum Borough Council has a duty to make
accommodation provision for the gypsy/traveller community, that a recent
study showed the need for 200 pitches across Hertfordshire by 2021 and that
some of these pitches would need to be in Dacorum. The groups were asked
whether they thought it would be preferable that all pitches should be in one
location or whether they should be spread across smaller sites across the
Borough.

7.2  Participants had mixed views on this with some participants expressing
concern about these sites because of personal experience which they related
in the groups, and others expressing concern that travellers were being
discriminated against because of prejudice.

7.3  The behaviour of some travellers that had been experienced by some group
members had an effect upon the discussions with the placing of any pitches
being seen by some group members as ‘negative’. Others in the groups were
of the opinion that they, as part of the settled community, should not be
expressing an opinion as this was something that should be asked of the
travelling community. It was further suggested in one group that if the
travellers are allowed to buy the land then they are more likely to use it with
respect and care.

‘It's very hard not to tarnish them all when you have had several who come
and trash your place and threaten to kill you and things like that, and they
have beaten up friends and hounded friends and burned their cars. Itis
frightening. | wouldn’t want my children around that area’ (younger people,
p17)

‘Obviously this is more a question of the Council actually talking to them about
what they want rather than asking everyone else as well, because we can't
really make a decision for them about where they want to live’ (younger
people, pl18)

7.4  Smaller sites: On the question of whether it is preferable to have one or
several sites, participants suggested that several small sites would assist in
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integrating travellers with the community and for services such as schools not
being stretched when the pitches are in use.

‘Split them up into smaller groups, like you say, perhaps there is a chance
they might integrate with the local community and get on with them better’
(younger people, p20)

‘It is a huge issue because wherever they move into, automatically you take
so many of their children in the schools and if your child is on the waiting list
for that school and suddenly their site is moved there and they all get the
places, you are going to be up in arms.” (middle group, p20)

7.5 Larger site: For some of those participants who felt that the traveller
community can cause problems, a larger site was preferred as the community
is more ‘controllable’ than if the community is spread across many sites.

‘| think if you have just got the one area, and obviously people have had
experienced problems with them, then they are more controllable’ (younger
people, p18)

7.6  Other arguments in favour of a larger site were that facilities could be provided
that potentially were not possible to provide on smaller sites because of the
resource implications and would take up more room.

‘It probably would be better in a large site — one site offering facilities for them,
rather than having separate sites which has got duplicate site offices and
facilities which would actually take up more room’ (middle group, p19)

‘The services and facilities will cost X so it would lead me to think that it is
better to have one properly designed, properly serviced site than to have a lot
of small ones which would be more expensive to service’ (older group, p14)

7.7  Location: There was no location agreed by all members of the groups and as
noted above in one group allowing the community to purchase their own land
and set up their own sites was the preferred solution of at least one
participant.
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Whilst a number of participants preferred isolated sites, and Three Cherry
Trees Lane and ‘next door to the prison at Bovingdon’ were suggested, these
were not supported by other group members on the grounds that they were
too isolated and that this would have a detrimental affect upon the women and
children on the sites. This argument related to the community requiring not
just water, power and sanitation, but access to health care, services such as
Surestart and education.

Another site suggested was the possibility of developing the hospital site as a
central and open space although others strongly contested this as it was
thought necessary to maintain that land for future use for health services.
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ANNEX C:

Letter to Gypsy and Traveller Representative
Organisations

(May 2008)
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Date:
Your Ref.
Our Ref:  7.16/FW
Contact: Mr F Whittaker
E-mail:
Directline:

Fax:

22 May 2008

francis.whittaker@dacorum.gov.uk
01442 228383
01442 228771
BOROUGH
COUNCIL
Civic Centre
Hemel Hempstead
HP1 1HH
(01442) 228000 Switchboard
Dear (01442) 228656 Minicom

DX 8804 Hemel Hempstead
GYPSIES AND TRAVELLERS SITES

We are preparing for public consultation in November/December 2008 on possible Gypsy
and Traveller sites as part of the Site Allocations Development Plan Document (Issues and
Options).

We are already aware of a number of possible locations within and adjoining the Borough for
sites that we will be seeking comments on. A consultant’s study (Scott Wilson report -
September 2006) has identified a variety of potential sites on behalf of authorities in the
south and west of Hertfordshire, including Dacorum. Furthermore, a small number of
additional sites were suggested by members of the public as a consequence of the first
round of consultation on the Site Allocations DPD.

We need to ensure we have as full a list of possible sites before we undertake formal public
consultation towards the end of the year, and in preparation for related work on settlement
strategies in September/October 2008. We are therefore asking you whether you want to put
forward any additional land in the Dacorum area for us to consider as part of this process.
We would also be interested to know of any other organisation or individual that you might
be aware of that may wish to promote a site. | would be grateful if you could pass this letter
on to them.

It is vitally important that the Council understands and can consider options now, as sites
that are submitted late in the DPD process may be difficult to support.

We will be formally notifying you again later in the year as part of the above consultation
exercise.

| look forward to hearing from you should you have any information on potential new sites,
and please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any queries.

Yours sincerely,

Francis Whittaker
Senior Planning Officer — Development Plans
Planning & Regeneration
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Letter sent to:

Title
Mr
Mr
Mr
Mr
Ms
Ms

First Name
Steve
Hughie
Cliff
Norbert
Emma
Sheila

Last Name
Staines
Smith
Codona
McCabe
Nuttall
Clarke

Job Title

President

(& Janie Codona)

HCC Gypsy Liaison Officer

Project Manager

Gypsies and Travellers Co-Ordinator
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Company

Friends, Families and Travellers' Support Group
The National Gypsy Council

National Travellers Action Group

Gypsy Services

Friends, Families and Travellers

Government Office for the East of England

Irish Travellers Movement in Britain
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Your Ref.
Our Ref:  7.16/FW
Contact: Mr F Whittaker
E-mail:  francis.whittaker@dacorum.gov.uk
Directline: 01442 228383
Fax: 01442 228771

BOROUGH

Mr H Smith

Gypsy Council COU NC"—
Romanl Kris Civic Centre
Springs Lane Caravan Park Hemel Hempstead
Bickerton HP1 1HH

Nr. Wetherby

North Yorkehire LS22 5ND (01442) 228000 Switchboard

(01442) 228656 Minicom
DX 8804 Hemel Hempstead

Dear Hughie Smith,
GYPSIES AND TRAVELLERS SITES
Thank you for your letter dated 10 June 2008, concerning consultation on the above.

As requested, | enclose details of the Scott Wilson study (September 2006) and maps. For
convenience | have copied relevant extracts from the report, but | have also included a full
copy on a CD. This should help you to respond to our earlier request for potential alternative
sites so that we are able to go out to consultation at the end of the year with as full a list of
locations as possible.

There are three additional sites that have been flagged up by members of the public,
although these do not have any direct relationship to the study. | have marked their location
by hand. They are (with my referencing):

* D25 Land adj. Dunsley Farm, London Road, Tring (The reference to this site is unclear
and may overlap with D7).

» D26 Land adj Longbridge Close, Tring.

» D27 Land adj Bourne End Service Area, Bourne End.

| am pleased that you are able to offer assistance to investigate possible alternatives in the
Borough, and do not hesitate to contact me if you have any queries.

Yours sincerely,

Francis Whittaker
Senior Planning Officer — Development Plans
Planning & Regeneration

Enc.
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ANNEX D:

Supplementary Site Allocations Issues and
Options Consultation - Results
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APPENDIX 1:

Public Questionnaire
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Chapter 1: HOUSING

Selecting Housing Sites for the Site Schedules

Q1 Are there any new sites put forward for consideration in the Supplementary
Schedule of Site Appraisals (see Appendices A and B) that you particularly support?

Yes [ ]
No [ ]

(If yes please list)

Ref. No. Reason
(from Appendices
A and B)

Q2 Do you think there should be any sites excluded from further consideration at
this stage?

(If yes, please list with your reasons.)

Ref. No. Reason
(from Appendices
A and B)
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Other New Sites

Q3 Are there any other sites the Council should consider?

ves [ ]

(Please provide a minimum of a site plan and a description for each proposal)

Chapter 2: GYPSIES AND TRAVELLERS SITES

Gypsies and Travellers Sites

Q4 Do you think the Council should base its decision on which locations/sites to
examine more closely on the following principles?

A. Because they are smaller settlements than Hemel Hempstead:

Berkhamsted should not have more than one site.
Agree [ ] nDisagree [ ]

Bovin?don should not have more than one site.

Agree Disagree [ ]
Markvate should not have more than one site.
Agree b Disagree
Tring should not have more than one site.
Agree b Disagree [ ]
Please give your reasons if you disagreed with any of the above
statements.
B. Because they are lowest ranked all sites with a scoring of “3” should be

eliminated from further consideration?

Yes |:| |:|
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Please give your reasons if you answered “No”.

Q5 The Council has listed all locations/sites in Dacorum that are considered to be
possible in Appendix C. Are there any other particular sites or locations in Dacorum
you consider to be suitable for Gypsy and Traveller sites?

Yes [ ] [ ]

(If yes, please state the site(s) with your reasons.

Q6  The Council must find locations for new sites in Dacorum. Please list the five
more preferable sites in your opinion.

Ref. No. Name/Address
(from Appendix C)
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Chapter 3: OTHER ISSUES

New Open Land designations

Q 7  Which of the following proposed new open land designations do you support?

Please tick all those you support.

Site Code [Site Address

Hemel Hempstead:
H/ol Hunting Gate Wood
Woodland between Hawthorn Lane and

Hfo2 Martindale Road

H/o3 Warners End Wood

H/o4 Trouvere Park

H/o5 Brickmakers Lane Allotments

H/06 Dell at The Crofts

H/o7 Longdeans School and Woodfield School
H/o8 Hobletts Manor School

H/09 Martindale School

H/010 Woodland belt Maylands Avenue
H/ol1 \Woodland belt off Tewin Road

H/012 Berkeley Square/Cuffley Court, Bayford
Close

H/013 Datchet Close

H/o14 Adjoining Howe Grove

Berkhamsted and Northchurch:

Be/ol St Mark’s Church grounds

Be/o2 Bridle Way

Be/o3 Victoria Junior School

Be/o4 St Peter’'s Church grounds
Be/o5 Edgeworth House, High Street
Be/o6 Swing Gate Junior School
Tring:

T/ol [Frances de la Salle School
Bovingdon:

Bov/ol Old Dean
Bov/o2 Lancaster Drive

Other New Open Land Designations

Q 8 Are there any additional areas of land (within our urban areas) that you would
like us to consider designating as Open Land?

No [ ]
Yes [ ]
Agenda Item 6

Annexes A—-G
Page 32 of 164



Agenda Item 6
Annexes A- G
Page 33 of 164

(If yes, please provide details.)

Other Issues

Q9 Are there any additional comments you would like to make on any other site(s)
in the Schedule of Site Appraisals?

No [ ]
Yes |:|

(If yes, please provide details.)
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APPENDIX 2:
Results of Public Consultation (2008)
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Borough Overview

The analysis for the Borough has been subdivided into the six settlements plus
remainder (which includes most of the small villages and any unassigned comments):

Berkhamsted

Bovingdon

Hemel Hempstead (which is itself subdivided)

Kings Langley

Markyate

Tring

. Elsewhere

The information below gives an overview of some of the statistics. For all detail refer to

the particular area or sub area.

NooprwNE

1. Response Rate

All responses assessed
Sub area Number Petitions

Residents | Organisations | Total Number | Total

signhatures
Berkhamsted 333 7 340 -
Bovingdon 303 5 308 2 148
Hemel Hempstead 1,015 10 1,025 5 530
Kings Langley 12 - 12 -
Markyate 5 2 7 -
Tring 121 8 129 -
Elsewhere 13 10 23 -
1,802 42 1,844 7 678

Total
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5. Smaller Settlements in the Borough (Q4a)

Should not have more than one Agree Disagree
G&T Site
Berkhamsted 182 101
Bovingdon 167 134
Markyate 157 100
Tring 168 117
Total 674 452
6. Elimination of Options (Q4b)
Should sites scoring ‘3’ be Yes No
eliminated?
241 190
7. Additional Sites Suggested (Q5)
Are there any further sites? Yes No
151 144

Sites suggested

Locations

Number of Responses

(i) Extend existing sites

Long Marston
Three Cherry Trees Lane
Unspecified

70

3
61
6
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(i) New site options

Berkhamsted Options:

Billet Lane employment area
Bulbeggars Lane (unspecified)
Land adj. cemetery, Kingshill Way
New Lodge

Northbridge Road employment area

Bourne End

Bovingdon options:
Middle Lane (former airfield site)

Cow Roast
Gaddesden

Hemel Hempstead options:
A41 outside the town (unspecified)
Boxmoor (unspecified)
Dispersed around the town
Felden

Gas Works, Two Waters
Marchmont Farm
Maylands business area
Nash Mills

Northridge Way
Waterhouse Square

Kings Langley

Markyate options:
General
By A5/near junction 9 (M1)

Tring Options:

General

Beggars Lane (unspecified)
Duckmore Lane (unspecified)
Icknield Way south

London Road

New Mill — household waste site
New Mill — (unspecified)

Station Road (unspecified)

191

N N = N =)

151

P PR R R R

136

RN
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(iii) Location Criteria 11
As part of new housing development 3
Based on advice in Circular 01/2006 1
Close to principal roads 1
On industrial land 4
Settlements which have no site 2
(iv) Outside the borough 84
East of Hemel Hempstead 34
M1 site works compound 35
Tullochside, Redbourn Road 4
Other 11
8. Preferred Sites (Q6)
Place Site reference Rank | Number of
Responses
Hemel Hempstead D1 Featherbed Lane 1 111
D2 Felden (Featherbed Lane) 3 13
Berkhamsted D3 Berkhamsted (Swing Gate Lane) 1 75
D4 Ashlyns Hall (Swing Gate Lane) 3 3
D5 Sandpit Green (Swing Gate Lane) 2 18
D6 Dudswell Lane 3 7
Tring D7 Upper Dunsley (London Road) 3 8
D8 Marshcroft Lane (SE Side) 3 5
D9 Marshcroft Lane (NW side) 3 5
D10 Little Tring Road 2 14
D11 Icknield Way (South side) 1 130
D12 Icknield Way (North side) 3 23
Markyate D13 Windmill (Windmill Lane) 3 16
D14 The Ridings 3 16
Hemel Hempstead D15 Highwood (Holtsmere End Lane) 1 127
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Bovingdon D16 Longcroft (Longcroft Flaunden 2
Lane)
D17 Bovingdon (Green Lane) 9
D18 Bovingdon (Airfield) 380

Hemel Hempstead D19 Cupid Green Lane 85
D20 Grovehill 32
D21 Polehanger Lane 6
D22 Fields End Lane 8
D23 Long Chaulden 21
D24 Leverstock Green (Bedmond 24
Road)

Tring D25 Land adjacent Longbridge Close 11

Bourne End D26 Land adj. Bourne End Industrial 38
Estate

The rank is taken from the Scott-Wilson Report and is as used in the Issues and

Options Paper (November 2008)

9. Total No. of Inappropriate Comments

Part of response taken into account only: 159

Whole response not taken into account: 49
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Berkhamsted

1. Response R ate

Total No. of Responses assessed: | 271 (D3,D4,D5) + 69 (D6) 340
Responses from Residents 266 + 67 333
Responses from Organisations 5+2 7
Total No. of Petitions: 0

2. Options under Consideration

D3 — Berkhamsted (Swing Gate Lane)
D4 — Ashlyns Hall (Swing Gate Lane)
D5 — Sandpit Green (Swing Gate Lane)

D6 — Dudswell Lane

3. Response Details

Clear opposition(s): 254 + 69 323

The remainder (17) were respondents from Berkhamsted who completed the
questionnaire, but did not express opposition to any Berkhamsted sites.

Overview of residents’ views: There is clear opposition to all four sites mainly
on Green Belt grounds and their recreation and
wildlife value. Access difficulties were also cited.
Bovingdon Airfield was overwhelmingly preferred
as an alternative.

Overview of organisations’ D3, D4, D5 Swing Gate and Thomas Coram
views: Schools, and Berkhamsted Town Council
oppose all three sites. Swing Gate School was
refused permission to relocate to that area. None
suggested alternative locations. The Chiltern
Society respondent simply completed the
guestionnaire and was opposed to housing, but
did not refer directly to the Gypsy and Traveller
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sites.

D6 Northchurch Sports Association would not
allow shared access. British Waterways are
concerned about the impact on the Grand Union
Canal.

Breakdown of responses: « D3, D4 and D5 — 254 objections

« D6 - 69 objections
(Objections to site options)

Environmental Issues
Common issues

* Loss of Green Belt

e Area of Archaeological Interest

» Effect on the AONB

« Effect on views from AONB on other side of
valley

* Brownfield Sites should used first

* Loss of visual amenity

» Detracting from the existing character of the
countryside

« Effect on wildlife including protected species

* Flooding issues

» Potential loss of hedgerows

D3, D4, D5

* Loss of good quality agricultural land (part of
Harefoot Farm) some of which is in the
Environmental Stewardship scheme

e On skyline, so wider visual impact

* Exposed location

* Noise and air pollution from A41

« Difficulty in creating a buffer for D3

* Some of the land is replacement common
land following construction of bypass

¢ Impact on Bourne Gutter

«  Proximity to listed buildings

* Loss of soft edge to Berkhamsted

* Sijte borders Dudswell Conservation Area
« Recommendation for meadow to be turned
into Local Nature Reserve (para. 7.3 of

Urban Nature Conservation Study)
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* Risk of contamination of River Bulbourne
with knock on effects downstream

« Loss of gap separating Northchurch from
Dudswell

* Floodplain

Social Issues
Common issues

* Insufficient infrastructure such as doctors,
dentists and school places

e Hospital closure

e Impacts on leisure — for walkers, runners and
cyclists

* Loss of fields which are used for informal
leisure purposes

* Poor location in terms of access to shops

* Lack of local employment opportunities

D3
» D3 s too close to existing housing

D6

« Danger of swamping the small community/
hamlet of Dudswell

e Too far from services and schools — schools
already at capacity

» Insufficient infrastructure such as doctors,
dentists and school places

¢ Owned by Taylor Woodrow who have written
to DBC stating they oppose the proposal

e Taylor Woodrow allow locals to walk round
the field

e Impact on nursery in sports ground pavilion —
could affect viability of club

Traffic Issues Common Issues

« Pedestrian safety along country lanes

« Single track lanes, therefore accessibility
issues for large vehicles

* Increased traffic

D3, D4, D5

* Single track road and dead end, therefore
accessibility issues for large vehicles

e Mini roundabout at junction with High Street
will be difficult to negotiate

* Very busy at school drop off/pick up times

* Poor visibility due to road configuration and
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parked cars

« Difficult access for emergency services

e Lack of pavements

» Steep hill will discourage walking

» Extra traffic will discourage parents from
letting their children walk or cycle to school,
contrary to government programmes

» Effect on public rights of way

« Difficult access to Dudswell Lane from north

* New access would involve removal of ancient
hedgerow

* Northchurch Sports Association would not
allow sharing of their access to sportsground

Infrastructure Issues

D3, D4, D5

« Frequent electricity outages

» Poor water pressure

» Sewerage system at capacity
D5

* No gas supply across A4l

4. Petition Details

Clear opposition(s):

None

Breakdown of Responses:

5. Smaller Settlements in the Borough (Q4a)

Should not have more than one Agree Disagree
G &T site

Berkhamsted 52 9
Bovingdon 37 14
Markyate 38 10

Tring 39 10
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Summary of reasons for
disagreeing:

Over 50 respondents objected to the
guestion on grounds that it implied all these
settlements should have one site.

5 respondents commented that Bovingdon
Airfield could accommodate more than one

site.
*« Green Belt

e Council should focus on providing one site to

reduce infrastructure costs.

* Should not base decisions on size, but

suitability.
6. Elimination of Sites Q4(b)
Should sites scoring ‘3’ be Yes No
eliminated
38 62

Summary of Reasons if No

* The main reason was that the scoring system
was regarded as fundamentally flawed as the

consultants lacked local knowledge.

7. Additional Sites Suggested (Q5)

Are there any further sites? Yes No
30 29
Sites suggested in Berkhamsted: |« New Lodge - 1
» Billet Lane - 1
¢ Northbridge Road - 1

* Woodland adjoining Kingshill Cemetery - 1

Sites suggested elsewhere in
Borough:

e Maylands Avenue
e Breakspear Way -
* Boundary Way - 4
e Buncefield - 27

-3
2

e M1 widening compound — 8

e Sappi-3

« Expand Three Cherry Trees Lane site - 9
* Bulbeggars Lane -

2

» Tring Household Waste Site - 2

e CowRoast-1

e London Road Tring - 1
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Sites suggested outside Borough:

« Expand Tullochside (St Albans) - 2

8. Preferred Sites (Q6)

Sites in Berkhamsted:

D3, D4, D5 -1 (Dudswell Residents’
Association)

« D5 as itis spoil from the bypass and has
existing gates — 1

» D6 —5 (Swing Gate residents)

Sites in rest of Borough:

Hemel Hempstead:
D1-25

D15 - 29

D19 - 17

D20 -5

D21-2

D23 -4

D24 -4

D25 -4

Bourne End:
D26 - 11

Tring:

D9 -2
D10-1
D11 -17
D12-1

Bovingdon:
D17-1
D18 — 99

Markyate:
D13 -1

9. Total No. of Inappropriate Co mments

Part of response taken into account only:

Whole response not taken into account:
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Bovingdon

1. Response Rate

Total No. of Responses: 308

Responses from Residents 303

Responses from Organisations 5

Total No. of Petitions: 2 (total s ignatures: 148)

2. Options under Consideration

D16 — Longcroft (Longcroft Flaunden Lane)
D17 — Bovingdon (Green Lane)

D18 — Bovingdon (Airfield)

3. Response Details

Clear opposition(s): A high proportion of respondents objected to
having a site close to the Prison as they felt it
raised security issues.

Overview of residents’ views: A very high proportion of respondents made two
general comments: that the village is absolutely
full to capacity; and that the village has a number
of undesirable uses (the prison, market, airfield
and banger car racing) and does not ‘deserve’
another.
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Overview of organisations’

i Ministry of Justice (MoJ) and Her Majesty’s
views :

Prison Service (HMPS):

« Object to site D18 on security grounds.

« Point out that a recognised problem with
prisons is the influx of drugs from the outside,
including them being thrown over the
wall/fence.

e At any one time there are likely to be 10-15
prisoners in The Mount from the travelling
community — some with local connections.

* MoJ are concerned that a site at the airfield
will exacerbate problems of the trafficking of
drugs, mobile phones and other materials
into the prison.

e State that ‘Clearly, these types of issues are
not confined just to the travelling community
however, to have a permanent presence in
such close proximity to an Operational Prison
poses an unacceptable risk to the operation
of the Prison and the staff and prisoners in
occupation’.

*« MoJ and HMPS also express concerns that
the land is Green Belt and that use as a
Gypsy and Traveller site contravenes
national Green Belt policy.

Landowner of Grange Farm, Green Lane:

« Opposes the proposed site on their land
(D17) because it is not separated from the
built up area and a Gypsy and Traveller site
could lead to noise and disturbance from
movement of vehicles and on-site business
activity.

* Considers that Bovingdon is not suitable for a
Gypsy and Traveller site as it is quite
compact and has poor local employment
opportunities.

e Points out that when gypsy and travellers
have encamped on the airfield there have
been sheep killed and mutilated.
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Wendy Fair Markets — operators of Bovingdon
Market:

* Object to the proposed site on the airfield
(D18) as it will have an adverse effect on
their business.

* The site will have adverse effects on the
prison and potentially on the CAA’s main
navigation beacon for the UK.

* The site is Green Belt and previous
applications for change of use have been
resisted on this grounds.

Bovingdon Parish Council:

e Oppose a Gypsy and Traveller site in
Bovingdon stating that the village is not an
appropriate location for it.

* Gypsy and Traveller sites should be provided
as part of large-scale new developments
where their requirements can be planned for
from the outset.

* Bovingdon is already over developed and
has no more school capacity, the parking
situation is awful, medical facilities are at full
capacity, the roads are congested and
drainage and sewerage systems are at full
capacity.

Ashley Green Parish Council

« Object to the proposed site on the airfield on
the grounds that it is likely to cause visual
and aural impacts in Whelpley Hill.

« Question the capacity of the infrastructure to
accommodate a Gypsy and Traveller site —
mentioning schooling, water, sewerage,
electricity and roads.

e Express concern about security issues
arising from locating a site near the existing

prison.

Breakdown of responses D16 — 8 objections
(Objections to site options): o
D17 —16 objections
D18 — 19 objections

All sites in Bovingdon — 237 responses

Environmental Issues e Destruction of open views
* A site would negatively affect the character of
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the village
* Loss of Green Belt

¢ Reduced use of public rights of way around
the village.

* The drainage system is inadequate.

e As Bovingdon is lacking in Open Land, any
available land should be used for recreation
and leisure.

* Negative affect on AONB

* Double standards in planning policy
regarding building in the Green Belt for
settled and travelling community.

* Recent application for concrete crushing on
airfield was refused on the grounds that the
airfield should be retained for Green Belt
amenity land for the village.

e Site D18 is an important wildlife site for:
woodpeckers, barn owls, muntjak, badgers

and foxes
» Site D17 floods regularly.
Social Issues « Insufficient school capacity for current

population. A number of Primary and
Secondary aged children do not get into the
local school(s). Concern that children from a
Gypsy and Traveller site would get priority
over local children in terms of school places.

« The village has a number of undesirable
uses (the prison, market, airfield and banger
car racing) and does not ‘deserve’ another.

e The village is already over crowded — the
Council’'s own technical document states that
it is at capacity in terms of population.

e The pubs already cause late-night problems
and a site would add to this.

« A site would negatively effect the character of
the village.

* Sites shouldn’t be located so close to existing
residential dwellings.

* A town would better meet travellers’ needs
than a village.

¢ Local amenities including doctors and
dentists are already stretched.

« The drainage system is inadequate.

e The community is small which will make the
integration of travellers much harder.

e The influx of such an insular group into an
already stressed community would
undoubtedly lead to confrontation.

* Poor employment opportunities for gypsies/
travellers in the village.

e Crime is low and social cohesion high — fear
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that this would change.

e Gypsy children have their own special needs
and therefore will have a disproportionate
impact on the local school.

* Increased risk of fire and Bovingdon Fire
station has now closed.

« Erosion of historical significance of airfield.

* Not suitable to locate site near prison for
security reasons.

» Adverse effect on the Market

Traffic Issues e Lack of parking.

* Roads heavily congested at particular times
of the day e.g. rush hour, school times and
during the market or car racing.

e Access to Bovingdon in general is poor.

e The roads are narrow and in poor condition.

e Sites D17 and D18 are next to a main road
with a complicated junction.

4. Petition Details

Clear opposition(s): -

Breakdown of responses Petition with 16 signatures — objected to having a
(objections to site options): site anywhere in Bovingdon on the following
grounds:

» Affect on house prices

» Fear of increase in crime

* Increase in waste to be disposed of

e A greater fire risk

* Greater demand on emergency services

* Bovingdon already has a number of
undesirable uses (prison, market and car
racing) and does not want another.

* School capacity and infrastructure in general
are already over stretched.

Petition with 132 signatures — objected to having
a site anywhere in Bovingdon on the following
grounds:

* Negative impact on schools

e Bovingdon already has a number of
undesirable uses (prison, market and car
racing) and do not want another.

e The infrastructure cannot cope with
additional population

¢ The quality of life in the village will suffer

e Farming will suffer
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5. Smaller Settlements in the Borough (Q4a)

Should not have more than one Agree Disagree
G&T Site
Berkhamsted 29 6
Bovingdon 34 15
Markyate 24 8
Tring 28 9
Summary of reasons for e Most respondents who disagreed that
disagreeing: Bovingdon should not have more than one
site made it clear that they meant it in the
context that Bovingdon should not have any
sites.
* Decisions should be based upon the impact
the site will have on the community.
* Rural villages shouldn’t have sites.

6. Elimination of Options (Q4b)

Should site scoring ‘3’ be Yes No
eliminated?
24 34
Summary of reasons if ‘No’ * No sites should be eliminated until they have

been further assessed for viability including
capacity of local infrastructure and schools;

e The scoring of the sites is inconsistent;

e Judging sites solely on this basis is too
crude;

e The consultants don’t have local knowledge;

e Sites may be suited differently to different
sizes of Gypsy and Traveller Sites.

7. Additional Sites Suggested (Q5)

Are there any further sites? Yes No
25 29
Sites suggested in Bovingdon: * One respondent suggested the ex WD site in
Middle Lane (part of the old airfield)
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Sites suggested elsewhere in Buncefield — 15

Borough: East of Hemel Hempstead next to M1 — 9
Expand 3 Cherry Trees Lane site — 6
Maylands — 6

M1 extension area — 4

As part of new housing developments — 3
Breakspear Way — 3

Expand site at Long Marston — 2

Kings Langley — 1

Bedmond — 1

Gaddesden — 1

Tring — 1

Markyate — 2

Bourne End -1

8. Preferred Sites (Q6)

Sites in Bovingdon: D18-5

Sites in rest of Borough: Hemel Hempstead:
D1-18

D15 - 22

D19 - 27

D20-9

D22 -3

D23 -3

D24 -7

Tring:
D8-1
D11 -25
D10-4
D12-6
D25 -2
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D3 -15
D5-1
D6 -2

Markyate:
D13-3
D14 -5

Bourne End:
D26 -5

Berkhamsted:

9. Total No. of Inappropriate Comments

Part of response taken into account only: | 10

Whole response not taken into account: 8
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Hemel Hempstead Overview

The Hemel Hempstead area has been subdivided into five sub areas for assessment:

A Chaulden/Fields End/Gadebridge/Potten End
B Felden/Apsley

C Grovehill

D Woodhall Farm

E Remainder of Hemel Hempstead

The information below gives an overview of some of the statistics. For all detail refer

to the particular sub area.

1. Response Rate

All responses assessed

Sub area Number Petitions
Residents | Organisations | Total Number | Total
signatures

Chaulden, etc 523 4 527 3 266
Felden/Apsley 115 4 119 1 11
Grovehill 74 - 74 1 253
Woodhall Farm 292 1 293 - -
Remainder 11 1 12 - -

1,015 10 1,025 5 530
Total
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5. Smaller Settlements in the Borough (Q4a)

Should not have more than one Agree Disagree
G&T Site
Berkhamsted 65 64
Bovingdon 56 88
Markyate 52 65
Tring 62 64
6. Elimination of Options (Q4b)
Should site scoring ‘3’ be Yes No
eliminated?

133 61
7. Additional Sites Suggested (Q5)
Are there any further sites? Yes No

70 48
1. Preferred Sites (Q6)
Sites in Hemel Hempstead: D1-40

D2-11

D15 - 47

D19-21

D20-11

D21-3

D22 -4

D23-6

D24 - 13
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Sites in rest of Borough: Berkhamsted:
D3 -43
D4-1
D5-11

D6 -3

Tring:
D7-4
D8-3
D9-1
D10 - 13
D11 - 66
D12 -9
D25-3

Bovingdon:
D16-1
D17 -4
D18 - 242

Markyate:
D13 - 10
D14 -8

Bourne End:
D26 - 20

9. Total No. of Inappropriate Comments

Part of response taken into account only: | 140

Whole response not taken into account: 38
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Chaulden/Fields End/Gadebridge and Potten End

1. Response Rate

Total No. of Responses assessed: | 527

Responses from Residents 523

Responses from Organisations 4

Total No. of Petitions: 3 petitions: with 9, 23, and 234 signatures

2. Options under Consideration

D21 - Polehanger Lane
D22 - Fields End Lane

D23 — Long Chaulden

3. Response Details

Clear opposition(s):

Overview of residents’ views: The majority of responses relate to site D23.
Almost all those objecting to this site cited the
proximity of the adventure playground as a
reason. Sites D21 and D22 received relatively
fewer objections. No single reason for objecting
dominated.

Respondents felt that sites should be located in
areas with better access to services, where the
visual impact would be minimal, and away from
residential areas.

Overview of organisations’ Taylor Wimpey UK:
views:

e Taylor Wimpey have an interest in where
sites D22 and D23 are located

« D22 and D23 should be removed from further
consideration
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Chilterns Conservation Board:

Site D22:

- access would need to be taken from
Fields End Lane which is narrow with a
number of tight turns. It would be
unsuitable for caravans and mobile
homes.

- There is no public transport and no
convenient routes to shops, doctors and
schools.

Site D23:

- asite here would mean that the surface
water balancing tank would need to be
relocated. This protects people from flash
flooding.

- Whilst it is accepted that it may be
possible to relocate the tank, this would
greatly increase the land take required for
the Gypsy site and its cost of provision.

- It would prejudice future comprehensive
development of this land for residential
development.

- This area is the only site on the western
edge of Hemel Hempstead with a realistic
development prospect.

Boxted Farm:

Great Gaddesden Parish Council:

- Does not object to D21, D22 and D23 on
the setting of the Chilterns AONB.

- However, the western and northern
extents of the sites are all within a
kilometre of the CAONB and therefore
need very careful treatment with the
highest standards of design and use of
materials.

- Representation from the landowner
where site D21 is positioned
- Would support the elimination of site D21

- No planning related comments were raised

Breakdown of responses

Not specific — 87 objections to the site options
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(Objections to site options): D21 — 46 objections
D22 — 69 objections

D23 — 295 objections

Environmental Issues e Loss of Green Belt
D21:

e Visual impact of site on surrounding
countryside (eyesore)

« D22:

e Visual impact of the site on the countryside.

e Detrimental impact on amenity.

« D23:

* Visual impact.

e Impact on local ecology.

e Flooding.
e Impact on Local Nature Reserve (Shrub Hill
Common).

* Proximity of ancient pathway.

Social Issues » All sites are too near residential areas.
 D22:

» Insufficient capacity at local schools.

« Inadequate access to services/facilities.
« D23:

* Too close to adventure playground

e Capacity issues at Pixies Hill and Chaulden
Junior Schools.
- Inadequate doctor capacity.

« D21:

Traffic Issues - Poor access into site. Would need to be
through the Town. Roads surrounding the
site are very narrow.

- Increased congestion on local roads.

- Poor accessibility to wider road network.

« D22:

e Poor access. Would need to be taken
from Fields End Lane or Pouchen End
Lane (both being very narrow).

e Increased congestion on rural roads.

« D23:

- There is no access onto the site.

- Access would need to be taken off Long
Chaulden Road. Possibly safety issues
turning onto the road. There are also
concerns with safety of children crossing
the roads.
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4. Petition Details

Clear opposition(s): e General visual impact and loss of Green Belt
Land.
* The proximity of the site to the adventure
playground.

e The proximity of the site to Shrub Hill
Common (LNR) and the potential impact that
this may have, the risk of flooding, increased
traffic generation and the implications for
safety and the strain on local schools.

Breakdown of responses (9) = objecting to site D23

(objections to site options):
(234) = objecting to site D23

(23) = objecting to D22 and D23

5. Smaller Settlements in the Borough (Q4a)

Should not have more than one Agree Disagree

G&T Site

Berkhamsted 36 30

Bovingdon 28 52

Markyate 24 29

Tring 35 27

Summary of reasons for » All appropriate sites should be considered.
disagreeing: + Settlement size should be irrelevant.

e Should be kept away from residential areas.

e The number of sites given to each settlement
should be proportional to the size of each
settlement.

e However, Hemel Hempstead should not be a
dumping ground.

6. Elimination of Options (Q4b)

Should site scoring ‘3’ be Yes No
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eliminated?

117 14

Summary of reasons if ‘No’

* No sites should be ruled out at this stage as
some sites still might be more appropriate
than others once more thorough appraisal

has taken place.

7. Additional Sites Suggested (Q5)

Are there any further sites? Yes
43
Sites suggested in North West None

Hemel Hempstead:

Sites suggested elsewhere in
Borough:

* Extend the existing site at Three Cherry

Trees Lane — 39
* Buncefield/Maylands — 33
* M1 works site — 18
* Lucas aerospace site — 1

8. Preferred Sites (Q6)

Sites in North West Hemel
Hempstead:

None

Sites in rest of Borough:

Hemel Hempstead:

D1 - 32
D2 -7
D15 - 36
D18 — 82
D19 -11
D20 -3

Markyate:
D13-8
D14 -5

Tring:
D10-7
D11 - 46
D12-3

Berkhamsted:
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D3-29
D5-6

Bovingdon:
D16-1
D17 -3
D24 -4

D26 - 13

Bourne End:

9. Total No. of Inappropriate Comments

Part of response taken into account only: | 83

Whole response not taken into account: 29
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Felden/Apsley

1. Response Rate

Total No. of Responses assessed: | 119
Responses from Residents 115
Responses from Organisations 4

Total No. of Petitions:

1 with 11 signatures

2. Options under Consideration

D1 Featherbed Lane

D2 Felden (Featherbed Lane)

3. Response Details

Clear opposition(s):

There was clear opposition to both sites.

Overview of residents’ views:

e D1, Featherbed Lane is on a sharp bend
leading to a dual carriageway and raises

health and safety issues.
* Itis a Green Belt site and should
protected.

e D1 and D2 should not be developed.
Mixing traveller sites with the general

community is not good.

« D1 & D2 are served by an inadequate

bridge. There is already traffic co
here.

e There are no doctors surgeries near
these sites, and no room at the local

schools.

+ Sites should be considered in this order:
brownfield, windfall, greenfield — Green

Belt sites should be excluded.

* Any sites adjacent to residential areas

should be excluded.

* The local landowners have not been

spoken to about these proposed

be

ngestion

sites.
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* Re-classify area around Featherbed Lane
to Open Land. It's important to wildlife,
widely used by cyclist and walkers and is
an area of outstanding natural beauty.

e The rankings for sites D1 and D2 are
different despite them being right next to
each other.

e D1 and D2 would both be situated too
close to the scout camp at Phasels
Wood.

* Both too close to residents of Manor
Estate.

«  Where will the sewerage go?

* No land should be taken from schools.

e There will be water pollution

e D1 and D2 should not be developed and
Felden, the Manor Estate and Shendish
should be linked up for children to create
a biodiversity buffer zone.

* Both sites are not within a reasonable
distance of facilities and services and the
location will not achieve the integration of
Gypsies into an inclusive community.

* Access to both sites is too narrow.

e There are no existing bus routes passing
these sites.

* The Scott Wilson report is out of date and
unreliable.

Overview of organisations’ views: | Manor Estate Residential Association (MERA):

MERA believes that development of D1 and D2
alongside H/h86, APS34 and APS54 would not
be sustainable. MERA believe it will have a
severely adverse affect on biodiversity, water
resources, air quality, traffic congestion and the
local community.

Development should not be allocated in any plan
without secure infrastructure to meet the needs
to ensure sustainability. Additionally, social
cohesion and schools will be affected and
foresee problems with health and wellbeing
exacerbated by insufficient medical facilities and
hospital closure. These sites should not be built
on the Green Belt, and site D1 is located in an
area of Archaeological Significance. D1 and D2
would also be adjacent to public rights of way.
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MERA lack confidence in the Scott Wilson report,
therefore no sites should be eliminated. The
ranking system should be reviewed and
reassessed in greater detail. MERA would also
like to know what evidence has been provided
that D1 and D2 will satisfy the Gypsy and
Traveller community requirements.

Bidwells Faulkner:

D1 should be rejected as it is in the Green Belt.
No noise assessment has been done in respect
of the impact from the A41. Site D2 is located
nearest to Two Waters Primary School which is
unable to accommodate extra pupil numbers.
Neither of these sites are in reasonable distance
to facilities or services.

Breakdown of responses
(Objections to site options):

D1 - 7 objections
D2 - 0 objections
D1 & D2 - 77 objections

Other sites — 37 objections

Environmental Issues

Objections to site D1 only:

Objections to D1 and D2:

D1 is located in an area of Archaeological
Significance.

These are Green Belt sites and should be
protected.

Sites should be considered in this order:
brownfield, windfall, greenfield — Green
Belt sites should be excluded.

Re-classify area around Featherbed Lane
to Open Land. It's important to wildlife,
widely used by cyclist and walkers and is
an area of outstanding natural beauty.

D1 and D2 should not be developed and
Felden, the Manor Estate and Shendish
should be linked up for children to create
a biodiversity buffer zone.

Where will the sewerage go?

There will be water pollution
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Objections to D2 only:

¢ None.

Obijections to other sites:

« None.

Social Issues

Objections to site D1 only:

* None.

Objections to D1 and D2:

e D1 and D2 should not be developed.
Mixing traveller sites with the general
community is not good.

* There are no doctors surgeries near
these sites, and no room at the local
schools.

* Any sites adjacent to residential areas
should be excluded.

* D1 and D2 would both be situated too
close to the scout camp at Phasels
Wood.

» Both too close to residents of Manor
Estate.

* Both sites are not within a reasonable
distance of facilities and services and the
location will not achieve the integration of
Gypsies into an inclusive community.

Objections to D2 only:

e None.

Obijections to other sites:

« None.

Traffic Issues

Objections to site D1 only:

e D1, Featherbed Lane is on a sharp bend
leading to a dual carriageway and raises
health and safety issues.
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Objections to D1 and D2:

« D1 & D2 are served by an inadequate
bridge. There is already traffic congestion
here.

e Access to both sites is too narrow.
e There are no existing bus routes passing
these sites.

Objections to D2 only:

e None.

Obijections to other sites:

« None.

4. Petition Details

Clear opposition(s): Site D1 — by Roundwood Resident Association

Breakdown of responses -
(objections to site options):

5. Smaller Settlements in the Borough (Q4a)

Should not have more than one Agree Disagree
G&T Site

Berkhamsted 12 15
Bovingdon 12 15
Markyate 12 15

Tring 11 16
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Summary of reasons for
disagreeing:

Sites should not all be crammed into Hemel
Hempstead.

Both Berkhamsted and Tring are big enough
to have two sites.

Decision should be made based on the
impact on the community and environment.
These locations are more spacious and built
up. Hemel and its facilities are under strain.
All of the smaller settlements would still be
suitable for the skills base that many
travelling people poses and may be able to
assist in pursuit of employment.

6. Elimination of Options (Q4b)

Should site scoring ‘3’ be
eliminated?

Yes No

26

Summary of reasons if ‘No’

The Scott Wilson report rankings are flawed.
The Scott Wilson report is out of date.

The Scott Wilson report is not based on local
views and should be reassessed.

Site D1 should also be ranked as 3.

The rankings for D1 and D2 did not take into
account the existing planning consents for
the Manor Estate extension.

What do the Gypsy community think of these
sites? What are their preferred sites?
Featherbed Lane is too narrow for caravans
and mobile homes.

Some ‘3’ sites seem to be more appropriate
than ‘1’ sites.

All scores should be considered as these are
not the view of the Council.

Extend Three Cherry Trees Lane site.

7. Additional Sites Suggested (Q5)

Are there any further sites? Yes No
20 10
Sites suggested in Felden: None.
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Sites suggested elsewhere in * Hemel Market, where the Pavilion used to

Borough: be — 3 suggestions

e Extend existing site at Three Cherry
Trees Lane — 3 suggestions

» Land at Buncefield — 2 suggestions

¢ Redundant car parking site and field
opposite Nash Mills — 1 suggestion

» Field used for car boot sales adjacent to
Lower Road — 1 suggestion

e The Old Gas works site — 1 suggestion

* Land between Leverstock Green and St.
Albans — 1 suggestion

» Disused factories/industrial sites — 4
suggestions

e Area by M1 corridor and industrial estate
— 5 suggestions.

8. Preferred Sites (Q6)

Sites in Felden: None.

Sites in rest of Borough: Hemel Hempstead:
D15-8
D19-10
D20-8
D21 -2
D22 -4
D23 -3
D24 -6
Berkhamsted:
D3-3
D4-1
D5-1
D6 -3
Tring:
D7 -4
D8 -2
D10-4
D11-10
D12 -5
D25-3
Bovingdon:
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D18 - 13

Markyate:
D14 -2

D26 -3

Bourne End:

9. Total No. of Inappropriate Comments

Part of response taken into accountonly: | 1

Whole response not taken into account: 0
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Grovenhill

1. Response Rate

Total No. of Responses assessed: | 74

Responses from Residents 74

Responses from Organisations -

Total No. of Petitions: 1 (with 253 signat ures)

2. Options under Consideration

D20 — west side of Grovehill

3. Response Details

Clear opposition(s):

Overview of residents’ views: Many commenters link the potential for (285)
dwellings and a new G & T site, and it is often
very difficult to separate them. The loss of open
Green Belt land and local traffic problems are the
most frequently quoted concerns. The proximity
of the Three Cherry Trees Lane G & T site has
created fears and a few concerns about too
many sites in one area.

Overview of organisations’ views: | None

Breakdown of responses
(Objections to site options):

Environmental Issues e Loss of Green Belt and separation of
Grovehill from Piccotts End
» Loss of view for properties overlooking the
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fields
* Loss of wildlife
« Loss of natural drainage/run-off area

Social Issues

e Proximity of Three Cherry Trees Lane G& T
site and experience related to that has
created fears of increases in crime and social
impact.

« A few mention the hard work that has been
undertaken to improve the environment (and
thus reputation) of Grovehill

» Afew are concerned about a concentration
of sites in the north eastern area of Hemel,
and say that alternative locations are
possible.

e Schools are overcrowded ( recent closure of
Barnbrook)

» There would be a strain on other community
infrastructure, e.g. shops, dentist, and local
NHS/doctor’s facilities could not cope.

Traffic Issues

e Quiet cul-de-sacs at west Grovehill would
make inappropriate access points for large
vehicles or a lot of traffic

e The major exits to Grovehill are overloaded
at peak times.

e There are different opinions as to whether a
new junction onto the Link Road would be
dangerous or add to congestion, or would
obviate the need to use the cul-de-sacs at
west Grovehill.

4. Petition Details

Clear opposition(s):

The petition objects to development of the
Green Belt land at Marchmont Farm into houses
and a G & T site. Development would affect
natural beauty and wildlife habitats, and more
generally affect property prices and amenities.

Breakdown of responses
(objections to site options):

D20

5. Smaller Settlements in the Borough (Q4a)

Should not have more than one Agree Disagree
G&T Site
Berkhamsted 2 4
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Bovingdon 2 4
Markyate 2 4
Tring 2 4
Summary of reasons for » Grovehill is no bigger than the above
disagreeing: settlements
* All parts of the Borough should equally be
looked at, consider the relative merits of all
sites (not on an arbitrary geographical
location)
» Oppose concentration at Woodhall
Farm/Grovehill
6. Elimination of Opti ons (Q4b)
Should site scoring ‘3’ be Yes No
eliminated?
4 2
Summary of reasons if ‘No’ » Scott-Wilson report needs to be evaluated
* Views of Gypsies and Travellers to be
evaluated
7. Additional Sites Suggested (Q5)
Are there any further sites? Yes No
1 2
Sites suggested in Grovehill None
Sites suggested elsewhere in Extend Three Cherry Trees Lane (4)

Borough:
J8 M1/east of Buncefield (5)

J9 M1 (1)
Felden (general) (1)

Disperse sites around Hemel (1)

8. Preferred Sites (Q6)
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Sites in Grovehill: -

Sites in rest of Borough: Hemel Hempstead:

D1 -2
D2 -2
D23 -1
D24 -2

Berkhamsted:
D3 -2
D5 -1

Tring:
D11-3

Bovingdon :
D18 -3

Bourne End:
D26 -2

9. Total No. of Inappropriate Comments

Part of response taken into accountonly: | 4

Whole response not taken into account: 3
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Woodhall Farm

1. Response Rate

Total No. of Responses assessed: | 293

Responses from Resid ents 292

Responses from Organisations 1 (Woodhall Farm Medical Centre)
Total No. of Petitions: 0

2. Options under consideration

D15 - Highwood (Holtsmere End Lane)
D19 — Cupid Green Lane

Note: Some respondents also referred to the sites in St Albans district put forward
for consideration in the Scott Wilson Report — SA16 and SA22.

3. Response Details

Clear opposition: Sites D15 and D19

Overview of residents’ views: Residents clearly feel that the Green Belt around
Woodhall Farm should not be breached, as it is
an important area for both wildlife and informal
recreation. Concerns were raised regarding the
ability of local infrastructure to cope. In particular
highway safety concerns regarding the junction
of Shenley Road and Redbourn Road, which
was cited as an accident black-spot. Residents
were concerned that existing problems
associated with the Three Cherry Trees Lane
site would be replicated at new sites. The
provision of additional sites adjacent to Woodhall
Farm would also lead to an over-concentration of
provision in this part of Hemel Hempstead, with
adverse effects for both the Gypsy and Traveller
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and settled communities.

Overview of organisations’ views: | The local GP expressed concerns for the health
and wellbeing of local residents. This was due to
the impact of stress and intimidation that would
arise from the location of additional pitch
provision within the Woodhall Farm area (based
on his experience of existing problems relating to
the Three Cherry Trees lane site).

Breakdown of Responses e D15 - 239 objections

(Objection to site options): * D19 - 207 objections

e SA16 and/or SA22 — 37 objections

« All sites in Woodhall Farm, Grovehill and St
Albans (D15, D19, D20, SA16 and SA22) —
10 objections

* All Hemel Hempstead sites — 9 objections

* Not specified / location unclear — 24
objections

Note: Many respondents objected to more than
one site.

Environmental Issues Site D15 and D19:

* Alternative brownfield sites are available and
should be given priority

e Sewage smells due to cess pits

e Impact on local wildlife — particularly
wildflowers and birds

e Loss of valuable, well managed, productive
farmland

e Visual and landscape impact

e Loss of Green Belt land

* Double standards regarding building in the
Green Belt for the settled versus Gypsy and
Traveller communities

* Increase in noise pollution

* Lack of mains sewerage and power to the
site

«  Proximity to Buncefield

* Fields crossed by high voltage overhead
power lines

Site D15 only:

* Holtsmere End already has a pumped
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sewerage system, so the local infrastructure
would not be able to cope

e Areais prone to flooding

» Considered to be the ‘thin end of the wedge’
regarding additional expansion of the town
towards Redbourn

Site D19 only:

Social Issues

Site D15 and D19:

* Would result in an over-concentration of
provision within the local area - already
official sites at Three Cheery Trees Lane
(DBC), Ver Meadows (St Albans) and
unofficial sites at Tullochside (St Albans) and
r/o Chequers pub (St Albans).

e Particular experiences relating to the existing
Gypsy and Traveller site in Dacorum
include:-

- School disruption to the detriment of
all pupils

- Intimidation and verbal abuse

- Trespassing in private gardens

- Missiles thrown at vehicles

- Increased incidences of burglary and
theft locally

* Concerns regarding integration with the
settled community due to local over-provision
of sites

« Concerns re potential future site provision
made by St Albans Council on land adjacent
to Woodhall Farm

* Overstretched local services and facilities i.e.
there are only 2 ‘one man’ GP practises
serving the area.

e Lack of local school capacity

* Loss of informal recreation space

* Overlooking and loss of privacy (both for new
and existing residents) due to topography
and lack of sufficient buffer

« Detrimental impact upon house prices and
insurance premiums

« Inaccessible to emergency services and
refuse vehicles

¢ Catholic schooling not available in the local
area

« Concerns regarding increased Council Tax
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bills
e Public transport will not be able to cope
« High costs associated with site provision
» Poor access to shopping facilities
* Area already suffers frequent power cuts
and increasing the demand on supplies
would exacerbate this

Site D15 only:

Site D19 only:

* Fields to the rear of the site used regularly as
a firing range, which could result in safety
issues

Site D15 and D19:

Traffic Issues

» Poor access via single track roads with
passing places, resulting in highway safety
issues

« Exacerbation of existing traffic congestion

» Lack of pedestrian access from sites to local
facilities and public transport

e Junction of Shenley Road and Redbourn
Road is already an accident blackspot

¢ Maintenance of sewerage cesspits and
refuse collection would require regular lorry
access, resulting in localised congestion on
narrow lanes

Site D15 only:

« Potential ‘rat-running’ via Little Revelend
Lane

Site D19 only:

4. Petition Details

Clear opposition(s): None
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Breakdown of Responses
(objections to site options):

5. Smaller Settlements in the Borough (Q4a)

Should not have more than one Agree Disagree
G&T site

Berkhamsted 11 15
Bovingdon 10 17
Markyate 10 17

Tring 10 17

Summary of reasons for
disagreeing:

Berkhamsted is too urbanised to be a
suitable location for sites

Tring and Markyate have more open space,
which would ease potential conflicts with
near neighbours

Bovingdon is not a suitable place due to
shortage of school places and congestion
issues

Woodhall Farm should be treated the same
way as the smaller settlements i.e.
concentrations of provision should be
avoided

It is not the number of sites, but the size of
them that matters most

Other criteria should count apart from the
size of the settlement

Sites should be spread fairly across areas
where the infrastructure can cope

All brownfield sites should be considered
irrespective of their location

There is plenty of suitable, accessible
brownfield land at Bovingdon to
accommodate more than one site

If Woodhall Farm can have more than one
site then other (larger) places should be
considered for more than one site too

Local knowledge must be applied to the site
selection process

Appropriate  sites should be picked
regardless of the size of settlement

Markyate and Tring should have more than
one site as travellers integrate better into
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smaller communities
e Sites should be chosen based on suitability
and access, not the size of settlement

6. Elimination of Options (Q4b)

Should sites scoring ‘3’ be Yes No
eliminated?
4 17
Summary of reasons if ‘No’ « All sites should be considered on their own

merits and considerations such as road
infrastructure and environmental impact
amongst the primary criteria

* Markyate and Tring have scope for more
than one site due to access to the M1 or A4l

e Consideration should be given to looking at
avoiding too many sites in one area

* Markyate site is currently listed as a ‘3
should be re-appraised

e Too much emphasis should not be placed
upon one consultant’s study

* Regardless of their rankings, all sites need
further consideration regarding their impact

» Sites D15 and D19 should be eliminated from
further consideration

e The ranking system is flawed and
inconsistent — many sites that scored 3
appear more suitable than those scoring 1
and 2

» Scoring needs to be reconsidered in the light
of consultation responses

* No sites should be excluded until full
consultation has taken place

e Dont just rely on Scott Wilson's
recommendations

e Sites have been given a low suitability
ranking for a reason

7. Additional Sites Suggested (Q5)

Are there any further sites? Yes No

5 11

(Note: many respondents didn't answer the question specifically- and are therefore
not included in the above tally — but they did suggest alternatives within their written
comments)
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Sites suggested in Hemel ¢ Vacant sites in Maylands Business Area (i.e.
Hempstead Fuji, Northgate, Catherine House, Lucas site)
(24)

¢ Unused land at Buncefield — 14

* Expand existing sites — 6

e Adjacent to the A41 outside Hemel
Hempstead -2

» Land adjacent to the link road at Marchmont
Farm -1

e Land at the bottom of Northridge Way -1

« Former BT offices, Apsley - 1

» Overflow car park adjacent to the former
Sappi Graphics site, Nash Mills -1

* London Road between Doolittle Meadow and
Red Lion PH, Nash Mills -1

e Boxmoor -1

e Felden-1
Sites suggested elsewhere: ¢ Land between Hemel Hempstead and the M1
-12
* Motorway construction compound adjacent to
the M1 -9

* Any town or village in Hertfordshire that
currently has no site - 4

e Luton - near Luton airport or former Vauxhall
car plant- 4

e Make Tullochside an official site -2

e Other towns and villages in Dacorum that
currently has no site -2

* Waste ground beside the A5 at Markyate -1

¢ Hemel Hempstead Road, east of the M1
bridge, to the rear of the Aubrey Park Hotel
(Ramada Jarvis) -1

* Adjacent to the junction of the M1 and M10
-1

8. Preferred Sites (Q6)

Sites in North East Hemel D15 -2
Hempstead:
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Sites in rest of Borough:

Hemel Hempstead:

D1 - 4
D2- 2
D21-1
D23 -1
D24 - 1

Berkhamsted:
D3 -8
D5-3

Tring:
D8-1
D9-1
D10-2
D11-6
D12-1

Bovingdon:
D17-1
D18 - 141

Markyate:
D13-2

Bourne End:
D26 - 2

8. Total No. of Inappropria te
Comments

Part of response taken into account only: | 52

Whole response not taken into account: | 6
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Remainder of Hemel Hempstead

1. Response Rate

Total No. of Responses assessed: | 12
Responses from Residents 11
Responses from Organisations 1
Total No. of Petitions: 0

2. Options under Consideration

Hemel Hempstead:

D1 Featherbed Lane

D2 Felden (Featherbed Lane)

D15 Highwood (Holtsmere End Lane)
D19 Cupid Green Lane

D20 Grovehill

D21 Polehanger Lane

D22 Fields End Lane

D23 Long Chaulden

D24 Leverstock Green (Bedmond Road)

3. Response Details

Clear opposition(s): D24.

Overview of residents’ views: The Scott Wilson rankings are arbitrary. Gypsy
and Traveller sites should be situated away from
housing.

Overview of organisations’ views: | Leverstock Green Village Association:

D24 fails to meet several of the criteria laid down
in the Scott Wilson Report of October 2005. i.e.
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avoidance of the Green Belt, land subject to
flooding and there should be a reasonable buffer
zone between traveller sites and residential

property.

The presence of a traveller site seriously
undermines property values and this causes
concern among both residents and developers.
We believe that development of the site at Green
Lane would be likely to jeopardise the
development and sale of properties on H38 and

H42.
Breakdown of responses
(Objections to site options):
Environmental Issues e Green Belt land should not be used for

Gypsy and Traveller sites.

Social Issues + Sites should not be close to schools and
playgrounds.

* There will be even more pressure on doctors,
dentists and schools.

« An article in the Lancet dated February 2007
Traffic Issues highlights the damaging effect on the lungs of
children living within 500 metres of a
motorway.

4. Petition D etails

Clear opposition(s): None

Breakdown of responses
(objections to site options):

5. Smaller Settlements in the Borough (Q4a)

Should not have more than one Agree Disagree
G&T Site
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Berkhamsted 4 0

Bovingdon 4 0

Markyate 4 0

Tring 4 0

Summary of reasons for ¢ There should not be more than one site in
disagreeing: Hemel.

e Green Belt land should not be used for
Gypsy and Traveller sites.

e Sites should not be close to schools and
playgrounds.

» Sites should be spread more evenly on the
outside of the town.

e There will be even further pressure on
doctors, dentists and schools.

6. Elimination of Options (Q4b)

Should site scoring ‘3’ be Yes No
eliminated?
3 2
Summary of reasons if ‘No’ « It will restrict the choice of sites leaving no

potential for Markyate. Despite higher
ranking of some sites in Berkhamsted non of
the sites seem acceptable.

7. Additional Sites Suggested (Q5)

Are there any further sites? Yes No
1 5
Sites suggested in Hemel: The OId Lucas Aerospace site.

Sites suggested elsewhere in
Borough:
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8. Preferred Sites (Q6)

Sites in Hemel Hempstead: D1-2

D2-0

D15-1
D19-0
D20-0
D21-0
D22-0
D23 -1
D24 -0

Sites in rest of Borough: Berkhamsted:
D3-1

Tring:
D11-1

Bovingdon:
D18 -3

Markyate:
D14 -1

9. Total No. of Inappropriate Comments

Part of response taken into account only: | O

Whole response not taken into account: 0
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Kings Langley

1. Response Rate

Total No. of Responses assessed: | 12
Responses from Residents 12
Responses from Organi sations -
Total No. of Petitions: -
2. Options under Consideration

None
3. Response Details
Clear opposition(s): None

Overview of residents’ views:

Overview of organisations’ views:

Breakdown of responses
(Objections to site options):

Environmental Issues

Social Issues

Traffic Issues
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4. Petition Details

Clear opposition(s):

None

Breakdown of responses
(objections to site options):

5. Smaller Settlements in the Borough (Q4a)

Should not have more than one Agree Disagree
G&T Site
Berkhamsted 6 -
Bovingdon 6 -
Markyate 6 -
Tring 6 -
Summary of reasons for -
disagreeing:
6. Elimination of Options (Q4b)
Should site scoring ‘3’ be Yes No
eliminated?

6 -

Summary of reasons if ‘No’

One commenter considers there should be no
sites anywhere, another says all sites should be

investigated on their merits.
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7. Additional Sites Suggested (Q5)

Are there any further sites? Yes No

Sites suggested in Kings -
Langley:

Sites suggested elsewhere in -
Borough:

8. Preferred Sites (Q6)

Sites in Kings Langley: -

Sites in rest of Borough:
Bovingdon

D18 — 1 response

9. Total No. of Inappropriate Comments

Part of response taken into account only: | 1

Whole response not taken into account: -
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Markyate

1. Response Rate

Total No. of Responses: 7
Responses from Residents 5
Responses from Organisations 2
Total No. of Petitions: 0

2. Options under Consideration

D13  Windmill (Windmill Lane)

D14 The Ridings

3. Response Details

Clear opposition(s): D13 and D14

Overview of residents’ views: Disagree with Markyate proposals as there are
already two travellers sites within 2 miles of
Markyate, although they are in Bedfordshire.

Overview of organisations’ views: | Markyate Parish Council:

Although not in the borough, Markyate is
surrounded by sites in Redbourn and Caddington
in South Bedfordshire. Markyate fails on many of
the accessibility test. We would want evidence
that the surrounding sites are insufficient to meet
needs.

The Highways Agency:

The Highways Agency has considered the Gypsy
and Traveller Sites put forward in Dacorum, and
feel that only the two sites at Markyate (D13 and

Agenda Item 6
Annexes A-G
Page 90 of 164



Agenda Item 6
Annexes A- G
Page 91 of 164

D14) if taken forward to the next stage may have
an impact on the Ab.

Breakdown of responses
(Objections to site options):

Environmental Issues

* None.

Social Issues

« Too many sites in one locality.

e Smaller communities have less resources
and thus less options are available to
travellers for the facilities they require.

Traffic Issues

e Possible impact on the A5.

4. Petition Details

Clear opposition(s):

Breakdown of responses
(objections to site options):

5. Smaller Settlements in the Borough (Q4a)

Should not have more than one Agree Disagree
G&T Site

Berkhamsted 3 -
Bovingdon 3 -
Markyate 3 2

Tring 3 -
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Summary of reasons for * There are already two sites within 2 miles of

disagreeing: Markyate in Bedfordshire.

« D13 and D14 may have an impact on the A5.

* Smaller communities have less resources
and thus less options are available to
travellers for the facilities they require.

6. Elimination of Options (Q4b)

Should site scoring ‘3’ be Yes No
eliminated?

Summary of reasons if ‘No’

7. Additional Sites Suggested (Q5)

Are there any further sites? Yes No
1 2
Sites suggested in Markyate: None.
Sites suggested elsewhere in Buncefield area has excellent infrastructure and
Borough: appears to have a lot of redundant land.

8. Preferred Sites (Q6)

Sites in Markyate: None.
Sites in rest of Borough: Hemel Hempstead:
D1-3
D15-3
D23-1
Berkhamsted:
D3 -4
Tring:
D11-4
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D18 -3

Bovingdon:

9. Total No. of Inappropriate Comments

Part of response taken into account only: | O

Whole response not taken into account: 0

Tring

1. Response Rate

Total No. of Responses assessed: | 129
Responses from Residents 121
Responses from Organisations 8
Total No. of Petitions: 0

2. Options under Consideration

D7 — Upper Dunsley (London Road)
D8 — Marshcroft Lane (SE Side)

D9 — Marshcroft Lane (NW Side)
D10 - Little Tring Road

D11 — Icknield Way (South Side)
D12 — Icknield Way (North Side)

D25 — Land adjacent Longbridge Close

3. Response Details

Clear opposition(s): None
Overview of residents’ views: Residents clearly feel that the Green Belt and
countryside around Tring should not be breached
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for this form of development. A lot of
respondents thought Green Belt sites were
inappropriate because of their lack of
infrastructure. In particular, residents felt that
sites D8, D9 and D10, which are located off
country lanes, have accessibility issues
associated with them. 17 people put forward the
household waste site in Tring, which is due to
close later this year.

Overview of organisations’ views: | Some of the landowners of these sites want their
land to be retained in its current state or be used
for additional housing or leisure purposes. One
of the landowners also suggested that the
availability of the land should be taken into
consideration.

Breakdown of responses e D7 -1 objections

(Objections to site options): * D8 and D9 — 21 objections

« D10 - 8 objections

e« D11 - 17 objections

* D12 -9 objections

* D25 - 2 objections

« Green Belt Sites and in countryside — 4
objections

» All sites in Tring — 14 objections

Environmental Issues e Loss of Green Belt

e All sites breach the settlement boundary

« Area of Archaeological Interest

* Against Environmental Guidelines SPG

« Affect onthe AONB

* Brownfield sites should used first

e Loss of visual amenity

» Detracting from the existing character of the
countryside

* Affect on wildlife

» D8, D9, D10 are in areas that flood

« D8, D9, would be visible from Ridgeway
National Trail

Social Issues * Insufficient infrastructure such as doctors,
dentists and school places

« Impacts on leisure — for walkers, runners and
cyclists

* Pedestrian safety along country lanes for
sites D8, D9 and D10, especially with
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children walking to school

Too far from Services and Schools,
particularly D10

D11 is close to existing housing

Views from the cemetery and mourners of
D11

D11, D12 would be located at the gateway to
Tring

Traffic Issues

Single track lanes, therefore accessibility
issues for large vehicles with sites D8, D9
and D10

It will add to existing high levels of traffic
along the Icknield Way, especially with sites
D11, D12 and D25

4. Petition Details

Clear opposition(s):

None

Breakdown of responses
(objections to site options):

5. Smaller Settlements in the Borough (Q4a)

Should not have more than one Agree Disagree
G&T Site

Berkhamsted 22 19
Bovingdon 26 13
Markyate 23 12

Tring 30 31
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Summary of reasons for * Brownfield land first
disagreeing: » Compromises the settlement boundary
* Avoid Green Belt loss and effects on the
AONB

» Screening sites in Green Belt and AONB is
not satisfactory

e The Tring area contains sites at Long
Marston and there is one in Weston Turville

» Tring schools are oversubscribed

* Doctors and dentists are oversubscribed

6. Elimination of Options (Q4b)

Should site scoring ‘3’ be Yes No
eliminated?
32 30
Summary of reasons if ‘No’ » Consider nursery/primary/secondary school

capacity first

« Hemel Hempstead has better infrastructure
for growth i.e. motorways, A roads

* Some of the sites are opposite each other or
along the same road but their rankings differ

« D11 is close to housing

» Sites should be distributed evenly across the
Borough

» Sensible to allocate another site in Hemel
Hempstead so that the communities are
closer together

* Itis all Green Belt land; the approach is
flawed

e Bovingdon is near Hemel Hempstead

¢ Consider each site for housing as well

* Local community should decide

7. Additional Sites Suggested (Q5)

Are there any further sites? Yes No
22 6

Sites suggested in Tring: New Mill Household Waste Site - 17
New Mill area - 1
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Station Road — 1
Icknield Way South Side (general)- 1
Beggars Lane — 1

Duckmore Lane — 1

Sites suggested elsewhere in
Borough:

Maylands Buncefield area - 1
Cow Roast Site - 1

Expand Long Marston by 2-3 pitches — 1

8. Preferred Sites (Q6)

Sites in Tring:

D7 -4
D8 -2
D9 -2
D11 - 11
D12-6
D25 — 4

Sites in rest of Borough:

Hemel Hempstead:
D1 -20

D2 -2

D15 -20

D19 -18

D20 -7

D21-1

D22 -1

D23 -6

D24 -4

Berkhamsted:
D3 -10

D4 -2

D5 -6

D6 -2

Bovingdon:
D16-1
D17 -3
D18 - 30

Markyate:
D14 -3
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D13 -2

D26 -1

Bourne End:

9. Total No. of In appropriate Comments

Part of response taken into account only: | 2

Whole response not taken into account: 1
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Elsewhere (villages, countryside or no specified

location)

1. Response Rate

Total No. of Responses: 23
Responses from Residents 13
Respon ses from Organisations 10
Total No. of Petitions: 0

2. Options under Consideration

All Sites
Hemel Hempstead:

D1
D2

D15
D19

D20

D21
D22
D23
D24
Berkhamsted:

D3
D4
D5
D6

Featherbed Lane
Felden (Featherbed Lane)

Highwood (Holtsmere End Lane)
Cupid Green Lane

Grovehill

Polehanger Lane

Fields End Lane

Long Chaulden

Leverstock Green (Bedmond Road)

Berkhamsted (Swing Gate Lane)
Ashlyns Hall (Swing Gate Lane)
Sandpit Green (Swing Gate Lane)
Dudswell Lane
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Tring:

D7 Upper Dunsley (London Road)
D8 Marshcroft Lane (SE Side)

D9 Marshcroft Lane (NW side)

D10 Little Tring Road

D11 Icknield Way (South side)

D12 Icknield Way (North side)

D25 Land adjacent Longbridge Close
Bovingdon:

D16 Longcroft (Longcroft Flaunden Lane)
D17 Bovingdon (Green Lane)

D18 Bovingdon (Airfield)

Markyate:

D13 Windmill (Windmill Lane)

D14 The Ridings

Bourne End:

D26 Land adj. Bourne End Industrial Estate

3. Response Details

Clear opposition(s):

Overview of residents’ views: Sites should be placed according to suitability
not by size of settlement.

Distribution should consider the size of adjacent
settlements and should not be allocated purely
on dividing sites between settlements — they
should meet identified need in the borough.

Overview of organisations’ views: | Environment Agency:

Site D6 sits quite close to Flood Zones 2 & 3 and
is therefore potentially inappropriate. Additionally
D6 and D25 are in close proximity to main rivers.

Site D26 however, is not in flood zone 2 & 3 as
suggested by C4S.

Rapleys:
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None of the sites should be promoted in advance
of the Core Strategy - particularly the case for
sites D22 and D23 which lie within the site
specifically identified by the SHLAA as having
potential for housing at Pouchen End

Site D15 should be delayed in case land at
Holtsmere End is allocated for housing.

Norbert McCabe — Gypsy Liaison Officer:

The Scott Wilson report used a reasonable
approach to ranking the sites in order to short list
them. The ultimate decision however, should lie
with the Council. Any new sites should be
accessible from principal roads.

D6 is too isolated and vulnerable to go forward.
Savills:

Following guidance of the ODPM circular
01/20086, the following locations are considered
appropriate: D1, D6, D10, D11, D15, D18, D23.

The Crown Estate:

Given the proximity to residential areas the St
Albans Gypsy and Travellers sites should have
been referred to in this consultation.

Hertfordshire County Council:

Most sites may contain archaeological remains.

Friends, Families & Travellers (FFT):

FFT have some concerns about the implicit
assumption about the size of sites. “One size
does not fit all”. There will be a need for a variety
of sites in terms of size, design and tenure (both
private and RSL, and local authority operated) to
meet the needs of those that are intended to be
catered for.

On-site focus groups should be organised to
ensure that Gypsies and Travellers are able to
have effective input to the process.

Herts Biological Record Centre (HBRC):
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HBRC requests that all sites are carefully
assessed for the potential effect on wildspace or
nearby wildlife sites. Management of new Gypsy
and Traveller sites is important to prevent
unwanted human activity (e.g. disposal of waste
material). There may also be opportunities
through possible horse grazing and/or
enhancement of wildspace boundaries.

Breakdown of responses D1 - 2 objections
(Objections to site options): D2 — 1 objection
20 — 1 objection
D21 - 1 objection
D22 -2 objections
D23 - 3 objections
D3 - 2 objections
D5 — 2 objections
D6 — 3 objections
D7 — 1 objection
D8 - 1 objection
D10 - 2 objections
D11 — 2 objections
D12 - 1 objection
D25 — 2 objections
D16 — 1 objection
D17 - 1 objection
D18 — 2 objections
D26 — 1 objection

Environmental Issues » Specific sites lie within Flood Zones 2 & 3 i.e.
D6 and D25

« The following sites may have archaeological
remain in situ:
D1, D2, D3, D5, D6, D7, D8, D10, D11, D12,
D16, D17, D18, D21, D22, D23, D25, D26.

e There are ecological implications to take into
account for all sites.

Social Issues e Strain on local services and facilities e.g. the
hospital, doctors, dentists and schools.

< Distribution needs to consider the size of
adjacent settlements and should not be
allocated purely on dividing sites between
settlements as such.
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Traffic Issues » Sites should be located near principal roads.

4. Petition Details

Clear opposition(s): None

Breakdown of responses
(objections to site options):

5. Smaller Settlements in the Borough (Q4a)

Should not have more than one
G&T Site

Agree Disagree

Berkhamsted 3
Bovingdon 4
Markyate 3
Tring 3

Summary of reasons for
disagreeing:

Sites should be placed according to
suitability not by size of settlement.

There should be no more sites anywhere.
One site in the whole of Dacorum is enough.
The area cannot cope with the closure of the
hospital and schools.

Sites should be placed as near to fire and
rescue services as possible and not located
too rurally.

Distribution needs to consider the size of
adjacent settlements and should not be
allocated purely on dividing sites between
settlements.

The merits of individual sites should be
considered. A choice and variety of location
across the borough should be sought.

Sites should not be restricted to one site per
small settlement.

Sites should be provided to meet the
identified need in the borough.

Agenda Item 6
Annexes A-G
Page 103 of 164



Agenda Item 6
Annexes A- G
Page 104 of 164

6. Elimination of Options (Q4b)

Should site scoring ‘3’ be Yes No
eliminated?
4 3
Summary of reasons if ‘No’ e Given the sorts of problems in the past

with finding sites and likely public
opposition it may prove prudent to keep
category 3 sites in reserve.

7. Additional Sites Suggested (Q5)

Are there any further sites? Yes No
3 10
Sites suggested: * Any site should be based on the criteria

set out in Circular 01/2006, “Planning for
Gypsy and Traveller Caravan Sites”.

e Sites should be directed to principal
roads so that Gypsies and Travellers can
access a range of facilities.

* H/010 Woodland belt, Maylands Avenue.

8. Preferred Sites (Q6)

Sites in whole of Borough: Hemel Hempstead:
D1-5
D15-6
D19-2
D23-1

Berkhamsted:
D3-3

Tring:
D11-7
D12-1

Bovingdon:
D17 -1
D18 -5

Bourne End:
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D26 -1

9. Total No. of Inappropriate Comments

Part of response taken into accountonly: | 1

Whole response not taken into account: 2
APPENDIX 3:

Citizens’ Panel Survey (Opinion Research Services,
February 2009)
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Potential Sites for Gypsies and Travellers

Research 5tudy Conducted for Dacorum Borough Council

February 2009
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Chapter 1: Introduction

The Sureey

E

ia

Cpinion Research Sersices [ORS) was commissioned by Daconem Borough Council to endertake a
sureey. The Councl wished to mamine residents” wiews on potentlal settiements for gypsies and

travellers in the borough.

Fanellists were prosided with an information booklet and a series of maps dlustrating potential
seftlermeris. They were ako given a selection of frequently ashed questions to ald with them filing out
the questicnnaine.

Methodalogy

ii

S

ik

The senmy was designed to produce resalis that ae representative of the population of Dacorum

Borough. The research comgprised a total of 1090 postal geestionmalres. sent o Dacorum Borough
Cound| panellsts of which 40F were retemesd. This gielded a response ate of 37%. The questionnaire

wa distributed an 15th Decemnber, 2008 and the survey was dosed on Sth lanuary 2009.

» Defalled breakdowns by the following varables are contained in the tables which fave been
provided under a separabe coeer.

= Gender

- A

= Employment Stabus
=  Ethnic Origin

*  Housing Tenure

The tahles that appear without commentary on the following pages show the profiles of the responses
to-the smrvey. [Please note that the figeres may not ahways sum B0 300% due o slight rounsding ennors).

Flease nobe ® denotes a percentage which i less than 1%

Fguml
Grin E i, by e g enide s

BB

A HIE

ol
[T
L=
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Annavec A _ (3

Fgum?
Cifnk Caigin, by &l reup croens

Interpretation of the Data

** Aithough the sunsey was ditributed to all panel members, the returned sample can be enbalanced due
to non-response by some members. Therefore, the sursey results are, where necessary, welghted to
correct any imbalances in the returned sample.

17 Comparative data was avallable for gender, age, ethnic gromp, tenure, and area.  Resalis wene checked
agairet these and then subseque ntly weighted by housing tenure, age and gender.

Where percentages do not suen to 300, this may be due to computer rounding, the exdusion of *don't
know"® categories, or maltiple answers. Throughowt the volumse an asberisk (*] denotes amy value less
than half a per cent.

Ackmowled gements

i*  ops would like to thank Clire micEnight, Sara Hamdton and Richard Blackburn for ther help and

assistance in developing the project. We wioueld also like io thank the 402 people who took part in the
survery, without whose valuable input the reseanch swould not hase been possible.

Fublication of Data

1% ax with all our studies, findings from this suriey ane subject to our Standard Terms and Conditions. of
Contract. Any press release or pablication of the fndings of this sunvey requires the advance approval
of ORS. Such approval will only be refused on the grounds of inacowracy or misrepresentation

Do Bornueh Council Gypey and Travelke Faga B
Covi L] e Ui 200F3
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Chapter 2: Key Findings

L

L4

Lh

Lk

L4

&t beast tweo thinds of respondents agreed that none of the aress should have more than one site
because they are smaller than Hemel Hempstead,  They were most llely o say this for Markyatbe
{715,

lust wnder a quarter of respondents (28%) stabed that ‘Berkhamsted is larger/has more potential
locations” suggesting that they agreed the other sibes should not have more than one sibe. & similas
percentage |22%) stated that the same for Tring.

Just under three quarbers of paneliists |71%) stated that they think all sites with a scoring of '3 should
b eliminated from further consdderation. Besponses werne consisbent across all sub groups.

Of those who stated that they don’t think sites with a ranking of "3 should be diminated from
consideration the meost popular reason glven was that “all possible sives need to be looked 2’ (28%). A
further 33% stated they disagree with the sooring.

Less than a fifth of respondents {19%) indicated that they beleve there are other sites o locations they
consider to be suitable for Gypey and Traveler sites

Of the areas spedified in Sppendix 1, respondents were significantly maore likely to list Bovingdon
jarfield] & the most preferable location for a new site |71%).

Miore tham hialf lsted lcknield Way (south side], Featherbed Lane and Highaood [Holtsmere End Lane)
as preferable [54%, 57% and 51% respectvell
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Chapter 3: Settlements in Dacorum

Y at least tao thirds of respondents agreed that none of the areas should have mose than cne sie
becasse they are smaller than Hemel Hempstead. They were most likely to say this for Markogate
(7154}

“ Eespondents aged 65 and cver were significantly meore liledy 1o agree that none of the aeas should
have more than one site.

' Those aged 18-39 were significantly less likely to agree with this for Tring {52%).

Hpgdie i

The Coimrell pesde o autablah aoavs prireipled o8 5 Bacdi ol making desdabane on whithil cesdoas o ol s B o ma el med cbau by, [Sosis
ibe e e Bued bel oo s omiallad chisn Hemmal deripusad do pod 6 §res o dlis gres o idh ibe lcllosdng. . .- dezildnai baes mvars
ihan ores i By all 1 sdporedeTio

. I

Dacorem Eorough Council Gypsy and Traveller Paga B
Consultatios 2009
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" Respondents were asked to specify why they disagreed that the sites specified in figure & should not
havr more than one site. although they were asied to specify the site they were refeming o the

rajanty of respondents gave general arawers.

** Just wnder a quarter of respondents (24%)] stated that ‘Berkhamsted is larger/has mare potential
locatiors’ suggesting that they agreed the other sibes should not have more than one site. & similar
peroentage |335%) stated that the same for Tring.

“* afurther 18% stated that all areas could have mare than ane site.

Figura 7
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" Just under three quarters of panellists | 71%) stated that thisy think all sites with 3 scoring of '3’ should
be eliminated from further conslderation. Responses wene consistent across all sub groops.
Figuasi
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U of those who stated that they don't think stes with a ranking of '3’ should be eliminated fram
consideration the most popular reasons gheen was that ‘all possible sites need (o be looked at” {28%). &
further 22% stated they disagree with the sooning.

Figaie
Hocplesis giss soai resdeanir Fag 4. By ol esgandenic

N — u
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Désagrios with scaring
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' Le=s than a fifth of respondents |19%) indicated that they believe there are other sites or locabions they
consider bo ke suitable for Gypsy and Traveller sites.  Of those the most popular area guven was
‘Buncefield {15% - 10 respondents).

Fgare 1
The Coame | Bas lmed sl be o ora Vabesn b Deccium thad sie coaddared iobspasibs indgpandiz L Are deas avp o parl el woes
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o the areas specfied in Appendix 1, respondents wene significanthy more lkely to list Bowingdon
jafedd] as the most preferable location for a new sie (71%).  Respondents with a long term
dicabilityliness were significantly less lisely to state this (S9%).

" pore than half lsted kknield Way (south side), Featherbed Lare and Highwood (Hoktsmere End Lane)
as preferable |Sa9%, 57% and 51% respectively]. Those aged 65 and over were significantly less likely o
preder Featherbed Lare as a location (31%).

Flguas LL
Thes Cagnmlmust Prd lcosdans b ned €8s in Caraum. Uuing Appenedis 1, peaes b S e praberatse e in soil sainkans Tog
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Gypsy and Traveller Consultation (Vision
Twentyone, December 2009)
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vision bwenty

DACORUM BOROUGH COUNCIL
LOCAL DEVELOPMENT FRAMEWORK

SITE ALLOCATIONS DPD: SUPPLEMENTARY ISSUES
AND OPTIONS

GYPSY AND TRAVELLER CONSULTATION

Deecembier 2008

For further information please contact
Helen Bidwell oo Tomsin Coradey

Wision Twentyomne

IO Hall

Doancgate

Manchasiar

M3 480

Tel: 0161 200 BOGD
Fasi: 0161 200 BO1 D

E-maif. holen bidwedidvsiontwentyone ooouk
tamsincowlpyivisiontwenbyone oo uk
wvnd vistonbwentyone ook
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1.0

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Dacoresm Borowgh Coundl s in the process of comserting axisting
devalopmenk policies into the new Local Development Framework fFommat,
which will inchede & Site Allocations Devefopnsent Flan Document (DFT).
Fart of the role of the Sie Allocations DPD will be o allocate land to meet
the neod for the prosdsion of more Gypsy and Travebor sites in the

Borowgh.  The Council has recantly consulted on pokential sites during
Fleoremibser ecemibser 2008, and this report foems part.of that process.

Vizion Twaontyone were commissioned by Dacorum Borough Councll to
undertake a number of faco-to-face interaews with members of the Iocal
Gypsy and Traveler community to gain an understanding of thair vieas on
the sibes that have been pot fooward, identifying important factors o take
irdo accoumt when comsidering future site provision,

Vidon Twentyone inforviewnd twenty-tao members of the Gypsy and
Traveler commonity ower the cowrss of bwo days face-to-faco
imterviewing  This included both those currently living on and off sibes,
Cine interviow was cambed owt over the telephone.

All intendewees agréed that the factors indentified by the Comcil wera

indued kiy factors o consider, hawenser some ware highlightad as baeing
particufarky important to the Gypsy and Travelfier Community, Key themaes

induded the procimity of the site to serdces and facilities, potential impact
om existing settiemenl and residential land wses and procimdty (o axisting
sites. Size of site was atso considared very importani

Members of the Gypsy and Traveller commamity would like o e the
provsdsion of smalker sites. Those intordesees living on larger sites folt that

o site of around Tifteen pitches would be o ressomable size. Canversely
those Fwng on smaller sites or hed Feod on smaler sibes of around six

pitches feft that a site of fifteen pitches would be far too karge and that
sibes should ideally scoommaodate babween siz to eight pltchas,

Thare was & donr split of opnion betweon those who were residing on a
County Council run sfte who fevoured such managed sites, and membors

ol the community who ssere, had presiously, or hold aspirations Lo e on
and manage a sibe in the future, who favoured privately managed sibes,

In tha majoeity of the intervews the interviewes hiad o Emited and more
localized knoatedge of the Borough.

Where mtordewses wese unnble (o provide any dotalled commenis on
possible sibes & numiber referned back bo Some of tho criteria they feesl it is
important to corsider when assesdng the suitability of fudure sites.

Decamiar 2006 L]
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Thosn interdesed wore of the opinion that future sibes should be spread
pcross the Borowgh, with a prefesence for no more than one Gypay and
Traveller site in each setflemenl. Hemal Hamsbesd was the axception as it
was considered this may be shle to sccommodate an additional site, due to
thee siire and nobue s of the settloment., Howeeer, a site on the south side of
the kowen weas prefesmad s this was felt o bo a reasonable distance from
the axisting Thiree Charry Troes Lane siba.

Bovingdon was identificd as a favourable location for a future sde. This 1s
bacause of its location being in the souih of the Borough, positioned aesy
from the téo masiing Council managed sites.

Whilst It was felt by some nterdewees that Berkhameted would be e
appropriate location for a Gypey and Traealber site, & nember of referencaes
worn made to the lkelihood that planning pesmession would bo approved
for & site in that areasedtiement

Intervigwees commaenting on sites @ Tring highlighted a concern that amy
mirsy sites woukd boe pear to the existing Gypsy and Traseder sifto al Long
Karston

Some ntervieweces fell that Hemed was substantial enough i size,
prosiding & corsiderable number of serdoes snd facilities to be ablo to
accommiadate 8 further site for Gypaies and Travellers

Tha majority of respondents did mot balieve thet transil provision was
recpared within the Borowgh  Mowsver, zome of the inlerviewses
recogrised the benefil of kaving transit provision enabling travelling
families to have a place to slay on for & short time that was "off tha road’.
If transit pitches were 1o be provided in the fubure 1L was thought that
thase should be Cownty Council nan,

During the intendesws & number of Bsues wene raised relating to Gypey and
Traveler site prodsion which did not directly relate to the Site Allccations
DPD, these inclded sile desion, sccommodabing foture grosth and
waishing sites.

The Council should continue o consult with tha Gypey and Treweler
Cornmumily when it reaches the nesl stage i the site allocabions process
and should consult on site design

Decamtar 2006 r
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2.0 INTRODUCTION

24

i

The Local Development Framework and Site Allocations

Follveng the introduction of the Plarming and Compulsory Purchase ot
2004, Daconen Borough Coundl, ke all other local awthorities, 1o in tha
process of comeerting exisiing  development poficies imto the new . Local
Development Framework formet. &3 part of the Local Dewelopment
Framewark process Dacorem Borough Councll will produice 2 Site Allocations
Devalooment Flan Document (DPD} speciically intended to idenlify new sites
thot may be promoted for particular uses. Examples nclesde s housing or
employmant and brosder designations sech as the location of town and village
boundares. Part of the Site Allocabtions DPD will allocste |and 1o mest thae
need for the provision of more Gypay end Travelior sites in the Borowgh.

To date, Dacorum Borough Councll has consulted residents on the lssoes and
Diptions as part of the production of its Site Allocations. DFD. The lssues and
Options. document sought comments on & mmber of themes redating to the
location of, end fulure provision for Gypsy and Traveller sites in the Borough,
Following the Site Allocations DPD |s=ues and Dptions consultation. o further
documnent  (Site  Allocations DPD:  Suppiementary  lssues and Options
Paper,(Movembser 20054 was produced by the Coundl, which indoded a list
of potenbial sites, to look n more dotall 2t the future prosision for Gypsy and

Traveder commimities within the Borough. The challenos is bo find tha best
sites not only for Gypshes and Travellsrs themsolwes, bt also for the settled
comHrriby.

Purpose of the consultabion

The Singhe |zt Resiow of the Eaxst of England Plan contains a new policy
which would require Decorum Borough Council to provide 15 new pitches in
the mask thres years, with a furthor 24 piiches being proveded by 2031 Thers
are 26 sites identifed thot may be swiabbe, |locafod scross. do main
serltborments in the Borough. fs part of the comultation on the supplementany
Eswes anct Cphions” during MovemborTecembeor 206808 the Coundl appointed
Wision Twentyone to advise on and mplement an effective consullation
strategy to

= consut with the boal Gypsy and Trevelier community within Dacorum
umdertaking & number of face-to-face interviews.

»  desgn and factitato the interviess to ensurs that they sd undarstanding,
use apprapriate bechrbgues and mcording mechanésms

»  prepare this report for Dacornem Borough Council, which reconds the vemws
of the local Gypsy and Troveller community on a series of guesbions
concemning the suftability, concemtration and natisre of future sfbes and can

be wsed as part of the evidence base Tor the Local Development
Framework, (& k=t of the questions dscussed during the face-to-Facs

inderviews is provided al Appendix Cnel.
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The consultation supplements and comploments the work  undortacen by
Dacorum Boraugh Councit ko corsult koy stakohoiders, the setbed community
and stabutory consufiees on lhe Sie Allocalions DFD: Supplementary lBsues

mnd Qptions Paper.

The value of stakeholder engagement in iha LDF process

& kay derver in the LDF process is the ireolvement of commmunitics in the
dewelopment and planning system. |t is acknowledged that o front-loaded,
effective and participatory consullaticn programme for Development Flan
Documents will lead to mproved policies and proposale. and  groater
communiby ownoership of the resultant document

PF512 [June 2008) places the oms on Local Authorities o consider who
should be imvoleed in the preparation of ODPDs and to therefore take stepes that
thoy consider appropriate to imecdve them, PP512 establishes that
Dewvelopment Plon Docements must ba defeorabierather than aspirationaland
im relation o consultation:

w  tha community and kay stebeholders must ba imvolved from ihe start -
work should be flinked with the Sustainable Communily Strategy: an
evidence base should be established which has input from stabeholders
wihi humvs Ehas specialist knowledge and dats

» pptions should be worked up in consultation with the commuonity and
stakehoiders.

The oreerall consultabion programene for the Site Allocations DPD mwst af=o

adghere to the principfes in the Councl's adopled Statement of Community
rvolsament (SCE (e 2006). The ST astablished that stabhfory consultoes,
staketholders (identified in the SCH and communities in the vicinity of the sites

proposed wene bo be engaged at this stage of the production procass,
Methodology

Vision Twentyone facilitated dsoission with members of the local Gypsy and
Traveller community through a series of face-to face interdews. & dizcussion
cjuide was produced i conjunction with Dacornem Borough Council bo axplons
the views of the Gypsy and Traveler commumily (soe SAppendic One). The
discussion guide and accompanying maps were designed to reflect the issuas
sround future provision of Gypsy and Travellsr sibes.  The dscussion with
manbers of the Gwpsy and Traveller comemumity focussd around the following
iy thomes

sibe suitability and requrements
sze

IrIAre T

possible stes
bwprs of prosision

Daarnbgd 2008 i
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To aid discussion inberviewses ‘were alao able bo view & numbers of maps

highlighting the locations of the sites under discussion. Cogies of lhe maps
and a list of the pobential sites are provided at Appendia Tao.

Lisd=irgy with the Gypsy Section of Hertfordshire County Council, interviewsens
werp sourced from the bwo existing Gypey and Treveller sites within Dacomm

{Long Marston and Thres Cherry Trees in Hemel Hempstead) and Gypsy and
Travelior families living in houses within the Borough. Inferdews were al=o

carriod oul with members of the community who had 8 history of residing
wathin the Boroughe bt were curmmentéy living out of the ares.

Twnby-one members of the Gypey and Treveller Community wers interaeseed
over the course of two days face-to-face interviewing One indervinw was
carried cut over the iefephone. Tha face-to-facs mtarsioss wene carriesd cut
on an indridual basiz. or in small groups of teo or these D ensare that the
discumsions were condicted s foomat that respondends - were mosk
comfortable with. Where mlerdowees were in agreament nferviews wers
recorded, othereise nobes were taken during the interview. Al parbcipants
werne asaurad of confidenialyy,

Appreciation

Wision Twenbyome would like o extend thanks fo the Gypsy Section
Hertfordshire Cownty Council and o all thote who kindly book part in
mberdeas.

af
tho

This report is based on ressarch underlaken by the study team mnd the
mnalysis end comment thereafter doos not necessanby refloct the viess and

apinions. of the Borough Council,

DRz irnites 200E ]
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3.0 CONSULTATION FINDINGS

3.9

3.2

Overall fimdings

This section rewvlews the key findings of the consuitstion with members of the
Gy and Traveller commuindty. 1t will pcamine views cn sibe sioe, sl tabiliby
and requiremaents, managemuoent, possible sites and types of provision,

ESite requirements

Discussion with all the inferdewees commenoed with an overaes of the key
aspects/criteria  that the Council are adwised ifor excample  throogh
Govermment Circular 01 0008} are parbiculardy important when choosing
sjtes. Intendowess wera ghean examples of the key factors the Cogncll will

consider when choosing sites swch as the availability of the sie, its proximiby
to nearby housing, access, and impack on any nearby settlements. Members

of the Gypsy and Travellsr community wam asked i they agreed with thess
and i any were of particular impartance (pleass refar to atteched discussion
guide m Appendic One for full list of condiderations).

&l interveweess agreed thal thess were ndeed key things o consides,

however some wore identified as being particulardy important to the Gypsy
and Travvolar Community, They were:

= Progméty io local services and Tacilities
All those interviewaed noted that the dosenesa of a site to local seraces
and facilities 'was particularly important to them and showld Be one of the
key Council conziderations when looking at future provision. |t was noted
s being particularly important o be loceted within a ressonable distancs

of schools, doctors surgeries and shops, Intervewess reasons far needing
these services within ciose proximity ofton relstod to the age of o resident,

thisir mobilty, or iF they had children,

"t shiuld be cose (o0 vwilage sspecially & they fuve god bids as
i e e eclucaltior dn s day end age. °

“Soome sites ey bl too far o ang’ Bhen old peogele can F gel to e
faciities, ike they can't pet fo &he services o the foca’ shop or The post
offica

W ol of people winit @ place @ B the coawmibnesdie Bk oear enoug
to faciifies de sohools and docrors.”

= Potentlal impact on existing settlement and residential land eses
Baarimg in mind the neod fo be dose bo local serdices amd facilibies,
inforviswess alsn considered that there was o need to keep some degreo
of separabion from o sibe for the Gypsy and Traveller community and the
settled poputabion. It was highlighted that an amea of separation wiouwid
bonafit the Gypsy @nd Traveller community and settled community aike,
Interviewons nobed an awasreness of the hostility they often face through
the mtroduction, or possible nfrodwction of a now sibe into an ares and the

SUOAIUSM]UOISIA



lears. that members of the setifed community often have of a Gypsy and
Travebar sife being inbroduced into o settfement It was felt that by
locating sites & moasonable distance from the main setblements a
corrgroimiss could bo reached with both commumities. Thers was a fealing
that both communities neaded o mix o enable @ botler undesstanding to
develop. & number of intervievwees fell that larger settioments may be abbe
to absorb a new =te with less difficulty and ‘would offer & wider range of

sarvices and facilties than perhaps a smaler village would

"Fiowr wand to kego sifes oul o i O feal nod doo far ool sl nicedy =0
mvendony can be frivnds et sach offen and i (e can stard mainving
with peoee from e ocal Jown so ererplodd can ged fo Aoy sach
o amd sfart wonhing alonag with Hhem. ”

"oy showld nof be foo far oatt i the copmity. Feople fave g0 dearn o
inae fogether and maix boge tfher: ©

o mattor where pows bl a frmeding =¥ peopile are galng 1o oilyect,
S0 pou have fo ploy ball and find 8 compronuse wnlf both
COTATRTA e "

Proxfmity 1o existing sites

Whethar there are any other axisting Gypsy ond Traveller sitas in tha
wicinity was also a key Bssoe o somo intorsewees whon considering futuns
Gypsy and Traveeller site provision. Many of those inlerdewed that wens
residents on existing sites stated that they would not wish o see anothsr
sito being provided too dioso to them. This wes particufary evident in
discussion with those §ving in & small vifage. There appear to bea rumber
of reasons for this, the main ones being a fear from the Gypsy and
Travaller commangty of a now group of people coming into an area dose o
them when they have & good relationship with the settled community
wrs- felt that a e group of people could cause problems with the soktled

comeanity and damage a relationship thal beoen established over a
mimibeer of years,

There was atso recognibion amongst imterviessses that the Gepsy and
Traeallar commmaurdty often got “tarred with the same brush’, and i was wery
gazy for a small minority of the commumity bo cause troablde and for this
behasdour to b associsted with the whole community.  Prooimity of sies
ko wach other was. also noted as & izswe that needed to be considéred in
refstion fo amy empact this would have on the oxisting settfement.  Soma
respondents fielt that sites too close to each other could overathelim the
sattlement making il herder for the sites to mtegrate with the settled
comemunity and possibly pul pressure on local services such as schools.

“Sites shovld fe sproad ouf.  [Tml Affed that F feve ave oo many
=ites i ore place, O ore Faetl weve o couse frowbde Hhaen peopie from
tfre oiaor sife may oot tarred with the same brzes *

W don? et anoffner sife near us Sheee O ol enowgh popseion
Janitivr e seified commundy fir the wildlage ! ”
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Aaenda ltem 6

33

iDnoa fnkordrwoes had disoussed the considerations from the lst that they felt
wern most impartani, they were asked to identify any further criteria that they
fielt was particularly important for the Cowncl bo consider when looking at the
future provision of Gypsy and Treveler zites. A& significant majority of thosa
interdesad stated that the sizo of o site was one of the most important
aspectsy bo them when conaldering site sutability as it was one of tha firat
facliors thal came up in dscussion. Thiz reporl goes on to ook al site scee in

more detall in Section 3.3 below, Thore were three key reasons whiy sito size
was particularly important bo inbervinsees

= Relstionships within the Gypsy and Trawaler Commumiby
=  Management: and
®  Helstionzhip sith the setbied communily,

Site size

The Council are keen to ensure that any now stes are of the rdght size.
Government design advica sugoasls sites of around fifteen pitches and
interdesaes ware asked to give thoir feolngs on this number. oive their
recommasndations for the site of future sites snd their reasoring behind theair
mecommendations. it is worth noting at this poing that viess on site size and
mterviewes. opinion on the possible fifteen pitches cormelated with the
oxparience of arry sites that they had presiously resided on or the size of the
site on which they wore cusrantly lving.

Al respondents withoul eoception sould like fo see the provision of smaller
sites in the future. Those interviewses ving on larger sites. falt that a site aof
aroured fifteesn pitches would be a reasonable sive. Whareas those lving on
smaller sfbes or who had lvedd on smabiar sites of around =ix pitches foft thot a
site of fiftean pitches would be Tar loo large and Lhal sites should ideally
accommodate betwoesn sk to eight piiches.  There was a clear spit over site
sizg with hall of the nterdowees {11 of the 232} noting & prefarence for
arourd G- 10 pitches per sites, with the other half noting a preference for sibes
of arownd 15 pibches.

Fifteon pefckes on # site s foo g ebosd sir pifches s e best e
sire, maxar aboot saght.

F thirmk Hhe nizest taing wold be o bl ot for Bolweny i and eight -
iy ard fen T

“Six pitches isx good sioe ffor e siell ©
"Gt ool mod ber foo dig ™

"Thirak abour 15 pitcfans iz ot g, anyifung larger e oy woudd be
oo mich frocebde ©

“dryrnone than 15 would be boo lug and ool very frard to manage.

Mambers of tho Gypey end Traveler commuonity were then ashed to identify
the benefits of providing the sEre of site they had identifeed as being the most
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Anenda Item A

appropriate.  Again, ihe dfferert  perceptions of thoss living or previowsly
living on large stes of around thirty plitches have whon compared with those
who prodominantly have espenence of much smaler sites of arcund six
piiches should be bonne inmiad.

Relationships within the Gypsy and Travelier Comemundty

There was a feelng amongst all those inferviewed that the provision of
smualior sites would resull i lesa difficulties within the Gypsy and Traveller
Commumity ifseff. Respondents noted a prefercnce towards lhving swith
propde on a site that are aither mambers of the extended family, or Tamilies
thary have an nderstanding of and dose relabonship with. There weore a
numiber of intervicwess who gave oxamples of isswes they had in the past
8% @ result of sites baeing oo mimed and nes poople boing inlroduced onoa
site,

"Lt showtd e around siv piiches, that way oy can bave one family
ot se I pou st govng above fhis sine Bhis & when you start

patting froube.

"The sralior the site e betion, [Youw get] Mons frowiie on lange siies.

Fiffenn oifiches & foo farge. I means thatf pocple are arbved and’ peonle
dovrfged on”

st Frave ong farmdy o here and Swen meerpone geds on "

Sy the bedtor, sz frowlls whion you dont milr dfiferend froes of
trdvalars, "

Management
& number of inlandesees noted the relstionship betwesn the size of & site

and its management. expressing the opinion that they felt smaller sites
were gasier io manage.  Orwe of the main reasons for this s the

mbstionships within the Gypsy and Traveller community == describod

above. |t was felt that pust having one family or members of an extended
family on & site made i casier to manage,  General manktenanoer on a
sminllor site was also thought bo bo easher,

A mived crowd = harder fo manage ¥ you have Hheo nght
fmanapernent on 4 sie your can feep Hhe stfe mice ”

"Sraler sites ave pasisr fomanage,
“Armprrore Mhan 15 wewdd be foo big amd el very fard’ to manaee.”

Refationship with the settied conumaunity

& few inferviewoses raised the lmsue of tha Gypsy and Traveler
cormmnunity’s redationship with the satbled convmunity. & was sugoested
that the provision of smelfer sibes may alvo be of bemefii to the setiied
comenunity and  the size of the seitlement should be taken into
consideration when loaking at the size of site bo provids,

"Towns should have lrrper sifes ano' wWages smaler sifes ”

Crcarisgr 2008 )
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Ananda Itam R

appropriate.  Sgain, (he dffererl  perceptions of thoss lving or previously
living on large sites of around thirty pitches have whon compared with those
who prodominantly have copenence of much smaler sites of around six

pitches should be bome imomind.

= Redationships within the Gypsy and Travelisr Comemandty

There was a feelng amongst all those intorviewed that the provision of
smualior sites ‘would resiEt @ less difficulbies within the Gypsy and Treseler
Commumity ifseff.  Respondenis noted a preference towards living adth
people on a Ste that are aither mentbers of the extonded family. or families
thary hiave an inderstanding of and diose relabionship withe. There woere a
numtser of interviewees who gave oxamples of (sswes thiy had in the past
8% @ result of sites being boo mied and nes peopie boing inlroduced onoa
site,

“Sites should be srowna siy péfches, faf say pow can have one famdy
o sfe W pow stavt govng above this sine Bhis i wdfen pour start

ettt frooige.

"The smalior e site the bediern C¥ow gedd Mone froudie an lange séfes.

Fiftenn ifches is foo farge. Y means that pocple ave miived’ and people
oy it ged o,

Vst Frawve ong famlly o Mere and Swen mverpone gels on”

Srurier the belter, bss brovble whon yowr dont mibr different fppes af
fravelors, ”

= [anagement

& number of interviewess noted the relationship between the size of a site
and its management. expressing tha opinion that they felt smaller sites
wore casier io manage.  UOne of the main reasons for this is the
mistionships within the Gypsy and Traveller community ss described
above. |t was felt that jusl having one family or members of an edended
family on a site made it easier b manage,  General mantenanor on a
smnller sHe was alzo thought bo bo easier,

A mived crowd 5 harder fo manage. ol have the gt
marapernent on & siie you can Leep e site nice "

“Srmaler wtes ave pasier fomanage,
“nprnone Hhan 15 wowdd be foo fig end ool very fand’ Bo manage.”

= Refationship with the settied conumarity
& foew interviewoes raised the issue of tha Gypsy and Treveler
cormemunity’s relationship with the satbled commundty. & was sugoested
thart the provision of smeller sibes may alvo be of bemefil to the settled
comemunity and the sira of the seitlement should be taken ingo
consideration when loaking at the sire of site bo provids,

"Towns should have lvger sites and wilages smaler stfes ©

Dncarniteer 2008 g
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3.4

“Sima¥ sifes ars pod soch & burden on fhe sedtisd commanndly, T

When asked whether mterviewees felt that other members of their community
would hold similar views in relation to site size, a significant magoerity Felt that
cther members of thair community would ife to see smaller sites provided. 1
was noted thal awact pitch requirements wowld often relate to the size of a
family or the number of peopde ar extent of extended family that they would
fike to bve with on a site.

Site manogement

Thera 2ra a number of options for the management of fulure Gypsy and
Traveller sios. Inbordewees were acbed who they would prefer to manage amy

v sites and the reason for this preferencs.

This question highfighted a clear sphl of opinlon between those who wera
rmesiding on 8 County Coundl run site who favoured sites manogoed by them
{15 mtervieaerns] and those members of the community who had previously.
or currently hold s=plmations to fve and manage & site n the future {3
interviewees), A number of posdtres and negative feabures of both bypes of
managument options were Sdentified by intervewess, with fowr of the
interdewees citing thal they had no preferred managenant option.

Sosmiy Council Menaopment
Pros Com

*  “The Cowsch fiave o faolt dne 5o you |+ “Fow may oef anpone Balng on & sife
can oo anyiideg Dl poes ity g "
wrong and they sl come owf and
fiv it They ae vory good an e | o Sferane fadod "

FEEONSE, FOArs S0 pow peed o
Amae fo oo to She waroen. ©

& The Couoel dmowe o See rawdes and!
regiietions aod’ the dra ”

* ‘Taffer boing managed by fhe
oo, ey msihe =ure avendiing
Fhat hood’s fo be gore /s aone ”

Cirrnitsgr J00HE o
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Fros

= “The pesoe ruwvag e sie can
Choo=e who renides an Se site =
thare & sz By o be any
frowbie. ™

* Thave never had any orobiiem foum
fhe Councll Some sdes mmr by

Cons
v Hes managed by & Gyosyoov
Travadier ghve el porson foo mech
combrd - Thay can decidle who can
and can ¥t come énfo the site. "

w0 wouls fate Travelors & fong Bime

fo gl g o speed’ on the rinkes and
@pres ave oray and aork sl and regulrtions,
otfers don 'l some are oo bossye "

v Sges shovldn!  be  povaialy
*  Frivaloly i Sfes e responsile managed. fhere g doo  maay
for running and maniaiihg e Chpues. "

sies  themeales which fas &8
EvoransiE. "

Hearty all interviewess stated that the key o successiul management of sibes
relates bo tho mic of people residing on them, and this was cruclal in tha
succiss of amy site.

The imterdewsees thal were Bang in carsvams bt not currently residng on a
Council run pitch in the Borough were particularty keen bo monoge one of the
future Gypsy @and Traveller stes & number of these imerviewees had past or
prosent exparience of Iving an uniodficial encamprmenls within the arca. They
werrn yery keen for new sites o be provided in the future to afow them and
thoir respactivie families to reside permanently in the Borough onan allocated
mite

& number of commants were made during the imbendews, particutar by thosa
who sould like o =es fiture sites privately run, referring bo the difficulyy
members of the Gypey and Troveding commumily have had in the past

obtaiming planning permissicn for Sites they osmn.
Poasible sites

in March 2007 the Coundc publshed o report that was prepared by
consultarts Scotl Wilsone Accomimodation Meads of Gypaies and Travellars in
South and 'West Hertfordshire Stege Two - Mdentification of Potential Gypsy
and Traveller Sites in the Study Area (September 2006). The study identified
&4 locadions in Dacorum. The locatioms werne considered against a varety of
criberia, including proximity to specific kocal services and faciiities {e.g. shops,
schools and doctors sirgeries ebe.), access to the road mebwork. achieving a
sutable site size. the ability of sfes o be lmdscaped, and the need for a
buffer with euisting housing. The study ranked individusl Iocations. sites being
rarked from one to thres; thoee sites receldng & score of omo baing mostk
suitable. Teo furthesr sfies were put foreard Gy membars of the pubbc:

Dimitear J00E 4|
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3.5.1

M this paint in the discussion intendesses were shown a map of the Borough
highlighting the wtes being considenrad by the Council. Intervewess could aliso
worey muore detaled maps of the setthemonts with the sies marked on in ned.
amber or green, corraspanding to how they hiad scorad inberms of suitebility,
imreon Hlizstrabed tho most favowrable sites, with rod bedng less suilabbe,

(Cophas of the site maps and ranking are prowvided in Appaendix Tias)

it s first Important to note that aach interviewes had a different knowledge of
the Gorough, I the majority of the interviess those being interdewed had
fimited knowledge of the Borough as a whole, instaad having a more localised
knoadedge.  Intermdeweess wore able © comment and make recommendations
on the geographica spread and number of sites i oa location. Few were ablo
tior cowmimend on spacific sibos wnless they had a prior knoededge of them. or the
area inahich they =re located,

F canr oy really comment abowd from fere fo Bovingdon as | am
Farmliliar waitse Kt arca ©

17 Can ondly fall sbowd Hhe Hermed aree as Hinow Hhat area ™

‘Whore mberdesees ware unoble (o provide any detailed comments on
posshle sites some referred beck bo some of the oiteria they feed i is
important to considor when assessing the suitability of fulure sies || was
highlighted that the Council should look at the 26 sites with thesa in mind. It
was felt that if the sites that had been identified 25 not s sustable {identfied n
red on the map as sconing "2 when considered against the criteria could e
dismegardod. Interdawees once again re-affirmed the snpartance of site size,
prowimity o other sites. local serdoes and Facfities sdhen loaking 2l locations
for future Gypsy and Traveller sibas.

Site locations

k] those interaewed (22 irtervosess) were of the opinion that ffure sibes
should be spresd across the Borough with o preference for no more than one
Gypey and Traeellar site in oach settlemeont, with the exception of Hemel
Hemslead. The reasons towards the preferonce to sse future sites being
geoqraphicaly spresd scross Dacomum wers bvo-fold.  Inberdewsees alroady
residfing on sites within the borough did not sanl another site close bo Eheie
existing site. & was dlso felt that boo many sites noone location would have a
dotrimental impact on the coisting setthed community in that location.

‘When asked to cartfy why new sites showld not be too closo to existing sibes
mnd spread geographically, soma intordewess stated that there woukd be a far
lower potantial for conflbct botween the mamibsers of the Gypsy and Traveler
comnmumily if sites were a reasonablis distapos apart. 18 was also felt that
smafler sites acrcss the Borough in different Iocations wouwld be benaficial for
thi soktlod community

“Liffhe saps shouils Be doffed argand Gy wascs cause fees Sroubie G
toe setthnd commurty ©

“Theve showld nof be any move o one sitein each ares. ™

Decambegr J00E 12
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W pow pol any sifes s sade of T (L ong Marston scda ] Trmg woeld
fw foisied pou ser sdal Aappens (5 soopes bong more and’ more
traders amd farmdy members ordo sttes and they walf take over the
Place "

3.5.2 Favoured site bocations
The areas of Dacorum which mierviewess indoemtificd as most fovourabls weere:

= Bovingdon

t was felt the location of Govigdon, being to the south of the Borough
pway from the teo exating Council nun sites in Docoresn would masse: it a
favourable location For & fulure site.  The aite et the srfeld (D18-
Bovingdon (Airfield) ) was highlighted as a positiee location, hosever thore
was some concern with regard to ils possible progimity (o the prison, ar
wihobher it waould cause disruption o the sirfield

"Bowingdon would B dn-befeeen and 2 good ocation There are oo
Privarie sifss o e il ©

it showiohrot be oot et o G gosan,©

"Bt wond e o good place an fhe ok el ®

»  Berkhamsted
Opiniors on the possibility of & site n Berkhamsted were maed. Whilst it

wias felt by some interviewees to be an appropriste Dcation for o Gypsy
ared Troeeller sHe, & number of meferences were made to the abifity to get
permisson for & ste in thal sea’settlement.  Cne inlerdeses felt that
Barkhamstod may not be suitable as they felt it is boo dose to the ouxisking
site ot Long Marston.

"Borkhamsing wols’ be & good' ocation for @ ote, somewhere & e
mudiile fof the Sorowugh ]

"Trang, Bevkhamsfed rear the By-pass and Bovlngon shoo'd o ome. "
"Fow won ? gl 4 sée near Berbhamsted ©
"Berkbhamsiongd &5 foo near the exising shes in Long Marston. ™

A couple of the interviewess noted the suilabifty of site 3 Swing Gale

Lane, referencing Iis prosdmity ko both the by-pass for acoess, transport
finks and close proximity to & school,
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Ananda ltam A

Interdowess commentng on sitea m Tring highlighted a concern that army
ey Stes would be reer to the edsting Gypey and Trevefer sito ol Long
Marston. Cpinions on a passible site hare wene mixed with concerns atso
being raized with regard to the Icknield Way sites (D11 - lcknield Wy
(South sidel). i was considered bto be oo close o the ndustrial estate,
with one interviewes boleving that in the pasl that srea of land had been

subject to flooding. The site at Lithe Tring Road (D10} was not thoughs o
b suitable =z the track sdjacent to | is thowghl to be reguiarky wsed by
bird watchers. One interviewes beleved the Tesco side of Tring o be an

npprogriate locstion for a new Gypey and Travedier site.

ol sure i My site nexd o the indesirlal site wooty Be o good sie
It ir-

& Hemel Hempstead
Mamal Hempstood wes the axcoption o the, ‘one seltemant - one siba’
view: & numbaor of nterdowacs ahich incloded somes ressdonts of tHhe
iriisting site in Hemed] fell that an sdditional site could be scoommodated.
Intervigwesas felt that Momal was substantial enowsgh in size, providing a
considerable number of services and Tacilities to be able to accommodaia
o further site for Gypsies @nd Trevelers.

HMone of the nterdewees m Hemel had specific knowledoe of the sites
proposed there but favoured the sites on the souwth of Hemel ot
Feathorbed Lano (D 1), or Bowme End (D263 a5 it was falt that those sites
weng 4 reasonablo distance from tho existing Thres Chorry Trees site,
When asked specHfically if inteniewees in Hemel had any comments wath
regard ko the Highwood ste (D1 5) they found it ddfficult to comment cn
the specifics, but felt that its location may be too close to the masting sila
ak Three Cherry Trees.

W baere b snafher sife the obfer sale of She fosn i Memesd O ooy
fake fhe sfrad off oxisting sies "

"Che e odffer side of Meme! woela be ofay ot not foo close o e
et sifes

353 Poasible site suggestions
Durimg the course of the nterdeds Do furiier sites waere suggesied for
oonskieration

&  Oid Tree Ploce, Lower ickreeld Way, Wilstono - The site s cloze to the

village, has access b main roads and has grazing for horses: and
#  Fou Lane (off Fox Road), Trimg.

Howower, these bio focetions would seem bo contradick earber commonds
regarding proximity to the awsting Long Marston site

L]

IO ATUSMIUDISIA



Aanenda lItem 6

3.6

3.7

One nterviewee highlighted the area of Kings Langley 2= & switabde location
fior a fubure sike and it was put Foreard Ehat o site search shoold be vndertaken
thora,

Transit provision

When asoed o consider future provision of ransd sites within the Borough
the majority of respondents {15 of the 2 imerviesed) did not belove that
this was something that wes reguired. A large number of those mieredesed
were gaare of the transil site located on the K25 adjacent to the Sowth
Kimms service area and balisved it to be sufficient to cater for that particular
need within the srea. Some of the niterdesoes did recogrise the bamefil of
having transil provision 1o enable those families ravelling to heve & ploce o
stay on for a short time that was off the road’. IF iransit piches were o be
provided in the future & was thought that these should e Councl run, & was
noted that thers may not be a meed for transit pitches § more parmanent
pitches were Lo bo provided. |t was also nobed by beeo interyiewaes wanting o
manage o =te in the fulure that additional pitches could be provided on sitas
it accommodaie waiting family and friends.

"Transt pifches fedo get peaple ofF e road. 1 showedd e on fis orw
and siftes shokd e FCounmts ] Cowncl inun, ©

Inlerdeweess main concerns about the prosision of transit sibes related to
pecple coming and going and ot staying inan area for any length of tGma.

“Mazi Treveliers don ¥ e fransi stes as (foy don ¥ know wike s going
o come on peat

Other izsues

During the interviews a number of other issues wers raized melating to Gypsy
and Traweller sie provision

*  Accommocating future growth
When dizcussing the need Lo sccommodate for future growlh within the
h zome miterdesees highlighted the possiblity of builchng  ness
sites that could not only accommodabe cwment need within the Borcugh,
but afso accommaodate for fubure growth wethin them. [ wes noted that by
prowtding farge enough pitches it would be possible for younger membars
of & family tomove into a caravan of their own once married, but remain on
ther same pitch as their parents.  This would dispense wilth some of the
meadl fo contirmmy be finding additiconal pltches. through new sites.

= [esign
A large mmmber of those inkerviewed made reference bo the design of ey
sites, Mamy felt that i€ wookd e useful i the Councll consulbed with tham
further when sites wore in the design steges bo ensure bt there is a
greater understanding of how poopls lhee and what people need. This
would therefore male the end site desion more suitable as it would have
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beer designed with them, nol for tham, Design issees that owers
highlighted during the interviews incuded

Frovision showld b made for & chiidren’s play ses

Fitches showld bo farge and the sama skxe within a sbte,

Good design will hep sites mlegrate info the settied
oty

The same desiogn mles should apply o a Gypsy and Traveber
site &5 the settled commumity. For example the guestion was
raived as to the necd for security ferncing round play areas and
bunds o containm a site. it was felt that the desion of some of
the cuisting sites had the offect of ghettoising the Gypsy and
Travellur community Buving thera

Smenity blocks should be practical and wioll designed

Good design and layout of a site ‘'will have & sigrificant impact
on how the site is managed and cared for in the future

+  Existing sites
fifthough tha majority of interviowess curmently residing on a site within

the Borouwg

h weere happy with thesir sile and the way it was managed a few

highiighted that they felt that more could e done on the esosting sibes ko
improve them, particudardy in relation to amenity blocks.

3.8  Demographics of interviewess

381 Cepder

Male

5

Femak

13

Tl

22

1.8.2 Age

Urchesr 15

16-24

25-34

35~44

g5-54

55-6d

a5-T4

75 and over

Total

gt E=1 =1 E] B G 1 £
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303 Place of residence

St 19
Mo 1
Tstal 23

384 Lengthof time residing in ihe area

0-10 yoars 3
11 - 20 wears (=}
21 - 20 vears 1
Crgper 30 waars i

Fdota: bl paapondents sane mod
currantly iving in tha anea but kad a
figsoey =f Pire i Dacorum ond weia
gy R Yk

Total |

*2

D irmiegr FCOE
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4.0
4.1

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Conclusions

The core findings of the face-to-face interviews underiaioen can be found
balow:

Sites should be considersd against the [ssues indamtified by the Cowndil,
particutarky a site's progimity to servces, fadlities, exishing stes and the
potential impact on the settloment.

In addition to the kay things the Cowncil ore advised as boing important
when assessing sites, sive should also be & sionificent determianing factor
of site sutabdity.

Tha Gypsy and Treeelors mtcrameed oxprossed a preference for smalles
sites, which they believed bto bo easier to manage. although there wora
differences as Lo the appropriato scabs.

Gypsy and Travellers are boen for nory sites to be located in clese procimity
bo local services and facilities, whilst maintaining a degree of separation
from & setthoment to case integration with the settied community.

Tha management of a site should be judged on a site by site bass as thera
aro numbes of positive and negative factors relating to the mansgoment of
a site by the County Cowncil or & private mierest

Flow sites should be spraacd across the Boroucgh with no more than ore sibe
in each soltfement, with tho exception of Hemel Mempsiead. Howewer, any
merey sibes there shoudld be located an the souwth side of the town away from
the existing Three Chary Trees Lane sibe.

Bovingdon was identified as a favourable Iocation for a futune site, This is
because of its location to the sowth of the Borough positioned sway from
tho teo exsting Council managod sites.

Whilst it was folt by some interdowees that BEerkhameted would be an
approgriate bocation Tor 8 Gypsy and Traealber site, & number of referamoes
wera made ko the likelihood planning permission would be approved for a
sitam that areasettiomaent.

Intardowses commenting on sikes = Trimg highlighted a concern that arry
rarey Sibos would be mear o the existng Gypsy and Trovellor sito at Long
Marston

Some micrdesoes Talt that Homel was substanbial enough n sizo
providing a considerabio mumiber of servioss and focilities to be able o
accommodate a Turther site for Gypsies and Travellers.

Mew sites showld not b ocsted close to existing sites.

If sfters =oore poorly agsinst the oribaria identified as being mportant o the
Council thay should be discarded, with the ones scoring more fasourably
bezirg fnyestiatod furihar

Tha Gypsy and Traveller community does not see & current neod for Bransit
provtzion within the Borowgh despite recognising the benefits o thoss
travedling on the rood, | o site waere 0 be provided it should be County
Council managed,

A numiber of other zsues have been raised during the course of the
irtereirws which the Council shouwkd coraider further, such as the design af
sites and accommodating for fukune grosth within now sites.
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4.2
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Recommendaiions §
L3

& mumitser of key recommendabions beve emerged from the inlereiees, .'E
-

®  Tha Council should coptinue to consuli with the Gypsy and Travelor i
Community throwghout the Sites Allocathons procesa. o

The Coundl should consudt further with the Gepsy and Traseler
Community regarding the design of future sites,

Db J00E 1}
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Anenda Iltem 6

DISCUSSION GUIDE QUESTIONS

Consultation with the Gypsy and Traveller Community:

Site Allocations Supplementary Issues and Options Paper

Site requirements

Q1. Thess are some key Uhings the Council think are srgortant when choosing

sfes - For examgle:  Grfervdewer fo ghe somme exanpees Som e bet

Fralone]

B B & F @

Q2. Whal olher things wien selecling sites shoukd Lhey take into acoount thal

s Lhe sie available? - for example. whether the sibe owner is willing Lo
sedl and whether Uhe linescales for prosidecn &ne approprisle

4 the s suilable? - &g in berms of pollulion/conamination. lood
risk, sale arcess arangements

Wihal impact will the site have on the character snd sppear snce of the
-

Wil the sile Frgact on any aneas of envirceumental proteclion? such as
wilidlife siles or Aress of Oulsianding Malural Beauly

What impacl will there be on nearby resident s or obher adjoiing kand
Ligers

Whaere is the site and is il dose lolocal faclilies? Preference is given Lo
sibes within o adjcining setllsments wilh access Lo local sefvices e.q,
shops, Doctors and schools.

Wiial impact will theie be o e hsanes] selilement ? siles should
Pespect Lhe scale of, and nol dominate the nesresl selllsd communily
s the proposed sile near any eosling sites?

A ceas Lo pudslic ransport such as buses

Cast Lhes 53t be progperly ladacaped?

Ease of scceas Lo main roads

Cary Lhe site be reasonably separated from any nearby housing?

Is bl sif e lpinge enough [0 sccormmodate the pianned mumbes al
pitches and other facililies e.q. parking, access read, pley aress elc?

s ot alfeady menlionsd? Pleste give your feasons

Site size

Q3. The Council wank ko make sure any new site is of Lhe nghl size. Previous
shucfies have recommended smaller siles of arcund 15 pilches (aboul The

gize of the Ver Meadow sBe in Redbourm), What do you think is thee right

sare of 2ifay
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Agenda Item 6

Q4. Do you think otfer membsrs of your community share your view aboul e
sire of apfles?

Management

Q5. Who would you prefier Lo manage afy new sibes)?

Possible Sites

O6.  These are lhe localions being considered around Hemel Hempslead,
Herkhamated, Tring Bovingdon Markyale and Bourne End (nlendewer Lo
sHoww Frag),

Q7. The Council has ndicated those sibies (e o reoon Bhe g amd o Bhe s
i pfervienwer node fatds) that it believes are less sullable, and may nol
wanl Lo Lake these Forward Lo the nexst stage,

Dis yoris aepres thist they shouldnt be considensd aryrmore?

QB. I the Council had to provide seversl sites. how do you think they should Be
spwresad across the borough 7

Q9. I sibes need o be provided around Berkhemated, Tring, Bowingdon of
Markyale the Council is asking whether no more than ohe should be
proided in each setibement. Do youw agres with Lhis?

O10. Do vou khww of any other slfes or locations in Dacorum thal may be

sl abde? Please provide details {and/or mark on amep),

Transit provision

o114,

a1z

Do you Lhink the Council should slso provide ramsi pilches in the
Borough?

Hicas iy of Lhese pilches ate rsediad gnd how should Lhey be mensged?

Diecarmizar 2008 o

aUOAIUSM] UOISIA

Page 143 of 164



Anenda lItem A

APPENDIX TWO:
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ANNEX E:
Article, Dacorum Digest (Spring 2009)
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GOOD RESPONSE TO PLANNING CONSULTATION

Thank you to over 2,000 people responded to a recent planning consultation. This asked for
feedback on suggestions for new housing sites, possible sites for Gypsies and Travellers and areas
that should be protected from development.

Comments on site options for Gypsies and Travellers accounted for 89% of the 2,124 individual
responses received by the December closing date. In addition there were seven petitions with 678
signatures.

This feedback is being reflected in a report on future Gypsy and Traveller provision that was due to
be considered by Cabinet councillors on 31 March as Dacorum Digest went to print. The outcome
will be published on the Council’s website.

In looking at future provision the Council has to avoid unlawful discrimination against Gypsies and
Travellers. This includes looking at comments to make sure that they focus only on valid planning
concerns.

What counts as a valid planning concern?

Things you can reasonably raise with us as a valid concern in relation to planning issues are as
follows:

e conflict with planning policy: e.g. development on the Green Belt

e affect on the landscape, hedgerows and trees

e affect on important environmental areas, such as wildlife sites or ancient monuments
e flood risk, drainage effects

e contamination/pollution issues

e traffic generation, access, road safety

e availability of infrastructure — e.g. roads, schools

* loss of current land use

e competing land uses for the site

* more appropriate locations

The Council will reserve the right to reject comments that don’t meet these criteria.

Public feedback will help the Council’s continuing response to Government targets for 17,000 new
homes to be accommodated in the Borough between 2006 and 2031. The consultation was part of
the early stages of an ongoing process, with the most important decisions to be made over the next
to three years.

Further consultation
We have further consultations programmed as part of our work to produce a new Local
Development Framework for Dacorum

. June/July 2009 — on the emerging Core Strategy

This will seek feedback on draft strategies for each of the Borough'’s towns and large villages looking at
how much growth there should be in the next 20 years and how this can best be accommodated. (this
may include pitches for gypsies and travellers in strategic housing sites and a criteria-based policy on
the provision of pitches).
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We will also be asking you about the regeneration and expansion of the Maylands Business Park.

. March/April 2010 - the Council’s published Core Strategy

. January/February 2011 - the Council’s proposed list of all other sites.

Have your say

If you missed the opportunity to comment in this consultation but want to have your say in the
future please register your details with us. You can email spatial.planning@dacorum.gov.uk or call
01442 228660 with your name, email and postal address — and we will contact you about future
consultations. You can also keep up to date on all planning issues by visiting the Council’s website at
www.dacorum.gov.uk/planning.
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ANNEX F:

Extracts from the Scott Wilson Report
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Accomodation Meads of Gypsies and Travellers in South and West Hertfordshire
Recommendations Report

Slta Mamea! Code

Exlsting Usa

DistEnes
Buffarto
Green Balt
Boundary
[mEtras]

Tapography

Surrounding Land Uses

Existing Buffers! WVeqetation

Agenda Item 6

GIS Opportuntty
Rank

01 Featherbed | Grass field. Power Ene Level sie fdjacerd fo public byway'loolpath af weslern | Sike scresned  from Public | Wide  rosd  access | Medium High
Langa Hemel | running Ehrowgh. boundary. Mol clise o residential bud closs fo | Fooheay! Bridleway by | (singhs lane over nearky | (Yellaw)
Hempatesd Fenced and  exisling ameniies in Apsley [Sainsburgs elc ) Trumk road | vegefation bridge boul good
1 pale. on esiern boundary of sEe al much lower visibility). Befler access
edavation. from  east than  fram
veel,
o2 Felden | Grass field 00 Sankle elope dawn | Western side abuts housing. Ag for D2 Vepgelstion alsa | A= abave Medium High
Fasiberbed Lane tovards the easl Easiern along road boundary. allaw
[Secandary chaice cormer best location.
o D1 3
03 Eerkhamsted | Hodiculure, unfenced. | 100 Fairly level sile Thamas C Primary School and recreafion fields | Housing  is al &  lower | Access from main road | High (Gresn)
Swing Gale Lans opposite side of rosd (o west) Behind exisling | elevalion to north, elighily sleep
1 housing {fo narth) with slighily lower topography. | Sile = obscured from school | but acceplable. Swing
Cless 1o amenifies along A4251. Fields fo 2ast | and  recreadion ground by | Gale Lane is a guiet
and south. wyisling wegetation. rosd and level with the
Eite.
Cd ashlyn's Hall | Grass field, exisiing | 400 Level Zohool to narth, &Sshiyn's Hall fo owesl (uee | Screersd from noad by | A= above. Exisling sibe | Medium High
Swing Gale Lanes fence sumound. #djacent o schood unknowny, trumk road fo south, and fields on | exisling vegetation. aooess and gate. allaw
3 cpposile side of road [sasd)
(B1] Sandplt | Grass  field, exisling | 500 Fairly level ske  rises | Sdeep bank down to 841 below on nodhern side. | Sereened by vegelalion. Az abpve.  Existing | Medium High
Green Swing | fence suround. elightly @way Toem road | Localed just afler bridge. formed  access  and | (Yelkaw)
Gade Lane rsar gade fo NS fbuis Zandpil Green = Dense mabure woodland, gale.
2 wihich incorporales & public wallowary.
(1] ] Cudswell | Grass field. Skle wigh | 100 Faily leve| sile fdjacent ba sparts ground and Kindergarien Lo Surrounded by hedge Exisling short drivewsy | Mediom High
Langa public walowvay ot W gauth-easl River Bulbourme 1o norih-east. shared  with  sports | [Yellaw)
ki boundary of site. Residenlial across road ad & higher slevation ko ground and
gauth-woel Residerdial bo nodb-west Puslic kindergarien. Bold
vialoway parallel fo road on south-west boundany metal gate fo sile. Bus
of gite. Best o locate at eastern end avway fram slop acroes road.
evigling residendial and vwalkway .
(R Upper | Grass  field. Exisling | 300 Level sie Closs ba roundaboul inferseslion with Ad1 to Sile  localed  behind  fall | Mo exisling access. High {Zrean)
Cursley  London | fence sumound. gauth. Farm buildings to narth. Fields (o easl malure bress Hol visible fo | Close o A41.
Road B4G633 Road lo wesl residential. Additional
ki platingfencing  would  be
reguired.
(K] Marshcroft | Grass field 100 Layel sie fdjacent to residential dwellings (o soulh-wesl). | Vegedation along rosdside. Located just prior o | Mediom (Yellow)
Lane [SE Slde) Fields on alher sides of site. Marshoroft Lames | A polenf@l s#e could be | rosd namowing.  Road
ki abule north-wesbem baundary. lcated at norbe-eastern end | is blocked fo norlth-east,
af field away fram residential.
El:rnerini would be required.
(]} Marshcroft | Grass field 100 Layel sie Vislble fo more resident@sl dwelings than D8, | Hedge, addfonal scresning | & for D9 Medivm {Yellaw)
Lane [N Slde) Fields on alher sides of site. Marshoroft Lame | wauld be required.
i abuls south-easbem baundary.
C10 Litle Tring | Grass field 100 Sife  glopes  gently  up | S#e bordered by Litle Tring Road on soulbe | Opposie side of leknield road | lcknield Road is & faiely | High (Gresn)

Rizad
g

wway from lcknield Road
tovards north.

wesiern gide and leknield Road an souib-eastem
gida Fialde are localed on the norlb-wesiemn side
of lchmield Roasd and houses on e souibe-
easiern side. Mot far fo echoollocal shops efo.

are sLibstarial, o e
mature  fress  providing a
bulfer io residenis] area.

1m hedge surounding site.

busy rosd leading 1o
f.47. fooaes  fram
lckmiald Fosd or Lillle
Tring Road.
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Accomodaton Meeds of Gypsies and Travellers in South and West Hartfordshire
Recomrmendations Repart

3lte Mame/ Caoda

Exlsting Usa

Distancs
EBuffarto
Green Batt
Eoundary
[ miEtras)

Topography

Surrounding Land Uses

Exlsting Buffers! Veqetation
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Anneyxrc A — (3

512 Opportuntty
Fank

D11 lcknlzld | Exigbing gae and Gantly  eloging down | By indusfnial sslale jabube noth-eastem gida). Wegedationhedge  surmcund | lckmield Road is a fairdy | High (Grean)
Rizad (S0t | fence sumound. tovards the rear of the | Rear abuis residerdial bul some distancs aaay. for soresning. busy road leading io
Slde) Tring Grazs field with harses Eile. Publc right of way goes across rear of sile. Besl LR
1 QraEemg. to losabe in HE cormer
Dz lcknlald | Grass field 100 Level sije fdjacert fo the Borowgh boundary.  Single | solated frees and a low Mo exisling site access | High (Green)
Rizad (Hrth residerlial farm buidings/deellings are located on | hedge are losated along lhe but sauld cud thraugh
Slde) eilher side of he sile. bouwndary. loew hiedge. lokniedd
| Road = a firky busy
raad leading 1o A41.
O3 Windmlll | Appears ta be diswsad. | 700 Site appears o be level | & shooling ground is located behind {east of) the | Mature frees surround  he | Access is via a rarmow | Low (Cirange)
Windmill Lane {no | Small bulding visible o and is al a higher | sile. Felds swround the general area. & CES | site. Topography  resricls | 8% ndmill) lane.  Sibe
AcceEss onba sibes) the el af the eniny. eleyvatian than the | (Counryeide Sewardehip Schems) sibe is located | views of the sife. hag lange maekal gales ad
i Large lammas area surounding roads’area | bo e weest exiEfing eniry.
kehind the eniry gales. parliculady al the soulh-
wiesterm and.
D14 The RIdings | Grass fizld, f=amce | S00 Site = pgenfly sloping | The sifs 2 bardered by The Ridings (lo the sauth- | Isolaled frees along the south | Exisfing ei#e  asccess. | High (Green)
3 surriund. v taviards The | west) and Hicks Road {fo the southeeast). Fields | west boundary and dense | Close fo the &5 and the
Ridings {soulb-wesl) and | abul the other sides of the site. Houses are | drees along the soulth west | M1 s not far o the
is af a much higher | losated opposite an the Ridings but set back and | boundary. Additional plantiing | South Eass
elevation than Bnd on | af & much lower slesation waould be beneficial.
oppasile side of the roads.
O 5 Higheaod HodicuEure 100 Farly level sile Jusl north of a public valosay and residental High and dense mabure tree | Good sile acoess High {Green)
(Halismare Erd beyand. On alber sides fields surmownd ihe gile. bulfer befaeen the sits and
Lane) Hamel #f boundary with St Albans. residental area. Trees along
Hempsataad roadside.
1
Ca Longeroft | Grass field S00 Loy e Fields to mnorth and wesf Eaef of a public | Sile is eeparaled form the | Scoees  from macsow | High (Green)
Longanaft factpalh. Residential and to soulh and weest. Fublic Foofpaih by a hedge | road
Flaunden Lame buffer. Hedge  alang
i roadside. Residential areas
ol visible.
D17 Bovingdon | Grass field with fence | 200 Level sije fdjacert to a bus stap. Ciher fields surmound the | Mature trees along boundary | Exisfing gate  and | High (Green)
zreen Lane surround. gite with a residential area ol far back iowards | of residenlial land. Addilional | acoess. Close o B
2 the narth-easi planting’ Tencing would be | road
reguired. Isolated bess and
hedge along roadside.
Ci8 Bowngdon | Edge of decussed | 100 Moty fMat wilh  earth | Cloge o HMP The Mownl Pri=on (fa the nath) Surmounded by vegetalion | Exisfing si#e access off | High [Green)
&lrfleld airfield, paved and with mounds af the rear of the | Chesham Road abufs soulb-sasf boundary with screening af comer of reads. | Molyneaux Avenwe. joriginaly also wilh
i soime inkasiructurs sile. residerlial land beyond. Malyneaus Avenwes pirk due o airfield)
abuls north-=a=t boundary vith reservor beyond.
L9 Cupld Green | HoricliBure. Pawer | 200 Ske slopes down bowards | Fields narlh, wes! and easf. Residenlial fo fhe | Tall mabure frees bebesen | Exisfing  access  and | High {Green)
Lange lines throwugh mordbern the north south al a mwch higher elevalion field and residential area fo | gate at southemn comer
2 end af sie. south providing an acceplable | of sile.
builfer.
C2a Grosenlll Gra=s field with harses | 100 Slighly  eloping  down | Resdenlial dwelings on opposite side of the road | Some brees along roadside | Existing formed access | High {Green)
| prazing . towards the wesi and {fo the nodb-sasf)  Adjacent bouse to fhe | imit  views Addilional | and gate. COff Laidan
rarb-west is ararated awey from fhe sile. Fields | planting anddfar fapoe | Square. Access through
bo south and veest reguired. a residenbal estate with
wiide roads.
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Accomodation Meeds of Gypsies and Travellers in South and West Hertfordshire
Recomrmendations Report

Site Name/ Code

031 Palehanger
Langa
i

ExlIsting Usa

Grazs field

Distancs
Eufferto
Graen Balt
Baoundary
[metras)

Tapography

Lo sife

Surrounding Land Uesas

Adjscert o resdenlial area to soulb-sast and
cpan nurEal land de nodh and vwest,

Exlsting Buffers! Veqetation

Trees and hedge along road
boundary. Addilional planiing/
fencing would be reguined.

Exisfing aoccess paints
and gales

Agenda Item 6
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13 Cpportuntty

Rank

High {Green)

022 Flelds End | Grass field 20 Level site Residential 1o wesk Fields suround other sides | Trees and hedge along road | Existing  access  and | Medium High

Lane of sibe. boundary and along boundary | gabe off a rarmow raad. | (Yellow). {High

3 with residential Brd. (Grean) st to the
sauih bud
naccessible)

D23 Long | Grass field 100 Gently slopingfroling =#e | Closs  fo residertial  land  (lo northeeast). | Vegedafion  buffer  betwesn | Good  access  wilh | High (Green)

Chaulden #dventure playground on opposite side of road. sile and residential dwellings. | existing gate. On a bus

2 Close bo all amenities roue.

C24 Lewverstock | Grass field. 100 Layvel sile Resdenlial o north-vessl and public open space | Tall  wegeladion  screening | Existing  s#e  access | Medium High

Gresn a (Bunkzrs Park) 1o the soulbewest of the field. This | along  roadside.  Addilional | with height barrier, fram | (Yellow)

{Bedmand Road)
3

and the fald 1o the south-eas! are part of 3 wider
proposal in the Local Plan for epen space and
playing fields.

sEreening required.

Bedrmond Boad.
focess road Enks o
adjpining  public open
EpaceE,
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Accomodation Needs of Gypsies and Travellers in South and West Hertfordshire
Recammendations Report

[a ]

5.1

5.2

5.3

5.4

RECOMMENDED POLICY CRITERIA

Criteria were developed as pat of the shudy methodology o idenbify
potertial accommodation skes, as discussed in Section 3.1 of this reparl
This sechion recommends crbena for criteria based policy for consideration
by the Parlner Authorilies reflecting the site ssleclion chbena.

Significant o the idenlification of criberia for palicy e in the assesement of
applizations for sies are the recommendabions and guidelines contained
wvathin the COPM Circubar 0172006 ‘Alanming for Gipsy and Traweler
CAravan Sites. Polcy should also reflect the seguential test oullined in
Cliroular 172006

In add&on to conslraints, onlena must alse s=l mnimum quaklty standards
and legislative requirements. Poalicy must be Taly, reasonabde, realsiic and
effectiive” and e mom ciera ffem are, te more redifclive they am”
(ODPM Circular).

The following podicy is recommended for consideratian:

Flarming permesion will be granbed provided ihal the following
arilerialrequirements are chearly sabished:

All=rmative Sites

» Evidenoe should be provided of a seguenial site seleclion and reasons
should be given of why there are no suitable stes n an area preferned
by the local authority. Sies identified in development plan doouments
should frel be considered follovead by wrkan areas | areas for proposed
development, then previowsly developed (e brownfield) land, then
ward fall siles.

#  Evidense of no sulable sides muslt ke provided befare Green Bell
ocalions vl b2 considered

»  Alerabions to the Green Bell boundary can only be made in exosplonal

grcumslances. Proof of need must be provided.

ACCESE

# The sibs ghould have safe and cormvenient access ta the primary road
network wilh proximily fo the magor road netwark

o The site should provide for vehicular access from the public highway, as
wel as for parking, fuming and servidng on sile, and road safety for
accupants and visilors

site Conditicns

»  The ske should nol be located in an area &t figh rsk of floading,
noluding funclional lcodplains

o The ste should not be localed on sgnificantly confaminated and and
aviid F@ir, noise and odour pollulon.  Hoswsevwer, comsideralion will be
given fo skes adjoining motoraays, pover ines, Bndhil sites o railvays,
as for comrenbional hausing

»  The site should be capable of reseiving the supply of essertal services
nohuding water, seveerage, drainage and valter disposal

Seplembar 2006

Aaenda Item 6

Accessibllity of Services

+ Locations in or near existing selfermnenis with acoess (o losal serviooes,
&.g. schools, doclors, shops, should be considensd frst

#  There should be comsenien] acoess ta public tRArport

Helghbouring Uses

&  Dis gize should be considered i conlext: undue burdan en the local
infrastruciure should be avoided and the sie should be compalible with
thee soale of the local setlement

s  The polential for noise and other dislurbance fram the movement of
vehicles 1o &and from the sike, the stalioning of vehicles on the site, and
an-sife business achvilies shaukd be minmisad

« Landscaping and planting with approprale trees and shnibs should be
implemerdied where necessary in order for the sile b Bend info the
surroundings, bave shucture and privacy, and fo mainkain visual
amenily. Howewer, the site should not be encloged with oo much bard

landecaping
#  The sile should not obstruct a Public Right-ol-Way

Frotected Areas

#  The site should not be within the Green Bell unless & = on previously
develaped land or a rural exceptions site under the terms of PPG3

&  The sie should fol b= owithin the ChiBarns ACKE unless i = an
previausly developed land and unobbrusively losated

#  The s should adoid ary oiber ‘Praobecied Sreas’” Corgercation Areas,
BBk, SaMe RESs, Wildife S#es, Prolectad Tress or Woodand and
Regisiered Parks and Gardens

#  The site should &void any archaesological or hislonc site

Future Llss
& The sile should allow Tor hfure espansion and improvemenls if
cansidensd approprale
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ANNEX G:
Maps 1 — 5 : Site Locations
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