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This publication is Part 1 of the Report of Representations for the Pre-

Submission Site Allocations. It contains a summary of the consultation process 

and discusses the main issues raised. 

 

Part 2 comprises Annex B of the Report of Representations: it contains the results of 

the consultation on the Pre-Submission Site Allocations. 

 

 

 

Obtaining this information in other formats: 

 

¶ If you would like this information in any other language, please contact us. 

¶ If you would like this information in another format, such as large print or 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

Background: 

 

1.1 The Core Strategy DPD was adopted in 2013, and forms the first part of the 

Local Planning Framework (LPF) for the Borough. The Site Allocations is the 

second LPF document.  It is the ódeliveryô document for the Core Strategy: 

focussing on the delineation of site boundaries and designations, and setting 

out planning requirements for new development. It does not cover the 

Maylands Business Park as this area is to form part a separate East Hemel 

Hempstead Area Action Plan (AAP). 

 

Reports of Consultation: 

 

1.2 Consultation on the Site Allocations started in 2006 on the óissues and optionsô 

and there have been several milestones in preparing the Site Allocations since 

then. The Report of Consultation is published in three volumes.  The first 

covers the 2006 consultation, the second the 2008 consultation and the third 

the period from 2008 to summer 2014 when the Pre-Submission document 

was published.   

 

1.3 The Reports of Consultation outline: 

¶ The key stages in public consultation on the Site Allocations; 

¶ The weight given to consultation feedback; 

¶ The legal and policy influences, which affected consultation about the Site 

Allocations; and 

¶ The key issues and outcomes, explaining progress up to the publication of 

the Pre-Submission document. 

 

1.4 It also explained how the consultation related to the Councilôs policy on 

consultation and engagement: the Statement of Community Involvement 

(SCI). 

 

1.5 The Consultation Reports are available online: 

 

Volume 1: 

http://www.dacorum.gov.uk/docs/default-source/planning-development/spar-

12.07.27-siteallocationsio2006responsesummary-v3.pdf?Status=Master&sfvrsn=0 

 

Volume 2: 

http://www.dacorum.gov.uk/docs/default-source/strategic-planning/site-allocations-

consultation-report-vol-2-november-2008.pdf?sfvrsn=0 

 

 

 

http://www.dacorum.gov.uk/docs/default-source/planning-development/spar-12.07.27-siteallocationsio2006responsesummary-v3.pdf?Status=Master&sfvrsn=0
http://www.dacorum.gov.uk/docs/default-source/planning-development/spar-12.07.27-siteallocationsio2006responsesummary-v3.pdf?Status=Master&sfvrsn=0
http://www.dacorum.gov.uk/docs/default-source/strategic-planning/site-allocations-consultation-report-vol-2-november-2008.pdf?sfvrsn=0
http://www.dacorum.gov.uk/docs/default-source/strategic-planning/site-allocations-consultation-report-vol-2-november-2008.pdf?sfvrsn=0
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Volume 3: 

http://www.dacorum.gov.uk/docs/default-source/strategic-planning/site-allocations-

consultation-report-vol-3-september-2014.pdf?sfvrsn=0 

 

1.6 The Consultation Reports, together with the Reports of Representation 

prepared for the Core Strategy are also relevant, as the Site Allocations 

document is a delivery document for the principles set out in the Core 

Strategy: 

http://www.dacorum.gov.uk/home/planning-development/planning-strategic-

planning/local-planning-framework/core-strategy/core-strategy-examination-

2012/submission-documents 

 

Sustainability Appraisal: 
 
1.7 Sustainability Working Notes have been prepared to accompany each iteration 

of the emerging Site Allocations document, with a draft Sustainability 
Appraisal Report accompanying the Pre-Submission Site Allocations DPD: 

 
http://www.dacorum.gov.uk/home/planning-development/planning-strategic-
planning/local-planning-framework/site-allocations/site-allocations-2014 
 
1.8 Comments made regarding the sustainability appraisal process (which 

incorporates Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA)), are highlighted in 
the relevant Consultation Report and in this Report of Representations (Part 2:  
Annex B, Table 5). 

 

Report of Representations 

 

Legal Background: 

 

1.14 The Town and Country Planning (Local Development) (England) 

(Amendment) Regulations 2008 prescribed the process for the Pre-

Submission Site Allocations.  On 6 April 2012 these regulations were 

superseded by the Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) 

Regulations 2012.  The new regulations prescribe the process for the 

submission on the Site Allocations DPD to the Secretary of State, its 

examination and adoption. 

 

Pre-Submission Consultation Procedures 

 

1.15 Dacorumôs Pre-Submission Site Allocations DPD was published for 
representations for a 6 week period between 24 September and 5 November 
2014.  

 
1.16 Regulation 27 of the Town and Country Planning (Local Development) 

(England) (Amendment) Regulations 2008 required the Council to: 

http://www.dacorum.gov.uk/docs/default-source/strategic-planning/site-allocations-consultation-report-vol-3-september-2014.pdf?sfvrsn=0
http://www.dacorum.gov.uk/docs/default-source/strategic-planning/site-allocations-consultation-report-vol-3-september-2014.pdf?sfvrsn=0
http://www.dacorum.gov.uk/home/planning-development/planning-strategic-planning/local-planning-framework/core-strategy/core-strategy-examination-2012/submission-documents
http://www.dacorum.gov.uk/home/planning-development/planning-strategic-planning/local-planning-framework/core-strategy/core-strategy-examination-2012/submission-documents
http://www.dacorum.gov.uk/home/planning-development/planning-strategic-planning/local-planning-framework/core-strategy/core-strategy-examination-2012/submission-documents
http://www.dacorum.gov.uk/home/planning-development/planning-strategic-planning/local-planning-framework/site-allocations/site-allocations-2014
http://www.dacorum.gov.uk/home/planning-development/planning-strategic-planning/local-planning-framework/site-allocations/site-allocations-2014
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¶ publicise the Pre-Submission Site Allocations; advertise the 

representations procedure and the availability of the availability of the 

document; 

¶ make the Pre-Submission Site Allocations DPD and associated 

documents  available on the Councilôs website, at the main Council office 

and other places the Council considered appropriate; and 

¶ contact the consultation bodies notified under Regulation 25.   

 

1.17 Consultation bodies comprised specific consultation bodies listed in the 

regulations, together with general consultation bodies.  A statement of the 

representations procedure was sent to all the consultation bodies 

(Appendices 1 and 5).   

 

1.18 Any person could make representations on the Pre-Submission Site 

Allocations DPD and associated Sustainability Appraisal (SA), incorporating 

Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA), provided the representations 

were sent to the Council (at Hemel Hempstead) within the specified 6 week 

time period (Regulation 28).   

 

1.19 As written, Regulation 29 requires the Council to request the opinion of the 

Secretary of State (for Communities and Local Government) as the ógeneral 

conformityô of the Site Allocations with the Regional Spatial Strategy (i.e. the 

east of England Plan).  However, this requirement has been removed by 

Schedule 5 paragraph 15(5) of the Local Democracy, Economic Development 

and Construction Act 2009. 

 

Submission: 

 

1.20 Regulation 22 (Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) 
Regulations 2012) requires the Council to prepare a statement setting out 
whether representations were received or not.  Assuming representations are 
made, the statement should record the number and a summary of the main 
issues. The Council has called this statement the Report of Representations. 

 
1.21 The Report of Representations should be published at the same time the Site 

Allocations is submitted to the Secretary of State for examination.  The Report 
of Representations is also submitted to the Secretary of State then.  

 
1.22 The Report of Representations is one of a number of ñsubmission 

documentsò, together with the Site Allocations DPD itself, the sustainability 
appraisal, the Report of Consultation and other supporting documents.  

 
What happened: 

 
1.23 The Site Allocations was published on 24 September 2014 at a stage known 

as ñPre-Submissionò.   



 

4 
 

 
1.24 The Pre-Submission version of the Site Allocations DPD set out the Councilôs 

proposed planning policies (i.e. what it wished to adopt as the Site 
Allocations).  It comprised a written statement together with a Map Book 
setting out changes to the Dacorum Borough Local Plan (1991-2011) 
Proposals Map. 

 
1.25 Like the Core Strategy the Site Allocations document it is divided into four 

main sections: 
1. The Sustainable Development Strategy ï covering issues such as 

revisions to the boundaries of the Green Belt, transport proposals, and the 
definition of Major Development Sites in the Green Belt and Mixed Use 
proposals. 

2. Strengthening Economic Prosperity ï setting out General Employment 
Area and retail designations, together with revised retail frontages for the 
three towns.   

3. Providing Homes and Community Services ï comprising the housing 
schedule, policies for the six Local Allocations and designations relating to 
leisure and social and community uses. 

4. Looking After the Environment ï covering historic heritage and wildlife 
designations. 

 
1.26 There are also summaries of all the proposals and designations 

geographically (via a continuation of the óPlace Strategyô approach), plus a 
short section on Monitoring and Review.   

 
1.27 This report ï the Report of Representations ï contains: 

 

¶ a record of the publicity given to the Pre-Submission consultation, 

including a list of organisations (or consultation bodies) notified; 

¶ a statement of the number of representations received on the Pre-

Submission document and associated SA/SEA; 

¶ a summary of the main issues raised by these representations and the 

Councilôs response to these issues; and 

¶ a summary of the proposed amendments as a result of the above. 
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2. THE COUNCILôS APPROACH 

2.1 The Council set out its approach to the Pre-Submission stage when Cabinet 

approved the Site Allocations on 24 June 2014 (see report in Appendix 6).  

These procedures were endorsed at a meeting on Full Council on 9th July 

2014 (see Appendix 6). 

 

Recommendations That Cabinet: 

 

1. Note key issues arising from Issues and Options Consultation, 

the Core Strategy and new information and advice. 

2. Recommend the Site Allocations Pre-Submission documents to 

Council for publication and comment. 

3. Recommends Council delegate authority to the Assistant 

Director (Planning Development and Regeneration) in 

consultation with the Planning and Regeneration Portfolio 

Holder to finalise the Report of Consultation and Sustainability 

Appraisal, to make any factual or non-substantive changes and 

amendments to the Pre-Submission Site Allocations and to 

insert the Indicative Spatial Layout  plan into Policy LA3 West 

Hemel Hempstead prior to consultation commencing. 

4. To recommend Council to approve the Site Allocations for 

publication, seeking representations in accordance with the 

Statement of Community Involvement and relevant regulations. 

5. To recommend  Council to approve the following procedure for 

considering future issues on the Site Allocations: 

(a) If significant new issues are  raised in the representations 

on the forthcoming consultation, to report to Cabinet and  

Council for a decision as to whether any change to the Site 

Allocations is justified;  

(b) If there are no significant new issues, to delegate authority 

to the Assistant Director (Planning, Development and 

Regeneration) to: 

(i) Submit the Site Allocations for Examination; and 

(ii) In consultation with the Planning and Regeneration 

Portfolio Holder, to agree any minor changes to the 

Site Allocations to resolve objections and improve 

clarity of the document. 

Source:  24th June 2014 Cabinet Report 

 

2.2 In terms of internal processes for dealing with representations, this is 

summarised as follows: 

1 Officers validated representations (whether submitted by post, email or via 

the consultation portal); 

2 Officers summarised valid representations and assessed them to see 

whether any new issues were raised; 

3 Officers highlighted these new issues and indicated whether these were 

considered significant or not; 
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4 If any significant changes are required to the Site Allocations DPD in the 

light of comments received, then these would be published for 

representations; 

5 In no significant new issues are raised and no significant changes 

proposed, then the Site Allocations DPD would be submitted to the 

Secretary of State for examination.   

 

2.3 Validation of representations required checks to ensure that: 

¶ The representation was received before the deadline; 

¶ It was related to the Site Allocations and referred to a planning matter; and 

¶ Was not inappropriate or offensive. 
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3.  NOTIFICATION AND PUBLICITY 

3.1 The Pre-submission stage was a formal one, designed to allow for 
representations about the soundness of the changes proposed to the Site 
Allocations.  

3.2 The approach satisfied the intention set out in the Statement of Community 
Involvement. Under óSubmission to the Secretary of Stateô (in that document), 
the Council said it would use the following techniques of consultation: 

¶ press release 

¶ formal notice in local paper(s) 

¶ Reference copies of documents available at deposit points and local 
libraries 

¶ Information available on the Councilôs website,  

¶ Letters / emails to all statutory consultation bodies, adjoining local 
planning authorities, town and parish councils and individuals and 
organisations on the Councilôs Local Plan database.  

¶ Articles in Dacorum Digest (if publication dates allow). 
 
Consultation 

 
3.3 The consultation was announced by a formal notice placed in the Public 

Notices page of the two local papers that cover the area (The Gazette and the 
St Albans Review ï see Appendix 1, by notification on the Councilôs web site 
and by direct notification. A press release was issued (Appendix 1) and a 
prominent advert placed in the main section of the Gazette newspaper (24 
September).  The Leader of the Council also discussed the consultation in the 
óSpeakerôs Cornerô article in The Gazette in the 1 October edition (Appendix 
1).   An article on the consultation was included in the Winter edition of the  
Dacorum Digest which was distributed to every household in the Borough 
during September 2014 (see Appendix 2). 

3.4  
 

3.5 The advert, which comprised the Statement of Representations Procedure 
(Annex A: Appendix 1) appeared in both The Gazette and St Albans Review 
on 24th September 2014. 

 
3.6 Stakeholders and representative groups were directly notified on 22 and 23 

September 2014 (see Annex A: Appendix 4 for a distribution list and a list of 
consultation bodies notified).  Sample copies of the letters, memos and emails 
are contained as Annex A: Appendix 5. Individuals who had previously 
commented or who had requested to be notified were also contacted. This 
notification amounted to around 3,000 people or organisations. Each 
notification was accompanied by a notice with a Statement of Representations 
Procedure (see Annex A: Appendix 1).  

3.7 All information was available on the Councilôs website at 
www.dacorum.gov.uk/siteallocations ï including a link to the consultation 
portal on the homepage ï and from Council offices and local libraries. 
 

3.8 Whilst public exhibitions are not a requirement of the Statement of Community 
Involvement (SCI) for the Pre-Submission Stage, Officers were available at a 

http://www.dacorum.gov.uk/siteallocations
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series of public exhibitions between 13-17 October 2014 to answer questions.  
The timetable of exhibitions was as follows: 

 

Date/Time Area Venue Specific focus On 

Monday 13 

October 

2-8pm 

Hemel 

Hempstead 

 

Dacorum Borough 

Council, Civic Centre, 

Marlowes 

Site Allocations consultation 

and  

Local Allocations LA1, LA2 

and LA3 

Bovingdon Bovingdon Football 

Club, Green Lane 

Site Allocations consultation 

and  

Local Allocation LA6 

Tuesday 14 

October 

2-8pm 

Tring Temperance Hall, 

Christchurch Road 

Site Allocations consultation 

and  

Local Allocation LA5 

Wednesday 15 

October 

2-8pm 

Berkhamsted Main Hall, Civic 

Centre, High Street 

Site Allocations consultation 

and  

Local Allocation LA4 

Friday 17 

October 

2-8pm 

Hemel 

Hempstead 

Warners End 

Community Centre, 

Northridge Way 

Site Allocations consultation 

and  

Local Allocation LA3 

Thursday 23 

October 2-8pm 

Hemel 

Hempstead 

Grovehill Community 

Centre, Henry Wells 

Square 

Site Allocations consultation 

and  

Local Allocation LA1 

 

3.4 Attendance at the sessions was generally good, with the exhibition at Tring 

extremely well attended.    Examples of the exhibition material are attached in 

Appendix 3. 

 

3.5 In addition to the exhibitions, Officers from Dacorum Borough Council and a 

representative from the Highway Authority also attended a specially convened 

meeting of Tring Town Council on Monday 3rd November 2014 at Victoria Hall, 

Tring to answer questions from Town Councillors and members of the public 

relating to Local Allocation LA5: Icknield Way. This meeting was attended by 

approximately 200 residents, together with members of the Town Council.  

Minutes from this meeting are attached in Annex A: Appendix 7. 
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4. RESULTS 

 

Nature of Comments 

4.1 In total 294 representations were received, from 113 different groups / 
individuals.   

4.2 119 were in support, whilst 172 were objections.   

4.3 A list of the organisations and individuals from whom representations were 
received is contained as Annex B: Table 1. 

4.4 All valid representations were analysed. All were checked to ensure the 
correct boxes had been completed, in particular to see: 

¶ whether the commenter was supporting or objecting; 

¶ which section of the Site Allocations DPD their representation(s) related to; 

and 

¶ whether the commenter said the Site Allocations DPD was legally 

compliant and/or was sound. 

 

4.5 Annex B, Table 2 provides a full statistical breakdown of representations. 
 

4.6 Where the commenter did not comment on legal compliance and soundness, 
the following assumptions were made: 

- Supporting representations meant that the Site Allocations was both 
legally compliant and sound. 

- Objections meant that the Site Allocations was unsound (but normally 
legally compliant).  

- If an objector had complained about the process, he/she felt the Site 
Allocations was not legally compliant. 

4.7 Reasons for lack of soundness are recorded in Table 2: i.e. 

¶ not justified, 

¶ not effective, 

¶ not consistent with national policy, and/or 

¶ not positively prepared. 

4.8 Sometimes more than one reason was given. However where a commenter 
did not give reasons, their objection was recorded as ñcommentingò in Table 2 
(in Annex B). 

4.9 All valid representations have been made available for inspection on the 
Councilôs website (electronic copies) and at the Civic Centre in Hemel 
Hempstead (paper copies). 

 

4.10 In addition there were: 

¶ 2 submissions saying óno commentô and/or providing information for 

reference by the Council (see Annex B, Table 5); 

¶ 3 submissions (Natural England; Hertfordshire County Council Ecology 

Officer and Boyer Planning on behalf of W. Lamb Ltd) commenting on the 
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Sustainability Appraisal (SA) and/or Strategic Environmental Assessment 

(SEA) (see Annex B, Table 5).   

 

4.11 In some instances Officers reallocated representations made on the Objective 

 online system from one paragraph / policy / section of the plan to another.  

This was only done in limited cases where it was clear that the comment had 

been submitted incorrectly. 
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5. SUMMARY OF THE MAIN ISSUES 

 

5.1 Many of the comments received to the Site Allocations DPD related to 
strategic matters already dealt with through the Core Strategy rather than 
matters pertinent to the Site Allocations DPD itself. Such matters included 
issues relating to: 

¶ the Councilôs overall planning strategy;  

¶ overall housing numbers and their spatial distribution; 

¶ the approach to Green Belt, especially the designation of the Local 
Allocations; and 

¶ the need for the Site Allocations DPD to take account of technical work 
being carried out to inform the early partial review of the Core Strategy. 

 
5.2 A number of residents also suggested there was insufficient publicity relating 

to the consultation and therefore the process was flawed.  The Council 
disagrees that there was any flaw in the process and points to the extensive 
consultation and publicity explained in the Reports of Consultation and the 
notification recorded in this Report of Representations. 

 
5.3 Table 3 (Annex B) sets out the issues raised in plan order.  All these issues 

are being referred to the Planning Inspectorate for Examination.  The table 
also records: 

¶ the nature of the issue, for internal use by the Council (i.e. was it a new 
issues and/or is it considered to be significant in nature); 

¶ a response; and 

¶ whether the Council wishes to propose a change to address the issue 
raised. 

 
5.3 Commonly occurring issues, together with the Councilôs response are 

summarised in Table A below.   
 
Table A: Summary of Key Issues Raised and Proposed Response 
 

ISSUE RESPONSE 

(a) Concerns relating to the Site Allocation document and process in general 

Promotion of additional 
Green Belt housing sites  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

No change.  A number of representations seek to 
promote additional housing sites within the Green Belt.  
The Core Strategy considered the need for changes to 
be made to the Green Belt to accommodate new 
development and resulted in the designation of six 
Local Allocations.  The Site Allocations formally 
removes these sites from the Green Belt through 
changes to the Policies Map. Paragraph 8.29 of the 
Core Strategy clearly states that ñThe Councilôs own 
review of the Green Belt boundary has identified some 
locations where releases of land will be necessary to 
meet specific development needs. No further change 
will be necessary in the Site Allocations DPD, other 
than to define these locations precisely and correct any 
minor anomalies that may still existé.  The Council will 
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only re-evaluate the role and function of the Green Belt 
when it reviews the Core Strategy (see paragraphs 29.8 
to 29.10).ò  This is reflected in the text of Policy CS5: 
Green Belt which states that ñThere will be no general 
review of the Green Belt boundary through the Site 
Allocations DPD, although local allocations (under 
Policies CS2 and CS3) will be permitted.ò  This 
approach was accepted by the Core Strategy Inspector 
and is reflected in the Site Allocations DPD.   
 
A full review of the Green Belt is being carried out to 
inform the early partial review of the Core Strategy, 
through the production of a new single Local Plan.  The 
role of the Site Allocations DPD is to deliver the policies 
of the Core Strategy; not to pre-empt the content of any 
future Local Plan.   

The Site Allocations 
should be reviewed in light 
of new technical work and 
household growth 
projections  

No change. The role of the Site Allocations DPD is to 
deliver the policies of the Core Strategy; not to pre-empt 
the content of any future Local Plan.  This is supported 
by several recent High Court judgements (ref: Gallagher 
Homes Ltd and Lioncourt Homes Ltd vs Solihull MBC, 
Gladman Development Ltd vs Wokingham Borough 
Council  and Grand Union Investments Ltd vs Dacorum 
Borough Council). These decisions clarify a number of 
key points, including: 
Å A óLocal Planô can comprise a series of DPDs.  

Dacorumôs Site Allocations DPD is in-effect a 
ódaughter documentô to the Core Strategy  
and as such does not require a new 
assessment of objectively assessed needs 
(OAN) to be carried out; 

Å Councils should continue with the preparation 
of Site Allocations DPDs even where they do 
not deliver the full OAN figure for the area.   

Å The role of the Site Allocations DPD is to set 
out how the development targets set out in 
the Core Strategy will be delivered: not to 
reassess what these targets should be. 

Å That in Dacorumôs case, housing delivery is 
only expected to fall short of delivering full 
OAN in the latter part of the plan period, by 
which time a new Local Plan (via the early 
partial review) will be in place and will have 
reconsidered appropriate targets. 

 
In the light of these decisions the approach taken by the 
Council to the Site Allocations DPD is considered to be 
both appropriate and legally compliant. 
 
This is reinforced by the fact that Dacorumôs own Core 
Strategy Inspector was happy with the wording in 
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paragraph 29.8 (introduced via a post Examination main 
modification) that ñThe Council is committed to a partial 
review of the Core Strategy (i.e. after completion of the 
Site Allocations and Development Management DPDs.  
Evidence gathering will begin in 2013.  The purpose of 
the review is to reconsider housing need and 
investigate ways of meeting that need more fully.ò 

Adequacy of background 
work  to inform approach 
to open land and leisure 
designations  

No change.  The Council considers that all necessary 
technical work has been completed to inform the 
approach set out to open land and leisure designations 
within the Site Allocations DPD.  As required by the 
NPPF, this technical work is proportionate to the nature 
and complexity of the issues.  The majority of this work 
was prepared to inform the Core Strategy, with some 
supplementary work carried out specifically to support 
the Site Allocations.  Further detail regarding this 
technical work is set out in the Providing Home and 
Community Services Background Issues Paper. 

(b) Concerns relating specifically to the Local Allocations 

Object to principle of 
development of Local 
Allocations 

No change. The Council has taken time and care to 
identify what are considered, on balance, to be the most 
appropriate sites to bring forward for new housing. The 
decision to allocate the six Local Allocations for 
development has been taken in the context of the 
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). This 
requires, amongst other things, for Councils to 
ópositively seek opportunities to meet the development 
needs of the areaô (para 14); and óboost significantly the 
supply of new housingô (para 47).  
 
The decisions made regarding both the overall level of 
new homes and whether there should be any Green 
Belt releases to help deliver these new homes was 
discussed at the Core Strategy Examination. The 
Examination was presided over by a Planning Inspector 
independent of the Council, who was aware of the 
concerns raised by local residents over the scale, 
location and potential impacts of new homes planned; 
particularly with regard to the Local Allocations. 
However, the Inspectorôs Report concludes that the 
Green Belt housing sites were appropriate and are 
required to help meet the planned level of housing and 
local housing needs. It is important to note that the 
Inspectorôs main concern when weighing up whether or 
not to find the Core Strategy ósoundô or not, was if the 
Council had allocated sufficient land for housing, not if 
any of the Green Belt sites should be removed from the 
plan.  
 
The principle of releasing land from the Green Belt and 
bringing forward this site for housing and associated 
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uses has therefore already been established. The role 
of the Site Allocations is not to reconsider the housing 
target set, or the Local Allocations identified in the Core 
Strategy, but to demonstrate how these will be 
delivered.  

Timing of release of Local 
Allocations for 
development 

No change. The Core Strategy envisaged all six Local 
Allocations being delivered from 2021 onwards. 
Following further consideration of local housing needs 
and the role the site will play in delivering other 
essential local infrastructure, the delivery of Local 
Allocation LA5: Icknield Way, west of Tring has been 
brought forward into Part 1 of the Schedule of Housing 
Proposals and Sites. Whilst no specific delivery date 
has been set, this will follow the formal release of the 
site from the Green Belt i.e. after adoption of the Site 
Allocations DPD. The reasons for this earlier release of 
LA5 are set out in the Meeting Homes and Community 
Needs Background Issues Paper (June 2015). They 
include: 
 

¶ the role the site will play in ensuring a robust 5 
year housing land supply (for both bricks and 
mortar homes and Gypsy and Traveller pitches); 

¶ the benefits of the early delivery of the extension 
to the Icknield Way General Employment Area;  

¶ the benefits of securing land for an extension to 
Tring cemetery and associated public open 
space; and 

¶ the lack of any infrastructure capacity issues that 
require site delivery to be delayed until later in 
the plan period. 

 
The remaining Local Allocations (i.e. LA1-LA4 and LA6) 
are included in Part 2 of the Schedule of Housing 
Proposals and Sites and will bring forward completed 
homes from 2021 onwards. There have been no 
significant changes in circumstances since the adoption 
of the Core Strategy and in consulting on the Site 
Allocations DPD, to justify bringing forward these 
allocations sooner.  Policy CS3 provides sufficient 
flexibility for this to happen, if required.  No detailed 
phasing of individual sites is warranted as they vary 
significantly in size, character, and location, and these 
factors will naturally regulate their release over time. 
However, there will need to be a lead in period in order 
to allow practical delivery from 2021. In practice, this will 
mean that applications will be received and determined 
in advance of 2021 and that site construction and works 
may actually take place ahead of the specified release 
date to enable occupation of new homes by 2021. This 
approach is considered to remain appropriate and will 
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ensure that the Council can continue to demonstrate a 5 
year housing land supply as required by the NPPF. This 
approach is consistent with the wording of paragraph 
6.28 of the Core Strategy. 

Concerns regarding 
adequacy of previous 
public consultation 
regarding allocation of 
Local Allocations 

No change. This was a matter for consideration by the 
Core Strategy Planning Inspector. The Core Strategy 
Inspectorôs Report was issued in July 2013 and stated 
that, subject to some modifications, the Core Strategy 
was ósoundô. An Inspector can only reach this 
conclusion if they are satisfied that the Council has 
fulfilled certain tests. The Core Strategy must be 
prepared in accordance with the ñduty to co-operateò, 
legal and procedural requirements, and whether it is 
sound. Soundness is determined with reference to the 
tests set out in paragraph 182 of the National Planning 
Policy Framework ï i.e. the Core Strategy must be 
positively prepared, justified, effective and consistent 
with national policy. The Inspector was satisfied in all 
respects. In his report referring to public consultation, 
he concludes: 
ñéthe requirements of the Statement of Community 
Involvement (SCI) have been met and the level and 
nature of the consultation undertaken was appropriate.ò  
 
The Statement of Community Involvement (SCI) is the 
Councilôs statement of policy on public consultation for 
planning document (and planning applications). It was 
subject to independent scrutiny by a Planning Inspector 
before it was adopted in June 2006. The Council has 
gone beyond the requirements of this SCI, and of 
consultation requirements set out within Government 
planning regulation in preparing the Core Strategy and 
hence establishing the principle of this site. It has also 
complied with the SCI in preparation of the Site 
Allocations document and associated master plans. 
 
A full summary of the consultation undertaken by the 
Council on both the Core Strategy and the current Site 
Allocations document are contained in the relevant 
Reports of Consultation and Report of Representations. 
All of these documents are published on the Councilôs 
website and their content has been reported to 
Members at the appropriate time.  
 
It should be noted that the Council intends to review 
and update its SCI prior to beginning consultation on its 
new single Local Plan. 

Concerns regarding 
adequacy of current 
consultation with regard to 
the Local Allocations 

No change. The recent consultation related to the Pre-
Submission stage of the Site Allocations DPD (also 
referred to as the óSubmissionô stage). The consultation 
requirements for this stage are set out in the Statement 
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of Community Involvement. The Statement of 
Community Involvement is the Councilôs statement of 
policy on public consultation for planning policy 
documents (and planning applications). It was subject to 
independent scrutiny by a Planning Inspector before it 
was adopted in June 2006. The Council has gone 
beyond the requirements of this SCI, and of 
consultation requirements set out within Government 
planning regulations, in seeking feedback on the Pre-
Submission Site Allocations document (and associated 
draft masterplans).  
 
In addition to the consultation mechanisms listed within 
the SCI (letters to those on our consultation database, 
press notices, website etc.), a series of public 
exhibitions were also held to provide an opportunity for 
residents to ask Officersô and Membersô questions 
about the documents and the sites and proposals they 
contain. These exhibitions were held mid-way through 
the 6 week consultation period (which began on 24 
September and ended on 5 November). These 
consultation arrangements were agreed by Cabinet 
Members in June 2014 and ratified by Full Council in 
July 2014. 

Concerns re loss of Green 
Belt  

No change. The principle of removing land from the 
Green Belt (via the Local Allocations sites) was tested 
and established through the Core Strategy. The role of 
the Site Allocations is to take forward this approach and 
to make the actual changes to the Green Belt 
boundaries that will enable this development to go 
ahead. 
 
When drawing up the Core Strategy the Council had to 
ensure that it reflected guidance on the Green Belt and 
other matters set out in the National Planning Policy 
Framework (NPPF). This was tested as part of the 
Examination process and the plan found ósound.ô  
 
It is important to note that the NPPF specifically allows 
for new Green Belt boundaries to be established when 
Councilôs review their strategic plan (i.e. the Core 
Strategy) (para. 83) through the plan-making process. It 
recognises that it is sensible for Councils to assess the 
long term changes planned in their area over the 
lifetime of their plans and how this might affect the 
permanency of the Green Belt. This is exactly what the 
Council has done through the Core Strategy and 
continues to do through its Site Allocations document. 
 
The Local Allocations identified within the Core Strategy 
remain the only housing sites identified for release from 
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the Green Belt.  

Brownfield land, office to 
residential conversions 
and previously developed 
land should be used 
before releasing Green 
Belt sites for housing 

No change. Before the Council considered the 
allocation of Green Belt land for housing, it needed to 
ensure it was making the best use possible of 
óbrownfieldô sites (and greenfield sites that are not in the 
Green Belt). This included making informed 
assumptions about the levels and broad locations of 
brownfield land that it expects to come forward for 
development over the period which the Core Strategy 
covers (i.e. up to 2031). The starting point for this was 
the Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment 
(SHLAA) and the information within this document has 
then been updated each year as part of the Councilôs 
annual monitoring report (AMR). Other potential 
sources were also assessed and monitored as part of 
this process.  These documents are available on the 
Councilôs website and formed part of the evidence 
presented to the Core Strategy Examination (see 
above). The Inspector who presided over the 
Examination into our Core Strategy considered the 
assumptions we have made about brownfield sites and 
how much housing they will deliver as part of the 
Examination process. He was satisfied that maximum 
use was being made of brownfield land and that in order 
to meet the Boroughôs future housing need some 
release of Green Belt land for housing would be 
required. He was also satisfied that the Council had 
achieved an appropriate balance between the amount 
of new housing land proposed and the amount of land 
set aside for other uses, such as employment and retail. 
 
There are two critical factors to consider when 
assessing housing supply.  Firstly, assumptions 
regarding supply should be robust and also 
acknowledge that the housing target should be 
considered as a minimum.  If other sources of housing 
supply come forward over the plan period, then this 
helps provide a buffer and adds to the robustness of the 
housing programme (as required by paragraph 47 of the 
NPPF).  Secondly, additional sources of supply such as 
changes of use through changes to permitted 
development rules add flexibility to the housing 
programme and add a further safeguard to ensure the 
target is delivered. 
 
In preparing the Site Allocations document the Council 
has looked carefully again at the full range of housing 
sources including allocations, planning commitments 
and other potential sites, and assumptions on small 
windfalls. In preparing the housing programme, it has 
considered the extent housing from employment land 
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could realistically contribute to the housing supply. The 
Council would acknowledge that there have been recent 
changes to the permitted development regime and other 
changes to national policy/guidance that potentially 
allow for more housing land to come forward in the 
future. However, their contribution is difficult to predict 
and thus quantify. For example, it is too early yet to 
understand the likely contribution from the conversion of 
offices to housing. National guidance generally seeks to 
limit the role of windfalls in assessing future supply in 
favour of identified sites or locations. Not all windfall 
sites are necessarily available for a variety of reasons 
and should only be included if there is a reasonable 
prospect of them being delivered. They would in any 
event be identified through regular monitoring 
processes, particularly in monitoring planning 
commitments. It may be possible in the future to better 
identify and test their contribution through the full 
update of the Councilôs Strategic Housing Land 
Availability Assessment (SHLAA). 
 
Office to residential conversions and other forms of 
windfall would not remove the need for the Local 
Allocations, which make a significant contribution (1,595 
homes in total) to the housing programme. Local 
Allocations have an important strategic and local role 
that windfalls cannot readily fulfil (see para. 14.22 of the 
Core Strategy). They also provide greater certainty in 
the housing supply, particularly in the future where it is 
difficult to predict and identify windfalls and where 
opportunities in the urban areas are likely to decline. 
 
The Core Strategy Inspectorôs Report concluded that 
the Council was not planning to meet the Boroughôs full 
objectively assessed need for housing.  However, he 
concluded that, subject to the recommended 
modifications, the Councilôs overall approach to housing 
provision was sound.  The modifications (which were 
accepted by the Council) included a commitment to an 
early partial review of the Core Strategy, which will 
identify the full objectively assessed needs for market 
and affordable housing and assess whether or not 
those needs can be met. 
 
Given the above points, the Council considers that the 
Local Allocations remain an essential part of the 
housing programme and must be retained.  

Promotion of alternative 
site(s) seen as preferable 
to Local Allocations  

No change. The potential role that other sites could play 
in meeting Dacorumôs housing needs was considered 
as part of the Core Strategy Examination. This included 
brownfield sites and other greenfield and Green Belt 
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sites. The Inspector supported the choice of Local 
Allocations proposed by the Council. It is therefore 
appropriate that it is these sites that are progressed 
through the Site Allocations process. There have been 
no significant changes in circumstances since adoption 
of the Core Strategy and in consulting on the Site 
Allocations DPD to justify allocating additional or 
alternative sites. This can more appropriately be 
considered in preparing the new single Local Plan and 
considered then against the identified objectively 
assessed need (OAN).  See response to new Green 
Belt housing sites. 
 
In terms of the Green Belt and Local Allocations, the 
Core Strategy also clearly states that ñThe Councilôs 
own review of the Green Belt boundary has identified 
some locations where releases of land will be 
necessary to meet specific development needs. No 
further change will be necessary in the Site Allocations 
DPD, other than to define these locations precisely and 
correct any minor anomalies that may still exist.ò 

Conflict with NPPF / 
Government policy and 
recent ministerial 
statements on Green Belt 

No change. The Council acknowledges that 
Government guidance (as contained in the NPPF) 
attaches great weight to the protection of the Green Belt 
against inappropriate development. This approach has 
not changed through the recent Ministerial Statement (4 
October 2014) or the recent wording changes to the 
Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) that accompanied 
this statement. The Green Belt has always been a 
constraint that we have taken into account when 
deciding how far we can meet the areaôs objectively 
assessed need.  
 
It is important to note that the NPPF specifically allows 
for new Green Belt boundaries to be established when 
Councils review their strategic plan (i.e. the Core 
Strategy) (para. 83) through the plan-making process. It 
recognises that it is sensible for Councils to assess the 
long term changes planned in their area over the 
lifetime of their plans and how this might affect the 
permanency of the Green Belt. This is exactly what the 
Council has done through the Core Strategy.  A key role 
of the Site Allocations DPD is to take forward the 
strategic policies and targets relating to housing within 
the Core Strategy and ensure that these are delivered 
on the ground. It is the role of the early partial review (in 
the form of a new single Local Plan) to look again at 
longer term needs and take account of a whole range of 
Government policies and guidance, including those 
relating to housing and the Green Belt.   
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Equally, the NPPF places considerable emphasis on 
Councils meeting their development needs (para. 14), 
and in particular to ñsignificantly boost the housing 
supplyò (para. 47). In considering these points, Councils 
are expected to meet their ñobjectively assessed needsò 
for housing as far as possible (para. 47) having regards 
to a range of factors set out in the NPPF, including the 
Green Belt. 
 
The Council considers that the changes to the PPG are 
particularly aimed at the growing number of speculative 
housing development proposals submitted by 
developers through the decision-making (planning 
application) rather than the plan-making process. The 
changes do not affect how we implement plans that are 
already adopted, such as our Core Strategy and 
associated proposals that it contains.  
 
Therefore, the Council considers that nothing has 
fundamentally changed in terms of Green Belt policy 
from when the Core Strategy was considered and 
adopted and what the situation is now to warrant 
changes to how the Council progresses the Site 
Allocations DPD. 

Dwelling capacities of 
Local Allocations 

No change. An estimate of site capacities for the Local 
Allocations was established through the Core Strategy. 
These estimates were based on prevailing densities 
and the area of the site, and tempered by local 
infrastructure considerations. It is appropriate to make 
effective use of land if it is to be released from the 
Green Belt in order to minimise the scale of releases 
required.  Following more detailed technical work 
carried out as part of preparing draft masterplans, some 
site capacities have been adjusted to reflect the 
availability of further information about the amount of 
land available for development and/or the expected 
configuration of uses within a site. Overall this does 
marginally increase the level of housing supply 
proposed across the Local Allocations as opposed to 
the levels indicated in the Core Strategy. It is important 
to note that this work has indicated that the capacity of 
one site (LA4) should be reduced. None of the issues 
raised through the Pre-Submission Site Allocations or 
draft masterplan consultation indicate that the current 
capacity figures should be amended. The final capacity 
of all Local Allocations will be tested via the planning 
application process. This application process will 
include further public and stakeholder consultation.  

Concerns re infrastructure 
capacity (general) 

No change. As part of preparing its plan for the scale 
and location of new development in the Borough, the 
Council has prepared an Infrastructure Delivery Plan 



 

21 
 

(InDP). The InDP provides information on a range of 
infrastructure issues including school capacities, 
highway issues and planned improvements, water and 
sewerage capacities and GP services. It looks at 
current capacities, what will be required to meet the 
demand generated by new residents and how any 
shortfalls in provision can be addressed. Whilst 
prepared by the Borough Council, the InDP is prepared 
in consultation with, and using information and advice 
provided by, a wide range of infrastructure providers. 
Information regarding doctorsô surgeries was provided 
by the Clinical Commissioning Group.  
The InDP is updated regularly (usually on an annual 
basis).  The current (2015) update has been timed to 
take account of concerns regarding infrastructure issues 
raised through the Site Allocations Pre-Submission 
consultation and provide an opportunity to discuss 
these further with providers.  This revised version of the 
InDP  will accompany the Submission version of the 
Site Allocations DPD. This update will ensure key 
infrastructure concerns are raised with providers and 
any necessary amendments made to the DPD and 
accompanying Local Allocation master plans to ensure 
these are properly addressed.  
Specific issues raised relating to individual sites are 
addressed under the relevant Local Allocation. 

Concern about capacity of 
schools in Tring ï 
particularly that there is 
inadequate capacity in 
local schools and no 
information on how ólatent 
capacityô will meet future 
demand for places (the 
evidence base and 
Infrastructure Delivery 
Plan) are out-of-date. 
 

Minor change required to clarify the position regarding 
potential additional education provision in Tring.  
 
At the request of the Council, Officers in the Childrenôs 
Schools and Families Unit at Hertfordshire County 
Council have provided updated information regarding 
schooling issues in Tring.  
 
For primary schools this information shows a predicted 
surplus of 27 places for 2015/16, 52 for 2016/17 and 44 
for 2017/18. This is out of a total reception place 
capacity of 200 spaces across the town. (The County 
Council do not model primary school capacities beyond 
a 4 year period).  
 
The updated information from the County Council also 
shows that primary schools in Tring have sufficient 
latent capacity to provide for housing growth to 2031.  
This conclusion reflects the scope to expand Dundale 
Primary School from 1.3 to 2 forms of entry and expand 
The Grove Primary School from 2 to 3 forms of entry. 
In terms of secondary school capacity, there is 
predicted to be a small deficit of places in the period 
2017/18-2021/22 of between 1 and 15 places. Before 
and after this period there is expected to be a small 
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surplus. The County Council are happy that the Core 
Strategy refers to the potential for the secondary school 
to expand on its existing site, and the provision of 
detached playing fields to enable this expansion.  
 
For clarity, the following changes are proposed to the 
Site Allocations DPD: 
 

¶ Add text to section 7 to explain that the forecast 
needs for school places in Tring can be met by 
expanding Tring Secondary School (including the 
provision of detached playing fields) and 
expanding Dundale and The Grove Primary 
Schools. 

 

¶ Include the proposed detached playing fields for 
Tring Secondary School in the Schedule of 
Leisure Proposals and Sites in section 7 of the 
Site Allocations Written Statement 

 

¶ Include the location of these detached playing 
fields on the Policies Map. This was requested 
by Hertfordshire County Council through their 
representations (see response to issues relating 
to Chapter 7 of the Site Allocations).  

 

¶ Add text to the Tring Place Strategy (chapter 13 
in the Written Statement) to reflect the above. 

Concerns regarding waste 
water and sewerage 
capacity 

¶ Thames Water 
comment re óno 
objection but 
concerns about 
capacityô ï  

¶ EA initial 
representations 
were of support, 
late representations 
changed this to 
object 

Minor change required to add reference to specific 
housing proposals regarding the need for early liaison 
required with Thames Water to develop necessary 
Drainage Strategy to identify any infrastructure 
upgrades required in order to ensure that sufficient 
sewerage and sewerage treatment capacity is available 
to support the timely delivery of the sites.  
 
A series of meetings have been held to discuss issues 
regarding waste water and sewerage issues with 
Thames Water (together with the Environment Agency) 
in early 2015.   With regard to the Local Allocations, it is 
noted that Thames Water did not raise any objections 
through the Core Strategy and have not highlighted any 
significant issues when consulted on the Councilôs 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (InDP). They have also not 
requested any specific amendments to the text of the 
Site Allocations document with regard to the Local 
Allocations.  
 
However, the Council is aware that Thames Water is 
often requiring technical work to be carried out by 
developers at the planning application stage for larger 
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sites or those located in areas of existing sewerage / 
waste water constraint. For the development proposed 
within the Site Allocations DPD (and specifically the six 
Local Allocations in addition to those listed below), 
Thames Water will require the developers to complete a 
Drainage Strategy to inform any planning application. 
This is to ensure they are satisfied that the local waste / 
foul water network has the capacity to deal with the 
additional demands. In the light of this experience, the 
landowners / developers of the Local Allocations have 
been advised to liaise with Thames Water at an early 
stage when drawing up their detailed schemes. The 
delivery and phasing section of each of the Local 
Allocation policies explicitly refers to óEarly liaison with 
Thames Water required to ensure sufficient sewerage 
and sewerage treatment capacity is available to support 
delivery of the site.ô This requirement is reiterated within 
the associated masterplans. If any more specific 
upgrade requirements are identified through future 
updates to the InDP, or the associated county-wide 
work that is underway to consider waste water issues, 
these will be reflected in the text of the masterplans 
and/or passed through to developers at the pre-
application stage. 
 
With regard to the other proposed housing sites 
contained within the housing schedule of the Site 
Allocations DPD that Thames Water have specifically 
commented on, it is considered appropriate to add a 
short reference to the planning requirements to refer to 
the need for liaison with Thames Water and preparation 
of technical work (i.e. Drainage Strategy) to assess 
capacity issues.  These sites are: 
 
  Housing Allocations: 

¶ H/2 National Grid, 339-353 London Road, Hemel 
Hempstead; 

¶ H/3 Westwick Farm, Pancake Lane, Hemel 
Hempstead; 

¶ H/4 Ebberns Road, Hemel Hempstead; 

¶ H/5 Hewden Hire Site, Two Waters Road, Hemel 
Hempstead; 

¶ H/6 39-41 Marlowes, Hemel Hempstead; (Note: 
site proposed for deletion) 

¶ H/8 Turners Hill, Hemel Hempstead; 

¶ H/9 233 London Road, Apsley, Hemel 
Hempstead; 

¶ H/10 Apsley Paper Trail, Apsley, Hemel 
Hempstead; 

¶ H/11 The Point, Two Waters Road, Hemel 
Hempstead; 
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¶ H/12 St Margarets Way/Datchworth Turn, Hemel 
Hempstead; 

¶ H/14 Frogmore Road, Hemel Hempstead; 

¶ H/17 Corner of High Street/Swing Gate Lane, 
Berkhamsted. 

 
Mixed Use Allocations: 

¶ MU/1 West Herts College site, Hemel 
Hempstead; 

¶ MU/2 Hemel Hempstead Hospital; 

¶ MU/3 Paradise/Wood Lane, Hemel Hempstead; 

¶ MU/4 Hemel Hempstead Station Gateway; 

¶ MU/6 Durrants Lane/Shootersway, Berkhamsted. 
 
A short Advice Note entitled óPlanning Requirements for 
Waste Water Infrastructure Issues in Dacorumô has also 
been prepared and placed on the Councilôs website.  
This advises developers of the requirement for the 
above sites, sets out what a Drainage Strategy should 
cover and provides contact details should further advice 
be required from Thames Water.  
 
Where necessary the Council will impose Grampian 
Conditions to ensure sewerage and waste water issues 
are appropriately addressed prior to occupation of any 
permitted development.  
 
The Council are however aware of the need to update 
the Water Cycle Study published in 2010 which 
identifies areas of development constraint within the 
Borough ï particularly in Hemel Hempstead. In light of 
this, and with the comprehension that water 
infrastructure pays no regard to administrative 
boundaries and thus water catchment areas cover a 
geographical area much wider area than Dacorum, the 
Council are currently party to a county-wide study being 
completed by Hertfordshire County Council. This study 
will holistically review the water environment (supply 
and waste water treatment), assess waste water 
infrastructure issues against planned growth (Phase 1), 
and, based on various growth scenarios, explore 
infrastructure options and solutions for any deficits 
identified (Phase 2). Phase 2 is not likely to be 
commenced until 2016/17 following completion of 
Phase 1. 
 
Therefore, mindful of the above-mentioned timescales 
and requirement for a 5-year housing land supply which 
will be delivered through the proposed Site Allocations 
and Local Allocations as agreed through adoption of the 
Core Strategy (in September 2013), the Council 
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propose to prepare and agree a tripartite Statement of 
Common Ground with Thames Water and the 
Environment Agency. This Statement will outline what 
assessments (and therefore infrastructure upgrades) 
are necessary to deliver proposed developments and 
commit the Council to assisting Hertfordshire County 
Council in completing the above-mentioned county-wide 
study. The latter will subsequently inform the Councilôs 
new Local Plan following completion of associated 
technical work to assess projected growth within the 
Borough. 

Surface water drainage 
and flood risk ï impact of 
development on Local 
Allocations and adjoining 
land 

Minor changes required. The issue of sustainable 
drainage and the need to incorporate appropriate 
mechanisms within the design and layout of the Local 
Allocations is already highlighted within the Delivery and 
Phasing section of each relevant policy. However, since 
publishing the Pre-Submission version of the Site 
Allocations document the Government has confirmed a 
change in approach to how development schemes will 
be assessed. Rather than a dual system when the local 
planning authority consider the planning application and 
the SuDS  Approval Body (SAB), SuDs (Sustainable 
Urban Drainage Systems) issues will now be dealt with 
through conditions on planning applications, following 
liaison between the LPA and SAB. The Council has 
prepared a short guidance note to explain how the new 
system will be operated. The text of Policies LA1-LA6 
should be amended to reflect this change in procedure. 
Similar amendments will also be required to each of the 
Local Allocations masterplans. 

Concerns over road 
capacity  
 
 

No change.  Both the local highway authority 
(Hertfordshire County Council) and the Highways 
Agency (now called Highways England, who are 
responsible for the motorway and trunk road network) 
have been consulted throughout preparation of the Core 
Strategy and Site Allocations DPDs.  No concerns 
regarding the ability of the overall road network to cope 
with the scale of new development proposed have been 
raised by either party, although it is acknowledged by 
the Council that some local highways improvements 
and mitigation measures will be required relating to 
specific site proposals.   
 
For Hemel Hempstead the consideration of highway 
issues has reflected outputs from the Hemel 
Hempstead Transport Model (Paramics model).  This 
model is managed by specialist transport consultants on 
behalf of Hertfordshire County Council. 
 
A number of model runs have been undertaken 
throughout the preparation of the Core Strategy and 
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Site Allocations DPDs to ensure that the most up-to-
date information regarding the scale and location of new 
development within the town is reflected.  These are as 
follows: 

1. 2008 base model (May 2009). 
2. óDo minimumô models for 2021 and 2031- 

accompanied by a Future Years Issues Report 
(May 2009). 

3. LDF Option Test Western Hemel (August 2010). 
4. Combined Local Plan Test (July 2012). 
5. Morrisons Development Test (Summer 2013). 

 
In addition to the above a further model run was carried 
out in Spring 2015 to ensure that there had been no 
material change in circumstances since 2013 and help 
inform decisions regarding any changes that may need 
to be made to the Site Allocations DPD (and associated 
Local Allocation master plans) to take account of 
concerns raised through representations.  The Highway 
Authority have advised that the 2015 model outputs 
indicate that there has been no material change in 
highway conditions since the Site Allocation Pre-
Submission document was prepared and that there are 
no issues highlighted that cannot be ameliorated 
through appropriate mitigation. 
 
In addition to transport modelling, specific traffic studies 
have been prepared for Local Allocations LA1 and LA3. 
These have taken account of the Transport Model and 
the agreed with the Highway Authority.  Any necessary 
highway improvements are referred to in the relevant 
Local Allocations policies of the Site Allocations 
document, and elaborated in the site master plans.  The 
Highway Authority has confirmed through their 
representations that they support the content of all. 
 
For parts of the Borough not covered by the Paramics 
Model, the Council has taken advice from the Highway 
Authority regarding highway issues.  This advice is 
reflected in the planning requirements for individual 
sites and in the Schedule of Transport Proposals.  Site  
LA5 currently has a Transport Scoping Report which 
has also been agreed with HCC. 
 
For all development sites, detailed highway issues will 
be considered as part of the planning application 
process, for which the Highway Authority are statutory 
consultees.  Where appropriate this will include 
provision of a Transport Assessment.  Appropriate 
highway improvements and mitigation measures will be 
secured through developer contributions and 
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agreements. 
 
Officers met with a representative from Highways 
England to discuss their comments in May 2015.  
Highways England have subsequently confirmed by 
email that their comments should not be treated as an 
objection to either the overall level of development 
planned for the Borough, or to any specific site(s).  
Rather, they required some further clarification 
regarding the work that had been carried out, and future 
work planned, to consider the impact of current and 
future development on the strategic road network.  This 
information has been included in an update to the 
September 2014 version of the Sustainable 
Development Strategy Background Issues Paper.   
 
Highways England are also aware (and involved with) 
the development of a new county-wide transport model 
that will be used to test the impact of future growth 
scenarios emerging form the early partial review (new 
Local Plan) process.   

Loss of Hemel Hempstead 
Hospital 

No change.  The decision to downgrade Hemel 
Hempstead hospital was taken by the West Herts 
Hospital Trust a number of years ago.  It is not a matter 
over which the Council has any control.  What the 
Council has tried to ensure through the Core Strategy, 
Site Allocations DPD and work on its Infrastructure 
Delivery Plan (InDP) and Community Infrastructure 
Levy (CIL), is that appropriate health infrastructure is 
planned for within the Borough.  This includes the 
requirement for improved GP provision as a result of 
development at west Hemel Hempstead (LA3), 
requirements for site MU/2 regarding the Hospital Zone 
in Hemel Hempstead Town centre, and the content of 
the Councilôs Regulation 123 list. 

The appropriateness of 
the Councilôs approach 
towards meeting Gypsy 
and Traveller needs  

No change.  The original technical work was prepared 
on a South West Hertfordshire basis by consultants 
Scott Wilson and included a large number of sites that 
were coded red, amber, green - depending on the 
consultantôs view of their suitability. All were in the 
Green Belt or Rural Area as no suitable urban sites 
were found.  Many site suggestions were some distance 
from settlements, services and facilities and would not 
comply with Government guidance (or our own Core 
Strategy policy).  In addition the emphasis was on 
identifying suitable locations.  Landownership was not 
considered in the study, and therefore it was not clear 
how many sites in reality had reasonable prospects of 
actually being delivered.  The full Scott Wilson Report is 
on the Councilôs website: 
http://www.dacorum.gov.uk/home/planning-

http://www.dacorum.gov.uk/home/planning-development/planning-strategic-planning/evidence-base/gypsies-travellers-study-potential-sites-(stage-2)
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development/planning-strategic-planning/evidence-
base/gypsies-travellers-study-potential-sites-(stage-2) 
 
Feedback on these potential sites was sought as part of 
Site Allocations consultation in 2008.  Following 
analysis of these consultation responses, a report was 
considered by Members regarding how and where 
provision should be made within the Borough. This 
resulted in the current policy approach of seeking to 
integrate sites with new óbricks and mortarô 
housing.  The relevant Cabinet Report is available 
online: http://www.dacorum.gov.uk/docs/default-
source/strategic-planning/cabinet-reportofconsultation-
g-t-2008.pdf?sfvrsn=0 
 
A brief summary of the process the Council has been 
through with regards to considering and assessing 
potential Gypsy and Traveller sites is set out in the 
Issues Paper the Council prepared for the Core 
Strategy Examination: 
http://www.dacorum.gov.uk/docs/default-
source/planning-development/issue-7-hearing-
statement---dacorum-borough-
council.pdf?Status=Master&sfvrsn=0.  This clearly 
explained to the Inspector the Councilôs proposed 
approach of setting strategic policies (plus a monitoring 
target for new pitch provision) through the Core 
Strategy and identifying precise pitch locations and 
requirements on the three largest Local Allocations 
(LA1, LA3 and LA5) through the Site Allocations.  The 
specialist consultants who prepared the Councilôs latest 
Traveller needs Assessment (ORS) stated that the 
incorporation of new sites within new urban extensions 
was emerging as a ógood practiceô approach.   
 
The potential to extend the two existing Gypsy sites 
within the Borough has been considered and discussed 
with the Gypsy and Traveller Units at Hertfordshire 
County Council, who own and manage both sites.  They 
have advised that the Three Cherry Trees Lane site is 
already larger than the ideal site size and should not be 
extended.   The Long Marston site is not ideally located 
in terms of access to services and facilities and is 
already considered to be of the maximum size suitable 
for its rural location on the edge of a village.  The 
potential for expansion is severely limited due to land 
ownership (with an area of land that may have been 
appropriate for expansion being bought by a local 
farmer with the express intent of preventing this from 
occurring).  There is also a written undertaking between 
the County Council and local Parish Council that there 

http://www.dacorum.gov.uk/home/planning-development/planning-strategic-planning/evidence-base/gypsies-travellers-study-potential-sites-(stage-2)
http://www.dacorum.gov.uk/home/planning-development/planning-strategic-planning/evidence-base/gypsies-travellers-study-potential-sites-(stage-2)
http://www.dacorum.gov.uk/docs/default-source/strategic-planning/cabinet-reportofconsultation-g-t-2008.pdf?sfvrsn=0
http://www.dacorum.gov.uk/docs/default-source/strategic-planning/cabinet-reportofconsultation-g-t-2008.pdf?sfvrsn=0
http://www.dacorum.gov.uk/docs/default-source/strategic-planning/cabinet-reportofconsultation-g-t-2008.pdf?sfvrsn=0
http://www.dacorum.gov.uk/docs/default-source/planning-development/issue-7-hearing-statement---dacorum-borough-council.pdf?Status=Master&sfvrsn=0
http://www.dacorum.gov.uk/docs/default-source/planning-development/issue-7-hearing-statement---dacorum-borough-council.pdf?Status=Master&sfvrsn=0
http://www.dacorum.gov.uk/docs/default-source/planning-development/issue-7-hearing-statement---dacorum-borough-council.pdf?Status=Master&sfvrsn=0
http://www.dacorum.gov.uk/docs/default-source/planning-development/issue-7-hearing-statement---dacorum-borough-council.pdf?Status=Master&sfvrsn=0
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will be no further site expansion. Whilst this is not 
legally binding, it is a further constraint to expansion.  
Officers have subsequently written to the owner of land 
adjacent to the Long Marston site, who has confirmed 
that they would not support the use of their land for any 
future expansion of the site.   
 
Other sites suggested through the Pre-Submission 
consultation and also submitted as having development 
potential through the ócall for sitesô processô have also 
been considered and discounted as realistic or 
appropriate options.  A fuller explanation is set out in 
the Homes and Community Services Background 
Issues Paper.  The text of the September 2014 version 
of this document has been updated to elaborate on the 
explanation previously given, as a result of 
representations received. New sites suggested have 
also been appraised. The Council has also approached 
the owners of land adjacent to the Long Marston site 
(currently owned and managed by the County Council), 
to explore the potential for further expansion of this site.   

 
5.4 A more detailed breakdown of issues raised and the Councilôs response to 

these is set out below in plan order. 
 
Chapter 2: Promoting Sustainable Development 
 
5.5 Comments were received from 31 people/organisations relating to this section 

of the document.  Around a third of people/organisations made supportive 
comments including Heritage England, Hertfordshire County Council, 
Berkhamsted Town Council, The National Trust and Natural England (who 
also submitted some comments of objection).  The main issues raised in 
objection to the chapter are outlined below. 

 
Identified Proposals and Sites 
 
5.6 Representations were made objecting to the principle of removing the Local 

Allocation sites from the Green Belt, and to the principle of locating gypsy and 
traveller sites within Local Allocation (LA) sites, citing National Policy 
regarding the Green Belt.  Further objections were made on the basis that 
non-Green Belt sites should be exhausted before any sites are released from 
the Green Belt for use for housing.  

 
5.7 The Council is satisfied that its approach to removing the LA sites from the 

Green Belt is robust and accords with national Green Belt policy in terms of 
the plan-making process.  The decision to remove the LA sites from the 
Green Belt was taken in the adopted Core Strategy.  The role of the Site 
Allocations DPD is to take forward the levels of development at the broad 
locations set out in the Core Strategy. 
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5.8 The Council is satisfied that its approach to locating gypsy and traveller sites 
on three of the LA sites is sound and justified in accordance with National 
Policy.  There is an identified need for new pitches that the Council is obliged 
to meet, there is an absence of realistic alternatives, and all of the locations 
are now to be eventually released from the Green Belt.  The decision to 
integrate new sites with new óbricks and mortarô housing was taken by the 
Council in 2008 and subsequently incorporated into the Core Strategy, where 
it was considered sound by the inspector.  Consideration has been given to 
the potential to extend the existing sites in the Borough but is not appropriate 
for reasons set out in the Background Issues Paper: Providing Homes and 
Community Services. 

 
Countryside and Settlement Boundaries 
 
5.9 The Council is satisfied that the removal of the LA sites from the Green Belt is 

necessary to meet the Boroughôs future housing need.  In taking the decision 
to remove these sites from the Green belt, the Council gave full and proper 
consideration to the ability of non-Green Belt sites to meet housing need as 
set out in the Background Issues Paper: Providing Homes and Community 
Services. 

 
5.10 Hertfordshire Gardens Trust raised concerns that the changes to the Green 

Belt boundaries around Tring could adversely affect the heritage assets of 
Tring Park and Tring Cemetery. The change to the Green Belt boundary 
abutting Tring Park is sufficiently minor in nature that any effects will be 
negligible.  The effect of the proposed development on Tring Cemetery has 
been factored in to the policies and draft Master plan for LA5. 

 
5.11 A number of landowners used their response to chapter 2 to promote sites for 

development, either to be allocated for development immediately, or to be 
allocated for development following the partial review of the Core Strategy.  
No changes a recommended as a result of these submissions.  The sites 
promoted were not suitable to be allocated for immediate development for 
various reasons; some had been previously considered and rejected, whilst 
others represented a change too big to be considered an anomaly to the 
existing Green Belt boundary.  It is not appropriate for the Site Allocations 
DPD to allocate sites for development beyond the plan period as its role is to 
deliver the policies and objectives of the Core Strategy, not to pre-empt the 
content of any future Local Plan. 

 
Small Villages in the Green Belt or Rural Area 
 
5.12 Objections to the Pre-Submission Site Allocations DPD were made on the 

basis that altering the Green Belt boundary to correct minor anomalies is not 
justified and is not consistent with national policy.  The Council is satisfied that 
the principle of correcting minor anomalies to the Green Belt through the Site 
Allocations DPD was established through the Core Strategy and accepted as 
a sound approach by the Planning Inspectorate and has received legal advice 
to this effect. 
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Major Developed Sites in the Green Belt 
 
5.13 The use of the Major Development Site in the Green Belt designation was 

questioned for its compliance with national planning policy.  The use of this 
designation is set out in the Core Strategy, which was adopted in 2013, and is 
considered appropriate with regard to national guidance. 

 
5.14 In addition to those outlined above, a number of comments were received 

relating to common issues raised throughout the consultation.  The Councilôs 
response to these objections is set out in the óresponse to frequently raised 
issuesô (see Table A above).  Common issues raised in relation to Chapter 2 
include: 

¶  The Pre-Submission Site Allocations DPD does not take account of 
evidence undertaken to inform the new single Local Plan, e.g. the 
Green Belt review Stage 1.   

¶ The Site Allocations DPD should allocate more Green Belt sites for 
housing to meet its Objectively Assessed Need for housing and to 
identify a supply of specific, developable sites or broad locations for 
growth for years 6-10 and, where possible, years 11-15. 

¶ National Policy (the NPPF) dictates that Green Belt boundaries should 
only be altered where exceptional circumstances have been 
demonstrated, and this is not the case for the Local Allocations. 

 
Mixed Use Proposals 
 
5.15 Thames Water submitted standard objections to Mixed Use allocations MU/1 - 

4 (inclusive) and MU/6 (and to other proposals explained below) regarding the 
assessment of and potential need for drainage infrastructure. Changes are 
considered appropriate to accommodate these concerns and Thames Water 
are satisfied with the amendments proposed. 

 
5.16 Natural England sought changes to the planning requirements to MU/4 to 

reflect the potential impact of the scheme on the nearby Roughdown Common 
SSSI. This is considered to be a constraint that the development should 
reasonably respond to and has been accepted as a proposed amendment. 
 

5.17 Sports England is supportive of the leisure provision in allocations MU/5 and 
MU/6. However, some linked changes are required to MU/5 in order to take 
account of their related comments on the timing and delivery of the associated 
replacement tennis facilities under housing allocation H/7. 
 

5.18 Berkhamsted Town Council has objected to MU/6 in terms of the schemeôs 
capacity being too high and in respect of the proposed removal of the existing 
General Employment Area (GEA) designation affecting MU/7. The existing 
housing capacity to MU/6 is considered appropriate in the circumstances. No 
change is justified in order to retain the existing Billet Lane designation given 
the advanced nature of the associated scheme and the impending relocation 
of the current occupiers. However, the Council has accepted suggestions 
from the Town Council that proposals H/15 and H/16 should be identified as 
new Mixed Use allocations because of the more mixed character of these 
schemes. 
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Chapter 3: Enabling Convenient Access Between Homes, Jobs and Facilities 
 
Transport Proposals 
 
5.19 A range of comments (although numerically few) were made raising concerns 

over the Site Allocations documentôs approach to and adequacy and timing of, 
transport infrastructure (much of this directed towards the Local Allocations). 
The Site Allocations document already recognises the need for transport 
improvements to accommodate planned new development (many of which 
are identified as transport proposals). In addition, given the amount of 
technical work undertaken (and on-going) at a strategic level (e.g. Hemel 
Hempstead transport model runs) and local level (e.g. transport studies 
connected with the Local Allocations) together with support from the local 
Highway Authority, no changes were felt justified. 

 
5.20 Berkhamsted Town Council has highlighted a number of concerns over local 

schemes affecting the town. Not all warrant changes to the Site Allocations 
DPD, but some minor adjustments can be made to the transport schedule / 
planning requirements to accommodate their concerns over the timing of 
specific transport proposals. Other issues will be addressed through the 
implementation of projects set out in the Berkhamsted and Tring Urban 
Transport Plan (UTP). 
 

5.21 While not objecting in principle to either the overall level of development 
planned for the Borough, or to any specific site(s), Highways England were 
seeking some further clarification regarding the work that had been carried 
out, and future work planned, to consider the impact of current and future 
development on the strategic road network. This information can be included, 
without the need for significant changes to the Site Allocations document, 
through an update to the September 2014 version of the Sustainable 
Development Strategy Background Issues Paper. Some editorial updating of 
the background text to reflect this context is acceptable.  
 

5.22 Tring Town Council has suggested that there should be reference to the 
Crossrail project given its impact on Tring Station should the scheme go 
ahead. A minor update of the background text is considered appropriate to 
reflect this initiative.  

 
Chapter 4: Providing for Offices, Industry, Storage and Distribution 
 
5.23 Responses were received from nine people/organisations relating to this 

chapter, with a fairly even split between supportive comments and those 
objecting to the document. Support was expressed by one landowner and a 
number of organisations including Hertfordshire County Council, Tring Town 
Council, Heritage England and Natural England. 
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General Employment Areas 
 
5.24 An objection was raised to the policy approach to the Billet Lane General 

Employment Area (GEA) on the basis that the policy should allow for B2 uses.  
However, the evidence base identifies the GEA as unsuitable for B2 use. 

 
5.25 The landowner used their response to promote the Akeman Street GEA site 

for residential use. This issue was considered as part of the Core Strategy 
process where it was concluded that the GEA designation should be retained. 
 

5.26 The landowner of the Bourne End Mills Employment Area in the Green Belt 
objected on the grounds that the boundary of the site is too restrictive.  
Officers agreed that the boundary of the site should be expanded, but 
propose the addition of an infill area to the siteôs Major Developed Site in the 
Green Belt designation to control the area where built development will be 
allowed. 

 
Chapter 5: Supporting Retailing and Commerce 

 
5.27 Only two responses were received to this chapter; both from landowners, with 

one supportive comment and one objection. 
 

5.28 The main objection was raised on behalf of the landowner of the Retail 
Proposal S/1 at Jarman Fields on the basis that planning requirements for the 
site are linked to an existing planning permission. Officers agree that this 
approach is not appropriate and have changed the planning requirements 
accordingly, whilst retaining the key principles around acceptable uses. 

 
Chapter 6: providing Homes 
 
Housing 
 
5.29 Representations were made supporting the case for both greater and lower 

levels of development, across the borough as a whole and within individual 
towns. National policy was used to argue their respective cases. Two new 
sites in Bourne End and Berkhamsted were being promoted as a result of 
such objections. 

 
5.30 The Council is satisfied that its approach to levels of housing development is 

robust and accords with Green Belt policy in terms of the plan-making 
process. The housing target has been set by the adopted Core Strategy. This 
has also established the principles for identifying the six Local Allocations. 
The role of the Site Allocations DPD is to take forward levels of development 
signalled by the Core Strategy. No ñshowstoppersò have been identified in 
terms of the adequacy of physical and social infrastructure to support future 
development in the Borough.  
 

5.31 A number of housing sites were being promoted by landowners, agents and 
developers, particularly in relation to what was perceived as a lack of 
identified housing supply. Sufficient housing supply exists across the borough 
and within the towns in order to meet the Core Strategy housing target and 
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indicative capacities identified in the Place Strategies. No new sites are 
therefore justified. 
 

5.32 Luton BC emphasised the ability and reasonableness under the Duty to 
Cooperate for Dacorum to meet the unmet needs of Luton. This was 
considered in detail through the Core Strategy. The examination Inspector, in 
finding the Core Strategy sound, supported the Councilôs approach to DTC 
and endorsed the Councilôs target of 430 dwellings per annum subject to its 
early review. The review is being taken forward through the new single Local 
Plan which includes continuing engagement with districts on cross-boundary 
matters. The Council will also consider its ability to meet adjoining districtsô 
unmet need (and vice-versa) in updating its Strategic Housing Market 
Assessment (SHMA) as part of the supporting technical work to the new plan. 
 

5.33 Local residents, landowners and organisations commented in support of and 
in objection to, individual housing allocations. 
 

5.34 The County Council has supported the provision of a new school under 
proposal LA3. Similarly, Sports England is supportive over the level of leisure 
provision to be provided by this allocation. The organisation also commented 
on proposal H/7. They were concerned over the link between the housing on 
the site and securing the replacement tennis facilities to an appropriate quality 
and quantity under MU/5. The Council acknowledge that changes to the 
planning requirements of both proposals would be helpful in achieving these 
aims. 
 

5.35 Thames Water raised concerns in respect of a number of proposals and the 
potential adequacy of the drainage infrastructure to accommodate each new 
development. The Council accepts that a reference to the need to assess and 
potentially bring forward new infrastructure is appropriate. The Council has 
also accepted, where appropriate, comments from the Environment Agency 
that a number of proposals should make reference to Flood Risk 
Assessments. 
 

5.36 Historic England objected to a number of proposals in respect of the form of 
development and its impact on local heritage. Some minor matters can be 
accommodated through changes to the planning requirements. Many other 
detailed concerns are already appropriately addressed through the existing 
planning requirements, and the Council is keen not to be too prescriptive with 
the nature of the scheme so as not to inhibit innovation in design. 
 

5.37 Berkhamsted Town Council raised detailed concerns over the form of the 
proposal in respect of allocations H/15, H/16 and H/17. Many of these 
concerns are already appropriately dealt with through the planning 
requirements, although their suggestion that the site boundary should be 
extended in respect of H/15 to reflect work on a detailed scheme is a 
reasonable one. The Council also accepts the Town Councilôs suggestion that 
this site and H/16 should be re-designated as Mixed Use allocations because 
of the mixed use nature of each scheme. 
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Local Allocation LA1 
 
5.38 Only a few representations were received in response to this proposed Local 

Allocation with the majority raising objection to either the principle of the 
development or the proposed details, particularly in respect of the impact of 
the proposal on Piccotts End Conservation Area, capacity of the local highway 
network and flooding.  

 
5.39 However, Natural England and Thames Water stated their support for this 

proposed Local Allocation. Natural England welcomed the retention of green 
infrastructure and positive effects of the proposal identified in the 
Sustainability Appraisal. 
 

5.40 Thames Water support the proposal at LA1 but, as with a number of other 
proposed allocations, have identified the need for developers to complete 
Drainage Strategy in order to assess and identify the requirement for new or 
upgraded infrastructure to ensure sufficient capacity is brought forward ahead 
of the development. The Council has incorporated this requirement into the 
draft master plan for LA1 and has also prepared an advice note for 
developers setting out the requirements of a Drainage Strategy for both Local 
Allocations LA1-LA6 and other site allocations as identified by Thames Water. 
This is available from the Councilôs website. 

 
5.41 Objections were raised to the principle of the development by the Council for 

the Protection of Rural England (CPRE) and some local residents. Reference 
was also made to recent Government statements about Green Belt protection. 
However, the principle of the proposal is now firmly established through the 
adopted Core Strategy. 

 
5.42 Historic England objected to this Local Allocation in respect of the proposed 

form of development and its impact on designated heritage assets. 
Specifically, they raised concerns about the height of buildings within the site 
taking into account the local topography and the impact this would have on 
the Piccotts End Conservation Area. In response to this, the Council has 
proposed a modification to the óKey Development Principlesô section of Policy 
LA1 to clarify that buildings should be limited to two storeys in height except 
where a higher element would create interest and focal points provided such 
elements would be appropriate in terms of topography and visual impact 
(including impacts on the Conservation Area). Equivalent changes will also be 
made to the draft master plan. Furthermore, detail of the proposal including 
design of buildings will be set out and considered within any planning 
application. 
 

5.43 With regard to flooding, some local residents have identified the prevalence of 
flooding at Piccotts End, which coincides with the flood zones around the 
River Gade, and are therefore concerned that the proposed development, 
taking into account the local topography, might exacerbate flood risk. The 
Council have recognised flood risk and drainage within the draft master plan 
and consequently identified the need to consider this in development of the 
master plan and preparation of any subsequent planning application. The 
planning application will also need to be supported by a site-specific Flood 
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Risk Assessment and include appropriate Sustainable Urban Drainage 
Systems (SuDS) to mitigate any surface water run-off. Minor changes are 
proposed to reflect recent updates to national policy regarding the approval of 
SuDS.  

 
Local Allocation LA2 
 
5.44 Only a few objections were made to this local allocation. Objections were 

raised to the principle of the development by the Council for the Protection of 
Rural England (CPRE) and some local residents.  Reference was made to 
recent Government statements about Green Belt protection. CPRE felt that 
the need for LA2 should be reconsidered when the Core Strategy is reviewed.  
However, the principle of the proposal is now firmly established through the 
adopted Core Strategy. 

 
5.45 Historic England expressed concern that the LA2 development would harm 

the historic character of the adjoining Old Town Conservation Area.  They are 
not convinced that there should be any buildings over two storeys.  However, 
they recognise that the key development principles for LA2 and the LA2 draft 
Master Plan go some way to addressing their concerns.  In response, the 
Council is proposing to amend key development principle 5 to state that new 
housing should not be harmful to the historic environment.  Minor changes will 
also be made to the master plan.   
 

5.46 Two other minor changes to Policy LA2 are proposed, to accommodate 
standard drainage concerns raised by Thames Water and national updates 
regarding the approach to the sustainable urban drainage systems (SuDS) 
approval system. 

 
Local Allocation LA3 
 
5.47 Objections were raised by local residents and the local action group (WHAG) 

to the principle of the development, the appropriateness of the infrastructure 
to support the proposal, and its justification under national Green Belt policy 
and against (what they consider to be) increasing levels of windfalls. The 
principle of the proposal and suitability of associated infrastructure have 
already been considered under responses to the local allocations in the 
Housing chapter above. 

 
5.48 Access and the suitability of the local road network to accommodate the 

development proved to be common matters of concern. The associated 
transport work and wider ongoing town modelling point to the ability of the 
local road network to support the allocation subject to on-site and off-site road 
improvements being in place. The proposed primary access points from Long 
Chaulden and The Avenue are logical and there are no other reasonable 
alternatives. The emergency access from Chaulden Lane, which could also 
serve the proposed traveller site, is needed and is suitable for this purpose. 
The Highway Authority supports the approach on all these matters. 
 

5.49 Historic England raised a number of objections to the details of the proposals. 
Most of these were already addressed through the existing development 
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principles in the policy and master plan. However, greater reference to the 
implication of the development on the siteôs heritage and archaeology was 
considered a reasonable change to accommodate. 
 

5.50 Sports England stated their support for the new leisure space to be provided 
by the scheme.  
 

5.51 The County Councilôs Ecology Advisor and the Dacorum Environmental 
Forum expressed concerns over the suitability of the proposed route and role 
of the green corridors through the allocation. Following discussions after the 
close of consultation, the Ecology Adviser has acknowledged that there are 
advantages and disadvantages over the route of the corridor. On balance, he 
is satisfied that an east-west corridor is acceptable subject to adopting a 
sound approach to its ecological value and management. The Council 
accepts that clarification over the different leisure and wildlife roles and 
ongoing management of the green infrastructure would be helpful to ensure 
the ecology to be provided is of genuine value. These points can be reflected 
in amendments to the master plan. 
 

5.52 Comments were received from a number of landowners regarding the clarity 
and flexibility of approach to the delivery of the development. The Council is 
satisfied that the policy and master plan remain clear over these matters and 
that flexibility already exists in policy to bring forward the scheme earlier, if 
required. It was pointed out that the boundary to the allocation had been 
incorrectly drawn to include part of the hamlet of Pouchen End. It is 
appropriate for the boundary to be redrawn to remove the hamlet. 

 
Local Allocation LA4 
 
5.53 Only a few objections were made to this local allocation. Objections were 

raised to the principle of the development, phasing and its justification under 
national Green Belt policy and against (what are perceived to be) increasing 
levels of windfalls. The principle of the proposal is now firmly established 
through the adopted Core Strategy and flexibility already exists in policy to 
bring forward the scheme earlier, if required. 

 
5.54 Historic England were concerned over the impact of the scheme on the British 

Film Instituter site adjoining LA4, but this can already be dealt with through 
retaining and supplementing boundary planting and through care in the design 
and layout of new buildings. 
 

5.55 Only two minor changes to the policy are proposed to accommodate standard 
drainage concerns raised by Thames Water and national updates regarding 
the approach to the SuDS approval system. 
 

5.56 The County Councilôs Ecology Advisor remains concerned over the proposed 
mitigation for the loss of the area of grassland. The Council acknowledges 
that this remains an issue. However, it considers that appropriate mitigation 
can be achieved without the need for any modifications to the policy through 
ongoing discussions with the County Council as part of the pre application 
and/or planning application process. 
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Local Allocation LA5 
 
5.57 A number of objections were made to the principle to the proposed LA5 

development, for example, from the CPRE who consider that the site should 
remain in the Green Belt. However, the principle of the proposal is now firmly 
established through the adopted Core Strategy. 

 
5.58 Concerns were expressed by the Chilterns Conservation Board, Natural 

England, Aylesbury Vale District Council and others about the impact on the 
Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB), contrary to national 
and local planning policies.  In particular, there was concern regarding the 
proposed cemetery extension, the childrenôs play area, Traveller site and 
possible playing pitches.  In contrast, Sport England supports playing pitches 
on the site.    A commonly held view is that the cemetery extension should 
adjoin the existing cemetery and not be physically separate from it. 
 

5.59 The Council considers that LA5 will not significantly harm the special qualities 
of the AONB.  Indeed, the AONB will be enhanced by the public open space 
and cemetery, which will be green, open, well landscaped uses.  The 
Traveller site will be small, well screened and will have only a limited impact 
on the AONB.  The reasons why the Council favours a detached cemetery 
extension in the western fields within the AONB are set out in the LA5 Draft 
Master Plan, the main reason being that it is the best option to meet the long 
term needs for burials in the Tring area.  
 

5.60 Many local residents consider that Tringôs infrastructure cannot cope with 
existing demand and LA5 will make the situation worse.  Issues raised include 
overcrowded schools and doctorsô surgeries, and traffic congestion in the 
town centre.  Hertfordshire County Council has advised that there is scope to 
expand schools in Tring to meet anticipated future demand, whilst the Clinical 
Commissioning Group does not anticipate any capacity problems in the 
foreseeable future.  Some changes to the ómeeting community needsô section 
of the Site Allocations document are proposed to clarify the position regarding 
schools.  The Highway Authority has no concerns regarding the ability of the 
overall road network to cope with the scale of new development proposed, 
although some local measures will be required.   
 

5.61 Other points from objectors include opposition to allowing development at LA5 
before 2021 and the increase in estimated housing capacity from 150 homes 
in the Core Strategy to 180-200 in the Site Allocations document.  No 
changes are proposed in response to these objections.  Releasing LA5 before 
2021 is justified for a number of reasons, including securing the wider benefits 
of the employment area and cemetery extensions and public open space at 
an early date. The increased capacity at LA5 is justified on the basis of the 
more detailed technical work carried out to produce the draft master plan and 
the need to make the best use of land.    
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Local Allocation LA6 
 
5.62 Although the majority of response relate to details contained within the draft 

Master Plan, there were very few representations received in response to this 
Local Allocation.   

 
5.63 Objections were raised by CPRE, an individual and local landowner regarding 

the principle of the development, including development within the Green Belt, 
housing need and suitability of suggested alternative sites elsewhere within 
Bovingdon. The principle of the development has been established through 
adoption of the Core Strategy and, in developing this, incorporated an 
assessment of all promoted sites in Bovingdon (Assessment of Potential Local 

Allocations & Strategic Sites ï Final Assessment (2012)). In terms of need, the role 
of the Site Allocations DPD is to deliver the requirements set out in the Core 
Strategy and does not need to specifically identify all future housing sites 
(taking into account the role of unidentified and windfall sites). The purpose of 
subsequent technical work (including a Strategic Housing Market Assessment 
and Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment) is to review the Core 
Strategy and identify the content of any future Local Plan, including further 
sites to be allocated, in order to meet the Boroughôs objectively-assessed 
needs where appropriate. 
 

5.64 Natural England and Thames Water stated their support for this proposal. 
Natural England welcomed the inclusion of pedestrian and cycle access to 
surrounding areas and supported the need to include biodiversity mitigation 
and enhancement measures within the planning application. These elements 
are already incorporated into the draft master plan and will both be material 
considerations at the planning application stage. Thames Water also 
highlighted the need for developers to complete a Drainage Strategy (as with 
the other five Local Allocations) and the Council has reflected this requirement 
through a minor change to the Site Allocations document. 

 
Gypsy and Travellers 
 
5.65 Very few representations were received on this section of the Site Allocations 

document. Most of the objections stemmed from comments directed at the 
three local allocations LA1, LA3 and LA5 (and their associated master plans) 
where the new traveller sites are proposed. 

 
5.66 Objections were raised to the general principle of providing such sites and 

whether they accord with Government policy, particularly in relation to the 
Green Belt. The Council is satisfied that its approach to new sites is 
appropriate and is supported by technical work and the Countyôs Gypsy and 
Travellers unit. There is identified need for new pitches that the Council is 
obliged to meet, there is an absence of realistic alternatives, and all of the 
locations are now to be y released from the Green Belt. 
 

5.67 The majority of objections were directed at the traveller site associated with 
LA5 with the principal objector being Cala Homes, the siteôs developer. These 
raised concerns over the impact of the site on the Green Belt and AONB, the 
extent to which alternatives have been considered and its impact on viability. 
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The Council is satisfied that these factors have been properly taken into 
account in planning for the site (although additional landscaping works are 
required to reduce its impact on the AONB) and that other locations have 
been explored. The proposal should remain given the lack of realistic local 
alternatives, particularly following the outcome of exploring the potential 
expansion of the existing Long Marston site. 
 

5.68 New sites and locations were suggested by local residents in the Hemel 
Hempstead (Maylands Business Park), Berkhamsted, Tring and Bovingdon 
Airfield areas. However, these were not felt suitable for a number of locational 
and ownership reasons, bearing in mind the Councilôs preferred approach to 
provide sites as part of planned new large housing developments. 
 

Chapter 7: Meeting Community Needs 
 

Social and Community Facilities 

 

5.69 A total of sixteen representations were received in response to this chapter 
(relating to social, community, leisure and cultural facilities) and whilst the 
majority raised objections these predominantly related to errors, omissions or 
identified the need for further clarification within the document and associated 
map book.  
 

5.70 Hertfordshire County Council raised objection to a mapping error relating to 
the proposed education zone in northwest Berkhamsted (EZ/3), which was 
also noted by the CPRE and some local residents. The proposed education 
zone should encompass the Bridgewater School site as well as the reserve 
site, which includes land to the northwest of the school and Bridleway, to 
accord with the area previously identified within the Core Strategy 
(Berkhamsted Place Strategy). This mapping error will be rectified and 
identified as a minor change. 
 

5.71 The Environment Agency raised objection to proposed allocation of Education 
Zone EZ/1 in Nash Mills as this area was not included within the Councilôs 
Level 2 Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (2008). Parts of the site fall within 
Flood Zone 2 where ómore vulnerableô development, including educational 
establishments, are generally considered appropriate. Nevertheless, any 
planning application for development of any site within this allocated zone will 
be subject to a site-specific Flood Risk Assessment. Whilst it is considered 
that no change is required as this constraint does not preclude development 
entirely, this issue has since been discussed further with Hertfordshire County 
Council as Local Education Authority and the need to conduct further 
assessments of the site has been identified as a result.  

 
5.72 The landowners of the existing Amaravati Buddhist Monastery in Great 

Gaddesden also raised objection to the proposed allocation of the site to 
enable redevelopment and improvement of this community facility. Their 
concerns related to flexibility of the proposal however this had already been 
highlighted to the Council. As such, the Council had engaged in discussions 
with them and their agents just prior to opening the consultation on the Site 
Allocations DPD. Consequently the principle of amending the proposal 
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wording and defined area within the map book had been agreed and the 
suggested minor changes include clarification of facilitate redevelopment 
within previously developed parts of the site. 

 
5.73 Representations received from Natural England in respect of Chapter 7, as 

well as Local Allocation LA5 (see above), indicate support for the allocation of 
land for a cemetery extension and public open space both at the LA5 site (C/1 
and L/3, respectively) and identification of land for the redevelopment of 
Amaravati Buddhist Monastery in Great Gaddesden (C/2). However, it was 
requested that the planning requirements set out in Proposals C/1, C/2 and 
L/3 be strengthened to incorporate the need for developers to consult the 
Chilterns Conservation Board to ensure the impact of the development on the 
Chilterns AONB is given appropriate consideration at the planning application 
stage. These are reflected as minor changes to the Site Allocations DPD. 

 
Leisure and Cultural Facilities 
 
5.74 Another key omission identified through representations received from 

Hertfordshire County Council, landowners and organisations is the need to 
allocate land for detached playing fields in Tring. This was identified as a local 
objective within the Tring Place Strategy as part of the adopted Core Strategy 
but subsequently missed out of the Site Allocations DPD. In the event that 
they are required following expansion of Tring School, land at Dunsley Farm 
off London Road will be allocated to provide additional playing fields. The 
identification of this land has been confirmed in consultation with Hertfordshire 
County Council, as Local Education Authority and landowner, and the 
consequential change to the Site Allocations DPD has been identified as 
significant.  

 
5.75 Sport England and Tring Sports Forum have also raised objection to 

paragraphs 7.12 and 7.13 which refer to conclusions of technical work 
completed by the Council in respect of the need for additional leisure facilities. 
The Council recognises that these paragraphs would benefit from further 
clarification and have recommended both minor and editorial changes. Such 
changes reflect the purpose and extent of the Outdoor Leisure Facilities 
Assessment Report completed in 2014 and role of the subsequent Playing 
Pitch Strategy and Action Plan which identifies priorities for the provision of 
future facilities for outdoor sports only. Since completion of the consultation 
exercise for the Site Allocations DPD, this Playing Pitch Strategy and Action 
Plan has been completed and was published in June 2015. 
 

5.76 A number of representations were also received in respect of Open Land 
proposals. Whilst Berkhamsted Town Council expressed their support for 
designating Edgeworth House in Berkhamsted, some local residents raised 
objection referring to the appropriateness of the land for residential 
development and identifying conflicting assessments of this site in terms of its 
justification for designation within the Background Issues Paper: Providing 
Homes and Community Services. Having reviewed the reasons behind 
proposals to newly designate this site as Open Land, a view has been taken 
that the site does satisfy the Councilôs strategy for designating Open Land. In 
particular it contributes to the special character of the Grade II* Listed Building 
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and associated garden, is one of the few remaining green spaces within 
Berkhamsted and enhances the existing Open Land designation running 
parallel to the Grand Union Canal which is immediately adjacent to the site. 
Therefore the Council are not proposing any changes to this proposed 
designation but recognises the need to provide further clarification within the 
relevant Background Issues Paper. 
 

5.77 Objections were also raised by local residents regarding the retention of 
designated Open Land at St Maryôs Convent in Boxmoor, Hemel Hempstead 
and Woodhall Lane, Adeyfield. It was suggested that both of these sites would 
be suitable for residential development; however, this is the first instance 
representations have been received questioning the ongoing value of 
retaining these particular sites as Open Land. Therefore the Council has had 
no cause to reassess these (or other) sites specifically. During previous open 
space studies these existing designations were rolled forward (on the 
presumption that they continued to form important green infrastructure within 
towns and villages) in addition to considering new sites or amended 
boundaries only. As such no changes are proposed to these existing 
designations through the Site Allocations DPD. 

 
Chapter 8: Enhancing the Natural Environment 
 
5.78 Only two comments were received on this section: from the National Trust 

and Natural England.  Both were supportive, with Natural England highlighting 
in particular their support for the recognition of the importance of the Chilterns 
Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB), landscape character and the 
hierarchy of biological and geological designations within the Borough.  

 
Chapter 9: Conserving the Historic Environment 
 
5.79 Relatively few comments were received on this section. These were equally 

split between those of support and objection.  Areas of concern related to the 
impact of removing the LA5 site from the Green Belt upon the character of 
Tring Park and Tring Cemetery (which is proposed for designation as a 
Locally Registered Historic Park and Garden).   

 
5.80 Objections were also made to the proposed Locally Registered Historic Park 

and Garden at Shendish Manor.  However, these objections largely related to 
the proposed extent of the site: which was erroneously shown as covering a 
far greater area than intended.  This error has been rectified through a minor 
change to the plan.  
 

5.81 Historic England (formerly English Heritage) stated their particular support for 
the following: 

¶ Background Issues Paper on Looking After the Environment; 

¶ The recognition and mapping of newly identified Scheduled Ancient 
Monuments and Areas of Archaeological Significance; 

¶ The identification of locally designated Historic Parks and Gardens; and 

¶ The commitment to produce a list of locally listed buildings and other non-
designated heritage assets. 
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Chapter 10-17: Place Strategies 
 
5.82 These sections pull together the schedules of proposal sites and designations 

affecting each of the towns, large villages and the wider countryside, and 
show these in diagrammatic form on the relevant place diagram.   

 
Chapter 18: Monitoring and Review 
 
5.83 The only representations received in response to Chapter 18 were those of 

support. These included a reiteration of Thames Waterôs concerns about the 
waste water infrastructure within certain parts of Dacorum (as noted above); 
as well as support from both Hertfordshire County Council and Natural 
England regarding the co-ordination of infrastructure delivery alongside 
development. 

 
Appendices 
 
5.84 Changes to the appendices are largely minor and required as a consequence 

of comments received and changes proposed to the main sections of the 
plan. 
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6. SUSTAINABILITY APPRAISAL (INCORPORATING STRATEGIC 
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT) 

 
6.1 A Sustainability Report (including Strategic Environmental Assessment as 

required under European law), accompanied the Pre-Submission Site 

Allocations. SA specific representations were made by the following 

organisations/individuals: 

¶ Natural England; 

¶ Hertfordshire County Councilôs  Ecology Officer 

¶ Boyer Planning on behalf of W. Lamb Ltd 

 

6.2 Comments on the SA are summarised Annex B: Table 5(b).  As a result of 
comments received on the Pre-Submission draft, the Councilôs independent 
consultants, C4S, have assessed the changes proposed to the Pre-
Submission document and have also responded to comments made on the 
Sustainability Appraisal (SA) / Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) 
process itself.  The results of these assessments are published in the form of 
an addendum to the September 2014 report ï referred to as the Dacorum 
Local Development Framework Site Allocations ï Focussed Changes:  
Sustainability Report Addendum (July 2015).   

 
6.3 The Councilôs consultants advise that the changes now proposed through the 

óFocsued Changesô to the Pre-Submission Site Allocations document will have 
a largely neutral impact on the sustainability performance of the plan, as most 
changes relate to detailed wording changes, rather than changing the scale or 
broad direction of planned development. In addition it has been confirmed that 
the changes proposed will not alter the conclusions of the Habitats 
Regulations Assessment (HRA).  
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7. RELATIONSHIP WITH LOCAL ALLOCATION MASTER PLANS 

 

7.1 Consultation on draft masterplans for the six Local Allocations took place in 

parallel with the formal representations process for the Pre-Submission Site 

Allocations DPD.   

 

7.2 Due to their intended status as Supplementary Planning Guidance (SPG), the 
master plans are not subject to formal independent Examination.  However, 
they will form important contextual information and it is important that the 
Inspector is made aware of the concerns raised by residents and other 
interested parties in the consultation responses to these draft documents.   

 
7.3 Many of the comments and concerns raised on the Local Allocations draft 

master plans are equally applicable to the Local Allocation Policies within the 
Site Allocations document itself. Indeed, most local objections with regard to 
the Local Allocations were directed towards these documents rather than the 
Site Allocations DPD.   In drawing up the proposed changes Policies LA1-LA6 
Officers have therefore had regard to the master plan feedback.  These 
issues will be summarised in a separate Report of Consultation, which will be 
written up in a separate Report of Consultation for consideration by Cabinet in 
Autumn 2015 (expected to be the October meeting).   

 
7.4 The intention is to include the draft master plans (with any amendments 

Cabinet require)  and the associated Report of Consultation as part of 
Submission documents to ensure the Site Allocations Inspector is aware of 
issues raised, and to request their adoption by full Council at the same time 
as the Site Allocations is reported for final approval.  This will enable any 
changes required by the Site Allocations Inspector to the Local Allocation 
policies to be reflected in the wording of the final master plans, and to avoid 
any contradictions in requirements for the sites that may otherwise arise. 
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8. SUBSEQUENT MEETINGS AND TECHNICAL WORK 
 
Duty to Co-operate Issues 
 
8.1 The Councilôs activities under the óDutyô to Co-operateô are outlined in a 

separate Duty to Co-Operate Report prepared to accompany publication of 
the Pre-Submission Site Allocations DPD (September 2014): 

 
http://www.dacorum.gov.uk/home/planning-development/planning-strategic-
planning/local-planning-framework/site-allocations/site-allocations-2014 
 
8.2 This Report will be updated to include subsequent liaison and included as part 

of the Submission documents passed to the Planning Inspectorate. 
 
Infrastructure Considerations 
 
8.3 Liaison with infrastructure providers has continued during and following the 

Pre-Submission consultation.  In order to ensure that all infrastructure issues 
raised were fully addressed, the Council has prepared an update to its 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (InDP) (June 2015).   

 
http://www.dacorum.gov.uk/home/planning-development/planning-strategic-

planning/evidence-base 

8.4 This update involved meetings with key infrastructure and service providers 
including: 

 

¶ Primary Care Trust (PCT) 

¶ West Herts Hospital Trust,  

¶ Thames Water 

¶ Environment Agency (EA)  

¶ Highway Authority (HCC) 

¶ Childrenôs Schools and Families Unit (HCC) 

¶ Highways Agency (now Highways England) 

¶ Hertfordshire Property (HCC) 
 

8.4 Despite concerns over the capacity of infrastructure being a recurring theme 
of objections to the Pre-Submission Site Allocations (particularly with regard 
to the Local Allocations), providers have confirmed that there are no 
infrastructure óshowstoppersô that would prevent delivery of the future 
development planned, subject to the timely delivery of new infrastructure.  
Where appropriate, specific advice received is referred to within Annex B: 
Table 3 of this report.  Key concerns and the Councilôs proposed response 
(agreed with infrastructure providers as appropriate) are summarised in Table 
A: Summary of Key Issues Raised and Proposed Response above. 

 
8.5 The only outstanding infrastructure issue relates to comments from the 

Environment Agency regarding waste water / sewerage capacity. It should be 
noted that comments of support were initially submitted to the Council.  
Objections were only raised after the close of the Site Allocations consultation 
period.  Whilst the Councilôs legal adviser has advised that this means such 

http://www.dacorum.gov.uk/home/planning-development/planning-strategic-planning/local-planning-framework/site-allocations/site-allocations-2014
http://www.dacorum.gov.uk/home/planning-development/planning-strategic-planning/local-planning-framework/site-allocations/site-allocations-2014
http://www.dacorum.gov.uk/home/planning-development/planning-strategic-planning/evidence-base
http://www.dacorum.gov.uk/home/planning-development/planning-strategic-planning/evidence-base
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comments do not need to be included within the Report of Representations, 
they have been reported for completeness.  Outstanding issues will be set out 
within a Statement of Common Ground to be drawn up between the EA, 
Thames Water (as the sewerage infrastructure provider) and the Council.  
This will set out areas of agreement between the parties and those areas 
where the Council and Thames disagree with the EAôs position.  

 

8.6 The EAôs concerns are not considered to be valid on a number of planning 
and legal grounds: 
1. Their comments were not received within the specified representations 

period;  
2. They relate to the overall quantum of development, rather than raising any 

concerns regarding individual sites. Such strategic level concerns should 
have been raised at the Core Strategy stage.  Instead comments of 
support were received from the EA at this time. 

3. Thames Water supports the Councilôs approach as set out in the Site 
Allocations (as amended by a series of minor changes).   

4. The technical work required by the EA is already underway on a county-
wide basis and will be available to inform the early partial review of the 
Core Strategy.  The EA and Thames Water are both involved with this 
work. 

 
8.7 Copies of relevant minutes form these meetings, or associated 

correspondence is attached as Appendix 7. 
 
8.8 The Council has also discussed issues raised with other relevant specialists.  

A summary of these discussions is set out in Table C below: 
 
Table B:  Summary of Post Consultation Discussions with Specialists 
 

Individual / organisation Area(s) of discussion* Outcome(s) 

Ecology Advisor,  
Hertfordshire Ecology 

Approach to extension to 
Shrubhill Common and 
Green infrastructure on Local 
Allocation LA3 

No change required 
to Site Allocations 
DPD.  Consider 
further clarification 
through site master 
plan. 

Gypsy and Traveller Unit at 
Hertfordshire County Council 
 
 

Discussion regarding issues 
raised regarding Councilôs 
approach towards provision 
of new pitches and the 
location of new sites  

Support for 
Councilôs approach 
reiterated.  No 
changes required to 
Site Allocations 
DPD, although the 
removal of the 
Tring site from the 
Green Belt is 
proposed as a 
significant change 
as a result of recent 
High Court decision 
(see above). 
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Hertfordshire Gardens Trust Liaison regarding response to 
objections to designation of 
Shendish Manor as Locally 
Designated Historic Park and 
Garden. 

Information 
provided has been 
incorporated into 
Councilôs response 
in Annex B: Table 
3.   

Local Allocation landowner 
meetings  

Update meetings have been 
held with landowners / 
representatives for LA1, LA3, 
LA5 and LA6, to discuss 
issues arising through the 
Pre-Submission consultation.  
LA5 meeting involved 
Dacorumôs Cemetery 
manager.  There have been 
verbal / email updates with 
the representatives from LA4.  
(Dacorum Borough Council 
owns LA2). 

Minor changes to 
Local Allocations 
Policies within Site 
Allocations 
discussed, together 
with the need for 
potential changes / 
clarification to 
associated draft 
master plans. 

Attwater Jameson Hill Advice on legal matters 
pertaining to the Site 
Allocations DPD. 

Advice is 
incorporated into 
responses to issues 
and changes 
proposed to Site 
Allocations DPD.   

* Note:  Summary only includes areas discussed post-Pre-Submission consultation. 

 

Changes in advice / information since Pre-Submission stage 
 

8.8 Since the Pre-Submission Site Allocations DPD was published for 
consultation, there have been a number of Government statements and legal 
judgements on planning issues which the Council has taken into account 
when preparing its responses to the consultation. 

 
Government Guidance 
 
Green Belt policy 

 
8.9 A number of consultation responses (from both individual and developers) 

cited the Ministerial Statement (4 October 2014) and associated wording 
changes to the Planning Practice Guidance (PPG), as indicating a change in 
Government policy with regard to the Green Belt.  As a consequence they 
considered that the Site Allocations as written was contrary to the NPPF or 
somehow óillegalô as a result.  The Council has taken legal advice on this 
issue and this advice confirms that no such policy change has occurred with 
regard to the Councilôs plan-making function. 

 
8.10 Government guidance (as contained in the NPPF) attaches great weight to 

the protection of the Green Belt against inappropriate development. The 
Green Belt has always been a constraint that has been taken into account 
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when deciding how far the Council can go in meeting the areaôs objectively 
assessed need1 (OAN) and continues to be so.  

 
8.11 It is however important to note that the NPPF specifically allows for new 

Green Belt boundaries to be established when Councils review their strategic 
plan (i.e. the Core Strategy) (para. 83) through the plan-making process. It 
recognises that it is sensible for Councils to assess the long term changes 
planned in their area over the lifetime of their plans and how this might affect 
the permanency of the Green Belt. This is exactly what the Council has done 
through the Core Strategy.  A key role of the Site Allocations DPD is to take 
forward the strategic policies and targets relating to housing within the Core 
Strategy and ensure that these are delivered on the ground. It is the role of 
the early partial review (in the form of a new single Local Plan) to look again 
at longer term needs and take account of a whole range of Government 
policies and guidance, including those relating to housing and the Green Belt.   

 
8.12 Equally, the NPPF places considerable emphasis on Councils meeting their 

development needs (para. 14), and in particular to ñsignificantly boost the 
housing supplyò (para. 47). In considering these points, Councils are expected 
to meet their ñobjectively assessed needsò for housing as far as possible 
(para. 47) having regards to a range of factors set out in the NPPF, including 
the Green Belt. 

 
8.13 The Council understands that changes to the PPG are particularly aimed at 

the growing number of speculative housing development proposals submitted 
by developers through the decision-making (planning application) rather than 
the plan-making process. The changes do not affect how plans that are 
already adopted, such as the Core Strategy and the proposals that they 
contain are implemented.  

 
8.14 Therefore, there has been no fundamental change in terms of Green Belt 

policy from when the Core Strategy was considered and adopted and what 
the situation is now to warrant changes to how the Council progresses the 
Site Allocations DPD. 

 
Cemeteries in the Green Belt 

 
8.15 The Councilôs legal adviser has also highlighted that there has been recent 

clarification regarding the Governmentôs approach to cemeteries in the Green 
Belt (as set out in the NPPF) through a judgement from the Court of Appeal2.  
In contrast to the advice above, this change does result in a recommended 
change to the Site Allocations DPD.  This High Court judgment clarifies that 
cemeteries are considered as inappropriate development within the Green 
Belt in terms of the definitions in the NPPF.  This is because cemeteries are 
not listed in the text of the NPPF (paragraphs 89 and 90) as categories of 
development which are ónot inappropriateô.  However, rather counter-

                                                           
1
 This is most simply explained as the demand for housing όƻŦ ŀƭƭ ǘȅǇŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǘŜƴǳǊŜǎύ ǘƘŀǘ ŀƴ ŀǊŜŀΩǎ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ 

would demand if this were not constrained any planning policies.   
 
2
 Timmins and Lymn Family Funeral Service v. Gedling Borough Council and Westerleigh Group.  Judgement 

issued March 2014. 
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intuitively, new buildings providing appropriate facilities for cemeteries are 
classified as appropriate development.   

 
8.16 As a result of this case, the Councilôs legal adviser recommends that the 

cemetery extension site that forms part of Local Allocation LA5 is excluded 
from the Green Belt in the Site Allocations document.  He has also advised 
that for consistency with the approach to the cemetery, and the approach to 
the Gypsy and Traveller Sites on LA1 and LA3, the adjacent Gypsy and 
Traveller site is also excluded from the Green Belt. 

 
Technical Information: 

 
8.17 Since publication of the Pre-Submission Site Allocations document, a limited 

number of new technical studies have also been completed and published: 

¶ Re-run of the Hemel Hempstead Transport Model (2015), to ensure this 
includes the latest available information regarding the expected scale and 
location of new development within the town. 

¶ Infrastructure Delivery Plan (June 2015), an update to the previous 2014 
report, to ensure that infrastructure issues raised through the Pre-
Submission consultation process are discussed and addressed with 
service providers (se summary above). 

¶ Leisure Facilities Assessment (September 2014) and associated Playing 
Pitch Strategy Action Plan (June 2015).   

 
8.18 These documents are referred to where appropriate within Annex B: Table 3, 

with further information provided in the updated versions of the Background 
Issues Papers (dated June 2015) that accompany the Site Allocations 
document.  None indicate the need for any significant changes (SCs) to the 
Site Allocations DPD itself, although some minor changes (MCs) are 
proposed (see below). 

 
8.19 A number of other technical studies are also underway, relating to housing, 

employment and the Green Belt. However, as these studies are to inform the 
early partial review of the Core Strategy (and production of a new Local Plan 
for the Borough), they are not relevant to the Site Allocations process.   

 
8.20 Officers are also in the process of completing and checking the latest housing 

and employment monitoring information (for the 2014/15 financial year).  This 
information will be published in the form of Land Position Statements and 
used to make factual updates to the figures contained within the Site 
Allocations DPD and associated Background Issues Papers.  This will ensure 
that the Inspector has the latest information available i.e. a base date of 
information at April 2015 rather than the current base date of April 2014.   
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9. CHANGES PROPOSED 
 
9.1 A number of changes are proposed to the Site Allocations DPD as a result of 

representations received through the consultation, and also as a result of 
advice from the Councilôs legal adviser and discussions with infrastructure 
providers.  These changes fall into 3 categories: 

 

 MC Minor Change Changes of a minor nature that are required to 

reflect amendments referred to in Table 3, or as a 

consequential change from changes referred to in 

Table 3. Some minor changes follow minor 

changes arising from the representations.   

 E Editorial 

Change 

Editorial changes are intended to clarify meaning, 

update facts and correct any inaccuracies. All 

editorial changes are minor changes in nature. 

Some editorial changes follow minor changes 

arising from the representations.   

 SC Significant 

change 

Changes of a more significant nature that are 

required to reflect amendments referred to in 

Table 3, or as a consequential change from 

changes referred to in Table 3.  Significant 

changes usually relate to the inclusion of a new 

proposal site or a more substantial change to the 

wording or boundary of a designation or proposal. 

 

9.2 Most changes proposed are either editorial (E) or minor in nature (MCs) that 

that donôt affect the thrust of the plan.  There are however a number of 

changes that are more significant in nature (SCs).  The latter are shown below 

by settlement in Table C below: 

 

Table C:  Significant Changes proposed (by settlement) 

SC 
reference(s) 

Summary of Change Reason 

Hemel Hempstead 

SC2 Designation of a new 
Major Developed Site 
(MDS) at Abbots Hill 
School, Hemel Hempstead 
 

As a result of representations made 
on behalf of the school and to 
ensure consistency in approach with 
other MDS designations already 
included within the Core Strategy. 

SC6 Changes to planning 
requirements for Proposal 
S1 ï Jarman Fields  

As a result of representations and to 
better explain the restrictions to the 
sale of goods that are considered 
appropriate in this out of centre 
location. 

SC13 Amended Historic Park As a result of representations and to 
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and Garden designation at 
Shendish 
 

correct a mapping error. 

Tring 

SC1 Amending extent of Green 
Belt release relating to 
Local Allocation LA5 
(GB/9) in Tring 

As a result of representations, to 
reflect legal advice regarding the 
implications of the Timmins legal 
judgement (referred to above) and 
to ensure consistency in the 
approach towards Gypsy and 
Traveller sites at LA1, LA3 and LA5 
(i.e. that these are removed from the 
Green Belt and their anticipated 
extent shown on the indicative 
layout map that forms part of the 
relevant Local Allocation policy). 

SC10  
& SC12 

New detached playing 
fields at Dunsley Farm  - 
additional text and new 
Leisure designation 

As a result of representations and to 
take forward the express intent of 
the Core Strategy for the provision 
of detached playing fields to serve 
Tring Secondary School, should this 
school expand further. 

SC7 Amendments to LA5 policy 
text 

To reflect the changes made via 
SC1 above. 

SC8 Changes to LA5 indicative 
layout 

SC11 Amended L/3 LA5 leisure 
space 

Kings Langley 

SC3 Defining an óinfill areaô for 
Kings Langley School 
Major Developed Site 
 

To reflect the recent planning 
permission for the redevelopment of 
the school site and ensure 
consistency of approach with other 
Major Developed Sites in the 
Borough. 

Other 

SC4 Changes to Bourne End 
Mills Major Developed Site 
 

As a result of representations and to 
ensure the boundary (external and 
infill) better reflects existing 
permissions and boundaries on the 
ground. 

SC5 Changes to Bourne End 
Mills employment area in 
the Green Belt 

To ensure consistency with the 
MDS designation above. 

SC9 Amended wording to 
Policy SA10: Education 
Zones 
 

As a result of representations, and 
to ensure the scope of the policy is 
clear. 

 
9.3 Paragraph 6 of the óExamining Local Plans Procedural Practiceô issued by the 

Planning Inspectorate in December 2013 states:- 
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óLPAs should rigorously assess the Plan before it is published under 
Regulation 19 to ensure that it is a Plan which they think is sound.  The 
document published should be the document they intend to submit under 
Regulation 22 to the Planning Inspectorate, subject to any further 
changes to the draft arising from the Regulation 19 Consultation. These 
changes should be further consulted on and subject to sustainability 
appraisal before submission.  The Planning and Compulsory Purchase 
Act 2004 specifically provides that an LPA must not submit the Plan 
unless it considers that the document is ready for Examination.  Main 
modifications after submission will only be considered where they are 
necessary to make the Plan sound and/or legally compliant and where 
the LPA has formally requested that such modifications be 
recommended by the Inspectorô.  
 

9.4 Whilst this consultation only needs to focus on the changes that fall within the 
ósignificant changesô (SC) category, the Council will take the opportunity to 
seek feedback on all of the changes proposed, apart from these that are 
purely editorial in nature (denoted by the E prefix).  This will take the form of a 
óFocussed Changesô consultation.   

 
9.5 The outcome of this Focussed Changes consultation will be summarised in an 

Addendum Report of Representations Addendum.   
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ANNEX A: METHOD OF NOTIFICATION  
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Appendix 1: Advertisements (including 

formal Notice) and press articles 
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Hemel Gazette: Wednesday 24 September 2014 
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The Gazette: 

Wednesday, 24 September 2014 
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St Albans Review:  

Wednesday, 24 September 2014 

 

 


