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Inspector’s initial questions for the Council 
 
Introduction 
 
1. This note flags up some initial questions I have that would benefit 

from early clarification.  In answering these questions can the Council 
consider whether it might be necessary to advance any potential main 
modifications to the Plan. 

 
Focused Changes 
 
2. I note that the Council has suggested focused changes to the Plan in 

response to some representations and consulted upon them.  Can you 
please confirm whether you wish me to examine the ‘updated’ 
submission Plan that includes the focused changes? 

 
Neighbourhood Plans 
 
3. Are there any made or emerging Neighbourhood Plans in the borough?  

If so, can you provide details please and copies of any Plans or draft 
Plans. 
 

Status of Master Plans 
 
4. I note that the Council have prepared a number of draft Masterplans.  

Are the Council currently working on final versions of these or is the 
intention to wait until after the Site Allocations Plan is adopted? 

 
Housing  
 
5. The National Planning Policy Framework requires the identification of a 

5 year supply of deliverable sites with an additional buffer of 5% (i.e. 
5.25 years), unless there has been a record of persistent under 
delivery in which case the buffer should be increased to 20% i.e. 6 
years.  On the basis of the under delivery evident from the AMR 
should a 20% buffer be applied?  Should the approach adopted be set 
out in the Plan? 

 
6. It would appear from the latest Annual Monitoring Report (AMR) that it 

is the Council’s intention to make up this shortfall in housing delivery 
in the first 5 years of the Plan which is the approach preferred by the 
Planning Policy Guidance.  Is this correct and should be it be explained 
in the Plan?  

 
7. Has this shortfall being taken into account when allocating sites? 

 
8. The 5% buffer has been added before the shortfall in table 7.2 of the 

technical appendix to the AMR.  Why has this approach been used 



 

 

given the generally accepted approach of applying the buffer to the 
shortfall as well as the Plan requirement ? 

 
9. The projected completions in Appendix 1 of the 2014/15 Annual 

Monitoring Report are much higher than completions over the previous 
years.  Are these predictions realistic?  If so, please explain why. 

 
10. What are the consequences of these rates not being met? 

 
11. Is the windfall allowance based on previous levels of windfall 

development? 
 
12. I note that the larger strategic ‘Local allocations’ sites, with the 

exception of LA5, will not bring forward homes until after 2021.  I 
understand that this is to encourage the development of previously 
developed land first.  Can you explain the reason for bringing forward 
LA5 earlier? 

 
13. The adopted Core Strategy says that the East Hemel Hempstead Area 

Action Plan (AAP) will include a ‘few housing sites’.  Have the 
contribution these sites will make to the housing supply been 
accounted for in the AMR tables?   

 
14. What is the latest position in relation to the AAP?  

 
15. Will the Plan provide a 5 year supply of traveller pitches? 

 
16. Does the Plan accord with Policy E of Planning policy for traveller 

sites? 
 
17. Can the Council please provide a list of sites and accompanying 

location plans, that have been promoted by representors  i.e. 
omissions sites?   

 
Employment sites 
 
18. What impact will delays with the AAP have on meeting the jobs target 

in policy CS14 of the adopted Core Strategy? 
 

Green Belt 
 

19. I am aware that the principle of releasing land from the Green Belt in 
order to accommodate the established housing requirements of the 
borough is accepted in the adopted Core Strategy.  Can you please 
confirm that where sites are allocated on Green Belt land that this 
land will no longer be designated as Green Belt and will therefore not 
be subject to the Green Belt planning policies set out in chapter 9 of 
the National Planning Policy Framework, Planning policy for traveller 
sites or relevant development plan policies? 

 
 
 
 

 



 

 

Infrastructure 
 
20. Reference is made in the adopted Core Strategy to The North East 

Hemel Hempstead Relief Road.  When will this be constructed and 
are any of the allocations in the Plan dependent upon its delivery?  
  

21. Is there any other infrastructure projects that could delay 
development?  If so, how and is there a contingency in place? 

 
Water related matters 
 
22. I have read the Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) between the 

Council, the Environment Agency (EA) and Thames Water and see that 
the EA consider the Plan to be unsound because an updated Water 
Cycle Study (or equivalent) is yet to be completed?  Paragraph 18.31 
of the adopted Core Strategy refers to a ‘Water Cycle Study Scoping 
Report 2010’, which advised that further work would be necessary.  
Can you please provide some more information about when this 
additional work will be carried out/completed and the reason for the 
delay?  
 

23. According to the SoCG the 2010 study was based on Regional Spatial 
Strategy (RSS) Growth Predictions.  How different was the growth 
planned in the RSS to that in the adopted Core Strategy? 

 
24. Are waste water issues likely to delay or prevent allocations coming 

forward in accordance with the planned trajectory?  Will potential 
solutions add to the cost of developing the sites and if so what 
consideration has been given to the effect of this on viability? 

 
Conclusion 
 
25. If you require clarification on any of the matters raised, I would be 

happy to respond.  I would stress that I have not done a 
comprehensive read and analysis of the Plan.  Nor have I assessed the 
representations in detail, for reasons set out in earlier 
correspondence.  When I am able to complete these tasks I will begin 
to formulate the matters and issues to be discussed at the Hearings 
and no doubt formulate a comprehensive set of questions for you to 
respond to.  A copy of this note and the Council’s response should be 
placed on the examination website. 
 

26. An early response to the above queries would be appreciated.  I am 
keen that the above matters are resolved, in so far as they can be, 
promptly in order to ensure that the examination is not unduly 
delayed.  I therefore request a response by close of play on 11 March 
2016. 

 
 
Louise Crosby 
Inspector  
19 February 2016 


