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ANNEX A:

Policy Recommendations from the Panel
examining the Single Issue Review of the East
of England Plan — Planning for Gypsy and
Traveller Accommodation in the East of

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

APPENDIX A RECOMMENDED CHANGES TO POLICY H4
AND NEW POLICY H4A

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

county (pitches) Required 200611 Guidance

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

iambndgashine & Hi Al Lambridge area, Fenland,

Paterbarough Huntingdonshire and
Palartoraugh.

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

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

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

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

Zuffolk Hi al Twa siles, n the south

iIpmeich'Felostowa) and
north ol tha County.

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

NEW POLICY HAA — PROVISION FOR TRAVELLING SHOWPEQPLE?

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

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

Aspecls 10 be covered In the supporting text:

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

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

«  thewker dslribulion philcsaphy 0 paragraph 516 spplies bo Essex

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

+ delvery and montonng guikdance In paragraphs B 18618 apples.

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

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

h |
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ANNEX B:

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

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

located:

Total responses received: 177

(a) With good access to local services and faciliti  es

Yes-91 No - 40

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

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

Response Actions

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

Those respondents who answered ‘N0’ to any
parts of the question were asked to explain
their reasons. Specific points raised included:

(a) With good access to local services and
facilities

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

Local services and facilities will not be able
to cope.

Integration rather than segregated camps
within communities.

Access to facilities should be given no
higher priority than any other development.
Bovingdon airfield suggested as a potential
site.

(b) In order to avoid local concentrations

Avoid a proliferation of small sites.

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

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

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

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

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

Land should be used for housing or
employment.

A lot of brownfield land is ex-commercial
and therefore not suitable for residential.
Gypsy sites often work best in rural
locations.

All development must stay away from
greenfield sites.

General comments:

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

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

Note:

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

QUESTION 15

Do you consider locating Gypsy and Traveller sites near any of the following
settlements would be unsuitable  ?

Total responses received: 112

(a) Hemel Hempstead

25 responses
(b) Berkhamsted

23 responses
(c) Tring

16 responses
(d) Bovingdon

18 responses
(e) Kings Langley

26 responses
() Markyate

20 responses

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

Response Actions

There was no overall consensus regarding the
unsuitability of particular towns and/or large
villages to accommodate Gypsy and Traveller
provision. However, a significant proportion of
respondents felt all to be unsuitable.

Consider appropriate locations
and spread of sites through
Supplementary Issues and
Options consultation.

The following reasons were given for particular
settlements being unsuitable:

(a) Hemel Hempstead

- Infrastructure, services and resources
already stretched.
Provision unsuitable unless it replaces an
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existing site.
Already has provision.
Unsuitable due to planned expansion.

(b) Berkhamsted
Pressure on facilities.

(c) Tring
Too small to accommodate sites.

(d) Bovingdon
Pressure on facilities.

(e) Kings Langley
Strain on local services.
Overcrowded.

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

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

Locations should be away from rural areas.
Existing provision is adequate.
Encourage  integration rather  than
segregation.
Green Belt and Rural Area should not be
developed.
Sites should be located away from existing
housing.
Small permanent sites suitable in town
edge / rural locations, with appropriate
landscaping.
Sites should be spread through the district
rather than concentrated in one particular
settlement.
None unsuitable provided the sites are
small.
Consider vacant sites in the Maylands
area.

The issue of the need for additional provision is

considered in the response to Question 14.

Designated Employment Areas were excluded
from the area of search in the Scott Wilson
Report. There is a need to safeguard
employment land to ensure a balance is
maintained between jobs and housing. In
addition, employment locations are not
considered to provide an appropriate
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environment for residential uses.
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QUESTION 16
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If Hemel Hempst ead is proposed for an area of growth in the Easto  f

Plan, should we consider options for Gypsy and Trav

development area(s)

eller sites in the new

England

Total responses received: 161

Yes - 35 responses
No - 126 responses

Response

Actions

The results show a clear majority in favour of
no additional Gypsy and Traveller site
provision as part of any growth at Hemel
Hempstead.

It should however be noted that the results
have not been analysed in terms of the
respondents’ location. If a high proportion of
respondents were from the Hemel Hempstead
area, this could have an impact upon the
nature of the responses received.

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

Already provision at Hemel Hempstead.
Try to fight the decision for growth. If
provision has to be made it should be
small.

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

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

Subiject to being well integrated.

Consider locational choices further

through Supplementary
and Options consultation.

Liaise with adjoining authorities to

consider the issue of a
over-concentration of
Hemel Hempstead.

Issues

potential
sites at
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QUESTION 17
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Are there particular sites or locations you consi der suitable for Gypsy and
Traveller sites?

Total responses received: 137

Yes - 23 responses

No - 108 responses

Neither Yes or No - 6 responses

Response Actions

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

Consider comments further

Issues and Options Paper.
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APPENDIX 2:

Extract from the Citizen’s Panel Survey (NWA Social
& Market Research, Spring 2007)
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APPENDIX 3:

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

7.0 Gypsy Traveller Community

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

7.7  Location: There was no location agreed by all members of the groups and as
noted above in one group allowing the community to purchase their own land
and set up their own sites was the preferred solution of at least one
participant.
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7.9
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Whilst a number of participants preferred isolated sites, and Three Cherry
Trees Lane and ‘next door to the prison at Bovingdon’ were suggested, these
were not supported by other group members on the grounds that they were
too isolated and that this would have a detrimental affect upon the women and
children on the sites. This argument related to the community requiring not
just water, power and sanitation, but access to health care, services such as
Surestart and education.

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

Letter to Gypsy and Traveller Representative
Organisations

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

E-mail:
Directline:
Fax:

francis.whittaker@dacorum.gov.uk
01442 228383

01442 228771

Civic Centre
Hemel Hempstead
HP1 1HH
(01442) 228000 Switchboard
Dear (01442) 228656 Minicom

DX 8804 Hemel Hempstead
GYPSIES AND TRAVELLERS SITES

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

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

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

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

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

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

Yours sincerely,

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

Title
Mr
Mr
Mr
Mr
Ms
Ms

First Name
Steve
Hughie
Cliff
Norbert
Emma
Sheila

Last Name
Staines
Smith
Codona
McCabe
Nuttall
Clarke

Job Title

President

(& Janie Codona)

HCC Gypsy Liaison Officer

Project Manager

Gypsies and Travellers Co-Ordinator
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Company

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

National Travellers Action Group

Gypsy Services

Friends, Families and Travellers

Government Office for the East of England

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

Mr H Smith

Gypsy Council

Romanl Kris Civic Centre
Springs Lane Caravan Park Hemel Hempstead
Bickerton HP1 1HH

Nr. Wetherby

North Yorkehire LS22 SND (01442) 228000 Switchboard

(01442) 228656 Minicom
DX 8804 Hemel Hempstead

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

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

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

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

D26 Land adj Longbridge Close, Tring.

D27 Land adj Bourne End Service Area, Bourne End.

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

Yours sincerely,

Francis Whittaker
Senior Planning Officer — Development Plans
Planning & Regeneration

Enc.
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ANNEX D:

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

Public Questionnaire
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Selecting Housing Sites for the Site Schedules

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

Yes [ ]
No [ ]

(If yes please list)

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

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

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

ves [ ]

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

Chapter 2: GYPSIES AND TRAVELLERS SITES

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

A. Because they are smaller settlements than Hemel Hempstead:

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

Bovin?don should not have more than one site.

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

eliminated from further consideration?

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

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

Yes [ ] [ ]

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

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

Ref. No. Name/Address
(from Appendix C)
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New Open Land designations

Q 7  Which of the following proposed new open land d

Please tick all those you support.

esignations do you support?

Site Code

Site Address

Hemel Hempstead:

H/ol Hunting Gate Wood

H/02 Woo_dland between Hawthorn Lane and
Martindale Road

H/o3 Warners End Wood

H/o4 Trouvere Park

H/o5 Brickmakers Lane Allotments

H/o06 Dell at The Crofts

H/o7 Longdeans School and Woodfield School

H/o8 Hobletts Manor School

H/09 Martindale School

H/010 Woodland belt Maylands Avenue

H/ol1l Woodland belt off Tewin Road

H/012 Berkeley Square/Cuffley Court, Bayford
Close

H/013 Datchet Close

H/o1l4 Adjoining Howe Grove

Berkhamsted and Northchurch:

Be/ol St Mark’s Church grounds
Be/o2 Bridle Way

Be/o3 Victoria Junior School
Be/o4 St Peter’'s Church grounds
Be/o5 Edgeworth House, High Street
Be/o6 Swing Gate Junior School
Tring:

T/ol [Frances de la Salle School
Bovingdon:

Bov/ol Old Dean

Bov/02 Lancaster Drive

Other New Open

Q 8 Are there any additional areas of land (within

Land Designations

like us to consider designating as Open Land?

No

Yes

[ ]
[ ]

our urban areas) that you would
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Other Issues

Q9 Are there any additional comments you would lik
in the Schedule of Site Appraisals?

No [ ]
Yes |:|

(If yes, please provide details.)

e to make on any other site(s)
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APPENDIX 2:
Results of Public Consultation (2008)
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Borough Overview

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

Berkhamsted

Bovingdon

Hemel Hempstead (which is itself subdivided)

Kings Langley

Markyate

Tring

. Elsewhere

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

the particular area or sub area.

NonprwNE

1. Response Rate

All responses assessed
Sub area Number Petitions

Residents | Organisations | Total Number | Total

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

Total
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5. Smaller Settlements in the Borough (Q4a)

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

Sites suggested

Locations

Number of Responses

(i) Extend existing sites

Long Marston
Three Cherry Trees Lane
Unspecified

70

3
61
6
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(i) New site options

Berkhamsted Options:

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

Northbridge Road employment area

Bourne End

Bovingdon options:
Middle Lane (former airfield site)

Cow Roast
Gaddesden

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

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

Northridge Way
Waterhouse Square

Kings Langley

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

Tring Options:

General

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

London Road

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

Station Road (unspecified)

191

N N = N =)

151

PP R R R R

136

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

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

Tring D25 Land adjacent Longbridge Close 11

Bourne End D26 Land adj. Bourne End Industrial 38
Estate

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

Options Paper (November 2008)

9. Total No. of Inappropriate Comments

Part of response taken into account only: 159

Whole response not taken into account: 49
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Berkhamsted

1. Response R ate

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

2. Options under Consideration

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

D6 — Dudswell Lane

3. Response Details

Clear opposition(s): 254 + 69 323

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

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

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

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

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

D6 — 69 objections
(Objections to site options)

Environmental Issues
Common issues

Loss of Green Belt

Area of Archaeological Interest

Effect on the AONB

Effect on views from AONB on other side of
valley

Brownfield Sites should used first

Loss of visual amenity

Detracting from the existing character of the
countryside

Effect on wildlife including protected species
Flooding issues

Potential loss of hedgerows

D3, D4, D5

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

On skyline, so wider visual impact
Exposed location

Noise and air pollution from A41

Difficulty in creating a buffer for D3

Some of the land is replacement common
land following construction of bypass
Impact on Bourne Gutter

Proximity to listed buildings

Loss of soft edge to Berkhamsted

D6

Site borders Dudswell Conservation Area
Recommendation for meadow to be turned
into Local Nature Reserve (para. 7.3 of
Urban Nature Conservation Study)
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Risk of contamination of River Bulbourne
with knock on effects downstream

Loss of gap separating Northchurch from
Dudswell

Floodplain

Social Issues
Common issues

Insufficient infrastructure such as doctors,
dentists and school places

Hospital closure

Impacts on leisure — for walkers, runners and
cyclists

Loss of fields which are used for informal
leisure purposes

Poor location in terms of access to shops
Lack of local employment opportunities

D3
D3 is too close to existing housing

D6

Danger of swamping the small community/
hamlet of Dudswell

Too far from services and schools — schools
already at capacity

Insufficient infrastructure such as doctors,
dentists and school places

Owned by Taylor Woodrow who have written
to DBC stating they oppose the proposal
Taylor Woodrow allow locals to walk round
the field

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

Traffic Issues Common Issues

Pedestrian safety along country lanes
Single track lanes, therefore accessibility
issues for large vehicles

Increased traffic

D3, D4, D5

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

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

Very busy at school drop off/pick up times
Poor visibility due to road configuration and
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D6

parked cars

Difficult access for emergency services
Lack of pavements

Steep hill will discourage walking

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

Effect on public rights of way

Difficult access to Dudswell Lane from north
New access would involve removal of ancient
hedgerow

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

Infrastructure Issues

D3, D4, D5

D5

Frequent electricity outages
Poor water pressure
Sewerage system at capacity

No gas supply across A4l

4. Petition Details

Clear opposition(s): None

Breakdown of Responses:

5. Smaller Settlements in the Borough (Q4a)

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

Berkhamsted 52 9
Bovingdon 37 14
Markyate 38 10

Tring 39 10
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Summary of reasons for
disagreeing:

Over 50 respondents objected to the

guestion on grounds that it implied all these

settlements should have one site.

5 respondents commented that Bovingdon
Airfield could accommodate more than one

site.
Green Belt

Council should focus on providing one site to

reduce infrastructure costs.

Should not base decisions on size, but

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

Summary of Reasons if No

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

consultants lacked local knowledge.

7. Additional Sites Suggested (Q5)

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

Woodland adjoining Kingshill Cemetery - 1

Sites suggested elsewhere in
Borough:

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

-3
2

M1 widening compound — 8

Sappi- 3

Expand Three Cherry Trees Lane site - 9
Bulbeggars Lane -

2

Tring Household Waste Site - 2

Cow Roast - 1

London Road Tring - 1
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Sites suggested outside Borough:

Expand Tullochside (St Albans) - 2

8. Preferred Sites (Q6)

Sites in Berkhamsted:

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

D5 as it is spoil from the bypass and has
existing gates — 1

D6 — 5 (Swing Gate residents)

Sites in rest of Borough:

Hemel Hempstead:
D1-25

D15 - 29

D19 - 17

D20 -5

D21-2

D23 -4

D24 -4

D25 -4

Bourne End:
D26 - 11

Tring:

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

Bovingdon:
D17-1
D18 — 99

Markyate:
D13 -1

9. Total No. of Inappropriate Co mments

Part of response taken into account only:

Whole response not taken into account:
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Bovingdon

1. Response Rate

Total No. of Responses: 308

Responses from Residents 303

Responses from Organisations 5

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

2. Options under Consideration

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

D18 — Bovingdon (Airfield)

3. Response Details

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

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

Ministry of Justice (MoJ) and Her Majesty’s
Prison Service (HMPS):

Object to site D18 on security grounds.
Point out that a recognised problem with
prisons is the influx of drugs from the outside,
including them being thrown over the
wall/fence.

At any one time there are likely to be 10-15
prisoners in The Mount from the travelling
community — some with local connections.
MoJ are concerned that a site at the airfield
will exacerbate problems of the trafficking of
drugs, mobile phones and other materials
into the prison.

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

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

Landowner of Grange Farm, Green Lane:

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

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

Points out that when gypsy and travellers
have encamped on the airfield there have
been sheep killed and mutilated.
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Object to the proposed site on the airfield
(D18) as it will have an adverse effect on
their business.

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

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

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

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

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

Ashley Green Parish Council

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

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

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

prison.

Breakdown of responses
(Objections to site options):

D16 — 8 objections
D17 -16 objections
D18 — 19 objections

All sites in Bovingdon — 237 responses

Environmental Issues

Destruction of open views
A site would negatively affect the character of
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the village
Loss of Green Belt

Reduced use of public rights of way around
the village.

The drainage system is inadequate.

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

Negative affect on AONB

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

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

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

Site D17 floods regularly.

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

The village has a number of undesirable
uses (the prison, market, airfield and banger
car racing) and does not ‘deserve’ another.
The village is already over crowded — the
Council’'s own technical document states that
it is at capacity in terms of population.

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

A site would negatively effect the character of
the village.

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

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

Local amenities including doctors and
dentists are already stretched.

The drainage system is inadequate.

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

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

Poor employment opportunities for gypsies/
travellers in the village.

Crime is low and social cohesion high — fear
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that this would change.
Gypsy children have their own special needs
and therefore will have a disproportionate
impact on the local school.
Increased risk of fire and Bovingdon Fire
station has now closed.
Erosion of historical significance of airfield.
Not suitable to locate site near prison for
security reasons.
Adverse effect on the Market

Traffic Issues - Lack of parking.

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

Access to Bovingdon in general is poor.
The roads are narrow and in poor condition.
Sites D17 and D18 are next to a main road
with a complicated junction.

4. Petition Details

Clear opposition(s): -

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

Affect on house prices

Fear of increase in crime

Increase in waste to be disposed of

A greater fire risk

Greater demand on emergency services

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

School capacity and infrastructure in general
are already over stretched.

Petition with 132 signatures — objected to having
a site anywhere in Bovingdon on the following
grounds:
Negative impact on schools
Bovingdon already has a number of
undesirable uses (prison, market and car
racing) and do not want another.
The infrastructure cannot cope with
additional population
The quality of life in the village will suffer

Farming will suffer

Agenda Item 6
Annexes A-G
Page 50 of 164



Agenda Item 6
Annexes A- G
Page 51 of 164

5. Smaller Settlements in the Borough (Q4a)

Should not have more than one Agree Disagree

G&T Site

Berkhamsted 29 6

Bovingdon 34 15

Markyate 24 8

Tring 28 9

Summary of reasons for Most respondents who disagreed that

disagreeing:

Bovingdon should not have more than one
site made it clear that they meant it in the
context that Bovingdon should not have any
sites.

Decisions should be based upon the impact
the site will have on the community.

Rural villages shouldn’t have sites.

6. Elimination of Options (Q4b)

Should site scoring ‘3’ be
eliminated?

Yes

No

24

34

Summary of reasons if ‘No’

No sites should be eliminated until they have
been further assessed for viability including
capacity of local infrastructure and schools;
The scoring of the sites is inconsistent;
Judging sites solely on this basis is too
crude;

The consultants don't have local knowledge;
Sites may be suited differently to different
sizes of Gypsy and Traveller Sites.

7. Additional Sites Suggested (Q5)

Are there any further sites?

Yes

No

25

29

Sites suggested in Bovingdon:

One respondent suggested the ex WD site in
Middle Lane (part of the old airfield)
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Sites suggested elsewhere in Buncefield — 15

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

M1 extension area — 4

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

Expand site at Long Marston — 2

Kings Langley — 1

Bedmond — 1

Gaddesden -1

Tring — 1

Markyate — 2

Bourne End -1

8. Preferred Sites (Q6)

Sites in Bovingdon: D18-5

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

D15 - 22

D19 - 27

D20-9

D22 -3

D23-3

D24 -7

Tring:
D8-1
D11 -25
D10-4
D12-6
D25 -2

Agenda Item 6
Annexes A-G
Page 52 of 164



Agenda Item 6
Annexes A- G
Page 53 of 164

D3-15
D5-1
D6 -2

Markyate:
D13-3
D14 -5

Bourne End:
D26 -5

Berkhamsted:

9. Total No. of Inappropriate Comments

Part of response taken into account only: | 10

Whole response not taken into account: 8
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Hemel Hempstead Overview

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

A Chaulden/Fields End/Gadebridge/Potten End

B Felden/Apsley

C Grovenhill

D Woodhall Farm

E Remainder of Hemel Hempstead

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

to the particular sub area.

1. Response Rate

Sub area Number Petitions
Residents | Organisations | Total Number | Total
signatures
Chaulden, etc 523 4 527 3 266
Felden/Apsley 115 4 119 1 11
Grovehill 74 - 74 1 253
Woodhall Farm 292 1 293 - -
Remainder 11 1 12 - -
1,015 10 1,025 5 530
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5. Smaller Settlements in the Borough (Q4a)

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

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

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

D2-11

D15 - 47

D19-21

D20-11

D21-3

D22 -4

D23-6

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

D6 -3

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

Bovingdon:
D16-1
D17 -4
D18 - 242

Markyate:
D13 - 10
D14 -8

Bourne End:
D26 - 20

9. Total No. of Inappropriate Comments

Part of response taken into account only: | 140

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

1. Response Rate

Total No. of Responses assessed: | 527
Responses from Residents 523
Responses from Organisations 4

Total No. of Petitions:

3 petitions: with 9, 23, and 234 signatures

2. Options under Consideration

D21 — Polehanger Lane
D22 - Fields End Lane

D23 — Long Chaulden

3. Response Details

Clear opposition(s):

Overview of residents’ views:

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

dominated.

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

residential areas.

Overview of organisations’
views:

Taylor Wimpey UK:

Taylor Wimpey have an interest in where

sites D22 and D23 are located

D22 and D23 should be removed from further

consideration
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Site D22:

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

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

Site D23:

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

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

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

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

Chilterns Conservation Board:

Boxted Farm:

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

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

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

Great Gaddesden Parish Council:

- No planning related comments were raised

Breakdown of responses

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

D23 — 295 objections

Environmental Issues - Loss of Green Belt

D21:

Visual impact of site on surrounding
countryside (eyesore)

D22:

Visual impact of the site on the countryside.
Detrimental impact on amenity.

D23:

Visual impact.

Impact on local ecology.

Flooding.

Impact on Local Nature Reserve (Shrub Hill
Common).

Proximity of ancient pathway.

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

Insufficient capacity at local schools.
Inadequate access to services/facilities.
D23:

Too close to adventure playground

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

D21:

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

- Increased congestion on local roads.

- Poor accessibility to wider road network.

D22:

Poor access. Would need to be taken
from Fields End Lane or Pouchen End
Lane (both being very narrow).
Increased congestion on rural roads.

D23:

- There is no access onto the site.

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

Clear opposition(s):

General visual impact and loss of Green Belt
Land.

The proximity of the site to the adventure
playground.

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

Breakdown of responses
(objections to site options):

(9) = objecting to site D23

(234) = objecting to site D23

(23) = objecting to D22 and D23

5. Smaller Settlements in the Borough (Q4a)

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

Berkhamsted 36 30
Bovingdon 28 52
Markyate 24 29

Tring 35 27

Summary of reasons for
disagreeing:

All appropriate sites should be considered.
Settlement size should be irrelevant.

Should be kept away from residential areas.
The number of sites given to each settlement
should be proportional to the size of each
settlement.

However, Hemel Hempstead should not be a
dumping ground.

6. Elimination of Options (Q4b)

Should site scoring ‘3’ be

Yes No
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eliminated?

117 14

Summary of reasons if ‘No’

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

has taken place.

7. Additional Sites Suggested (Q5)

Are there any further sites? Yes No
43 20
Sites suggested in North West None

Hemel Hempstead:

Sites suggested elsewhere in
Borough:

Extend the existing site at Three Cherry

Trees Lane — 39
Buncefield/Maylands — 33
M1 works site — 18

Lucas aerospace site — 1

8. Preferred Sites (Q6)

Sites in North West Hemel
Hempstead:

None

Sites in rest of Borough:

Hemel Hempstead:
D1 - 32

D2 -7

D15 - 36

D18 - 82

D19-11

D20-3

Markyate:
D13-8
D14 -5

Tring:
D10-7
D11 - 46
D12-3

Berkhamsted:
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D3-29
D5-6

Bovingdon:
D16-1
D17 -3
D24 -4

D26 - 13

Bourne End:

9. Total No. of Inappropriate Comments

Part of response taken into account only: | 83

Whole response not taken into account: 29
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Felden/Apsley

1. Response Rate

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

Total No. of Petitions:

1 with 11 signatures

2. Options under Consideration

D1 Featherbed Lane

D2 Felden (Featherbed Lane)

3. Response Details

Clear opposition(s):

There was clear opposition to both sites.

Overview of residents’ views:

D1, Featherbed Lane is on a sha

leading to a dual carriageway and raises

health and safety issues.
It is a Green Belt site and should
protected.

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

community is not good.

D1 & D2 are served by an inadequate

bridge. There is already traffic co
here.

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

schools.

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

Belt sites should be excluded.

Any sites adjacent to residential areas

should be excluded.

The local landowners have not been

spoken to about these proposed

rp bend

be

ngestion

sites.
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Re-classify area around Featherbed Lane
to Open Land. It's important to wildlife,
widely used by cyclist and walkers and is
an area of outstanding natural beauty.
The rankings for sites D1 and D2 are
different despite them being right next to
each other.

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

Both too close to residents of Manor
Estate.

Where will the sewerage go?

No land should be taken from schools.
There will be water pollution

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

Both sites are not within a reasonable
distance of facilities and services and the
location will not achieve the integration of
Gypsies into an inclusive community.
Access to both sites is too narrow.

There are no existing bus routes passing
these sites.

The Scott Wilson report is out of date and
unreliable.

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

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

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

Bidwells Faulkner:

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

Breakdown of responses
(Objections to site options):

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

Other sites — 37 objections

Environmental Issues

Objections to site D1 only:

D1 is located in an area of Archaeological
Significance.

Objections to D1 and D2:

These are Green Belt sites and should be
protected.

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

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

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

Where will the sewerage go?

There will be water pollution
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Objections to D2 only:

None.

Obijections to other sites:

None.

Social Issues

Objections to site D1 only:

None.

Obijections to D1 and D2:

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

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

Any sites adjacent to residential areas
should be excluded.

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

Both too close to residents of Manor
Estate.

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

Objections to D2 only:

None.

Obijections to other sites:

None.

Traffic Issues

Objections to site D1 only:

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

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

Access to both sites is too narrow.

There are no existing bus routes passing
these sites.

Objections to D2 only:

None.

Obijections to other sites:

None.

4. Petition Details

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

Breakdown of responses -
(objections to site options):

5. Smaller Settlements in the Borough (Q4a)

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

Berkhamsted 12 15
Bovingdon 12 15
Markyate 12 15

Tring 11 16
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Summary of reasons for - Sites should not all be crammed into Hemel
disagreeing: Hempstead.

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

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

6. Elimination of Options (Q4b)

Should site scoring ‘3’ be Yes No
eliminated?
5 26
Summary of reasons if ‘No’ - The Scott Wilson report rankings are flawed.

The Scott Wilson report is out of date.

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

Site D1 should also be ranked as 3.

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

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

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

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

Extend Three Cherry Trees Lane site.

7. Additional Sites Suggested (Q5)

Are there any further sites? Yes No
20 10
Sites suggested in Felden: None.
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Sites suggested elsewhere in - Hemel Market, where the Pavilion used to
Borough: be — 3 suggestions

Extend existing site at Three Cherry
Trees Lane — 3 suggestions

Land at Buncefield — 2 suggestions
Redundant car parking site and field
opposite Nash Mills — 1 suggestion

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

The Old Gas works site — 1 suggestion
Land between Leverstock Green and St.
Albans — 1 suggestion

Disused factories/industrial sites — 4
suggestions

Area by M1 corridor and industrial estate
— 5 suggestions.

8. Preferred Sites (Q6)

Sites in Felden: None.

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

Markyate:
D14 -2

D26 -3

Bourne End:

9. Total No. of Inappropriate Comments

Part of response taken into accountonly: | 1

Whole response not taken into account: 0
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Grovenill

1. Response Rate

Total No. of Responses assessed: | 74

Responses from Residents 74

Responses from Organisations -

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

2. Options under Consideration

D20 — west side of Grovehill

3. Response Details

Clear opposition(s):

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

Overview of organisations’ views: | None

Breakdown of responses
(Objections to site options):

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

Social Issues

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

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

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

Schools are overcrowded ( recent closure of
Barnbrook)

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

Traffic Issues

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

The major exits to Grovehill are overloaded
at peak times.

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

4. Petition Details

Clear opposition(s):

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

Breakdown of responses
(objections to site options):

D20

5. Smaller Settlements in the Borough (Q4a)

Should not have more than one Agree Disagree
G&T Site
Berkhamsted 2 4
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Bovingdon 2 4

Markyate 2 4

Tring 2 4

Summary of reasons for - Grovehill is no bigger than the above

disagreeing: settlements
All parts of the Borough should equally be
looked at, consider the relative merits of all
sites (not on an arbitrary geographical
location)
Oppose concentration at Woodhall
Farm/Grovehill

6. Elimination of Opti ons (Q4b)

Should site scoring ‘3’ be Yes No

eliminated?

4 2

Summary of reasons if ‘No’ - Scott-Wilson report needs to be evaluated
Views of Gypsies and Travellers to be
evaluated

7. Additional Sites Suggested (Q5)

Are there any further sites? Yes No

1 2
Sites suggested in Grovehill None
Sites suggested elsewhere in Extend Three Cherry Trees Lane (4)

Borough:
J8 M1/east of Buncefield (5)

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

Disperse sites around Hemel (1)

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

Sites in rest of Borough: Hemel Hempstead:

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

Berkhamsted:
D3 -2
D5 -1

Tring:
D11-3

Bovingdon :
D18 -3

Bourne End:
D26 -2

9. Total No. of Inappropriate Comments

Part of response taken into accountonly: | 4

Whole response not taken into account: 3
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Woodhall Farm

1. Response Rate

Total No. of Responses assessed: | 293

Responses from Resid ents 292

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

2. Options under consideration

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

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

3. Response Details

Clear opposition: Sites D15 and D19

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

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

Breakdown of Responses - D15 - 239 objections

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

SA16 and/or SA22 — 37 objections

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

All Hemel Hempstead sites — 9 objections
Not specified / location unclear — 24
objections

Note: Many respondents objected to more than
one site.

Environmental Issues Site D15 and D19:

Alternative brownfield sites are available and
should be given priority

Sewage smells due to cess pits

Impact on local wildlife — particularly
wildflowers and birds

Loss of valuable, well managed, productive
farmland

Visual and landscape impact

Loss of Green Belt land

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

Increase in noise pollution

Lack of mains sewerage and power to the
site

Proximity to Buncefield

Fields crossed by high voltage overhead
power lines

Site D15 only:

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

Area is prone to flooding

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

Site D19 only:

Social Issues

Site D15 and D19:

Would result in an over-concentration of
provision within the local area - already
official sites at Three Cheery Trees Lane
(DBC), Ver Meadows (St Albans) and
unofficial sites at Tullochside (St Albans) and
r/o Chequers pub (St Albans).
Particular experiences relating to the existing
Gypsy and Traveller site in Dacorum
include:-

- School disruption to the detriment of

all pupils

- Intimidation and verbal abuse

- Trespassing in private gardens

- Missiles thrown at vehicles

- Increased incidences of burglary and

theft locally

Concerns regarding integration with the
settled community due to local over-provision
of sites
Concerns re potential future site provision
made by St Albans Council on land adjacent
to Woodhall Farm
Overstretched local services and facilities i.e.
there are only 2 ‘one man’ GP practises
serving the area.
Lack of local school capacity
Loss of informal recreation space
Overlooking and loss of privacy (both for new
and existing residents) due to topography
and lack of sufficient buffer
Detrimental impact upon house prices and
insurance premiums
Inaccessible to emergency services and
refuse vehicles
Catholic schooling not available in the local
area
Concerns regarding increased Council Tax
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bills

Public transport will not be able to cope
High costs associated with site provision
Poor access to shopping facilities

Area already suffers frequent power cuts
and increasing the demand on supplies
would exacerbate this

Site D15 only:

Site D19 only:

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

Site D15 and D19:

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

Exacerbation of existing traffic congestion
Lack of pedestrian access from sites to local
facilities and public transport

Junction of Shenley Road and Redbourn
Road is already an accident blackspot
Maintenance of sewerage cesspits and
refuse collection would require regular lorry
access, resulting in localised congestion on
narrow lanes

Site D15 only:

Potential ‘rat-running’ via Little Revelend
Lane

Site D19 only:

4. Petition Details

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

5. Smaller Settlements in the Borough (Q4a)

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

Berkhamsted 11 15
Bovingdon 10 17

Markyate 10 17

Tring 10 17

Summary of reasons for - Berkhamsted is too urbanised to be a
disagreeing: suitable location for sites

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

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

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

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

Other criteria should count apart from the
size of the settlement

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

All brownfield sites should be considered
irrespective of their location

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

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

Local knowledge must be applied to the site
selection process

Appropriate  sites should be picked
regardless of the size of settlement

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

6. Elimination of Options (Q4b)

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

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

Markyate and Tring have scope for more
than one site due to access to the M1 or A4l
Consideration should be given to looking at
avoiding too many sites in one area

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

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

Regardless of their rankings, all sites need
further consideration regarding their impact
Sites D15 and D19 should be eliminated from
further consideration

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

Scoring needs to be reconsidered in the light
of consultation responses

No sites should be excluded until full
consultation has taken place

Don't just rely on Scott Wilson's
recommendations

Sites have been given a low suitability
ranking for a reason

7. Additional Sites Suggested (Q5)

Are there any further sites? Yes No

5 11

(Note: many respondents didn’t answer the question specifically- and are therefore
not included in the above tally — but they did suggest alternatives within their written
comments)

Agenda Item 6
Annexes A-G
Page 80 of 164



Agenda Item 6
Annexes A- G
Page 81 of 164

Sites suggested in Hemel
Hempstead

Vacant sites in Maylands Business Area (i.e.
Fuji, Northgate, Catherine House, Lucas site)
(24)

Unused land at Buncefield — 14

Expand existing sites — 6

Adjacent to the A41 outside Hemel
Hempstead -2

Land adjacent to the link road at Marchmont
Farm -1

Land at the bottom of Northridge Way -1
Former BT offices, Apsley - 1

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

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

Boxmoor -1

Felden - 1

Sites suggested elsewhere:

Land between Hemel Hempstead and the M1
-12

Motorway construction compound adjacent to
the M1 -9

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

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

Make Tullochside an official site -2

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

Waste ground beside the A5 at Markyate -1
Hemel Hempstead Road, east of the M1
bridge, to the rear of the Aubrey Park Hotel
(Ramada Jarvis) -1

Adjacent to the junction of the M1 and M10
-1

8. Preferred Sites (Q6)

Sites in North East Hemel
Hempstead:

D15-2
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Sites in rest of Borough:

Hemel Hempstead:

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

Berkhamsted:
D3 -8
D5-3

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

Bovingdon:
D17-1
D18 - 141

Markyate:
D13-2

Bourne End:
D26 - 2

8. Total No. of Inappropria te
Comments

Part of response taken into account only: | 52

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

1. Response Rate

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

2. Options under Consideration

Hemel Hempstead:

D1 Featherbed Lane

D2 Felden (Featherbed Lane)

D15 Highwood (Holtsmere End Lane)
D19 Cupid Green Lane

D21 Polehanger Lane

D22 Fields End Lane

D23 Long Chaulden

D24 Leverstock Green (Bedmond Road)

3. Response Details

Clear opposition(s): D24.

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

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

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

property.

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

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

Gypsy and Traveller sites.

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

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

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

4. Petition D etails

Clear opposition(s): None

Breakdown of responses
(objections to site options):

5. Smaller Settlements in the Borough (Q4a)

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

Bovingdon 4 0

Markyate 4 0

Tring 4 0

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

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

Sites should not be close to schools and
playgrounds.

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

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

6. Elimination of Options (Q4b)

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

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

7. Additional Sites Suggested (Q5)

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

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

Sites in Hemel Hempstead: D1-2

D2-0

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

Sites in rest of Borough: Berkhamsted:
D3-1

Tring:
D11-1

Bovingdon:
D18 -3

Markyate:
D14 -1

9. Total No. of Inappropriate Comments

Part of response taken into account only: | O

Whole response not taken into account: 0
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Kings Langley

1. Response Rate

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

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

Overview of residents’ views:

Overview of organisations’ views:

Breakdown of responses
(Objections to site options):

Environmental Issues

Social Issues

Traffic Issues
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4. Petition Details

Clear opposition(s):

None

Breakdown of responses
(objections to site options):

5. Smaller Settlements in the Borough (Q4a)

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

6 -

Summary of reasons if ‘No’

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

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

Are there any further sites? Yes No

Sites suggested in Kings -
Langley:

Sites suggested elsewhere in -
Borough:

8. Preferred Sites (Q6)

Sites in Kings Langley: -

Sites in rest of Borough:
Bovingdon

D18 — 1 response

9. Total No. of Inappropriate Comments

Part of response taken into account only: | 1

Whole response not taken into account: -
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Markyate

1. Response Rate

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

2. Options under Consideration

D13  Windmill (Windmill Lane)

D14 The Ridings

3. Response Details

Clear opposition(s): D13 and D14

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

Overview of organisations’ views: | Markyate Parish Council:

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

The Highways Agency:

The Highways Agency has considered the Gypsy
and Traveller Sites put forward in Dacorum, and
feel that only the two sites at Markyate (D13 and
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D14) if taken forward to the next stage may have
an impact on the Ab.

Breakdown of responses
(Objections to site options):

Environmental Issues

None.

Social Issues

Too many sites in one locality.

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

Traffic Issues

Possible impact on the A5.

4. Petition Details

Clear opposition(s):

Breakdown of responses
(objections to site options):

5. Smaller Settlements in the Borough (Q4a)

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

Berkhamsted 3 -
Bovingdon 3 -
Markyate 3 2

Tring 3 -
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Summary of reasons for - There are already two sites within 2 miles of
disagreeing: Markyate in Bedfordshire.

D13 and D14 may have an impact on the A5.
Smaller communities have less resources
and thus less options are available to
travellers for the facilities they require.

6. Elimination of Options (Q4b)

Should site scoring ‘3’ be Yes No
eliminated?

Summary of reasons if ‘No’

7. Additional Sites Suggested (Q5)

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

8. Preferred Sites (Q6)

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

Bovingdon:

9. Total No. of Inappropriate Comments

Part of response taken into account only: | O

Whole response not taken into account: 0

Tring

1. Response Rate

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

2. Options under Consideration

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

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

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

D25 — Land adjacent Longbridge Close

3. Response Details

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

Overview of organisations’ views:

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

Breakdown of responses
(Objections to site options):

D7 — 1 objections

D8 and D9 — 21 objections

D10 - 8 objections

D11 - 17 objections

D12 — 9 objections

D25 — 2 objections

Green Belt Sites and in countryside — 4
objections

All sites in Tring — 14 objections

Environmental Issues

Loss of Green Belt

All sites breach the settlement boundary
Area of Archaeological Interest

Against Environmental Guidelines SPG
Affect on the AONB

Brownfield sites should used first

Loss of visual amenity

Detracting from the existing character of the
countryside

Affect on wildlife

D8, D9, D10 are in areas that flood

D8, D9, would be visible from Ridgeway
National Trail

Social Issues

Insufficient infrastructure such as doctors,
dentists and school places

Impacts on leisure — for walkers, runners and
cyclists

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

Too far from Services and Schools,
particularly D10

D11 is close to existing housing

Views from the cemetery and mourners of
D11

D11, D12 would be located at the gateway to
Tring

Traffic Issues

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

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

4. Petition Details

Clear opposition(s): None

Breakdown of responses
(objections to site options):

5. Smaller Settlements in the Borough (Q4a)

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

Berkhamsted 22 19
Bovingdon 26 13
Markyate 23 12

Tring 30 31
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Summary of reasons for - Brownfield land first

disagreeing: - Compromises the settlement boundary
Avoid Green Belt loss and effects on the
AONB

Screening sites in Green Belt and AONB is
not satisfactory

The Tring area contains sites at Long
Marston and there is one in Weston Turville
Tring schools are oversubscribed

Doctors and dentists are oversubscribed

6. Elimination of Options (Q4b)

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

capacity first

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

Some of the sites are opposite each other or
along the same road but their rankings differ
D11 is close to housing

Sites should be distributed evenly across the
Borough

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

It is all Green Belt land; the approach is
flawed

Bovingdon is near Hemel Hempstead
Consider each site for housing as well

Local community should decide

7. Additional Sites Suggested (Q5)

Are there any further sites? Yes No
22 6

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

Duckmore Lane — 1

Sites suggested elsewhere in
Borough:

Maylands Buncefield area - 1
Cow Roast Site - 1

Expand Long Marston by 2-3 pitches — 1

8. Preferred Sites (Q6)

Sites in Tring:

D7 -4
D8 -2
D9 -2
Dl11-11
D12 -6
D25-4

Sites in rest of Borough:

Hemel Hempstead:
D1 -20

D2 -2

D15 -20

D19 -18

D20 -7

D21-1

D22 -1

D23 -6

D24 -4

Berkhamsted:
D3 -10

D4 -2

D5 -6

D6 -2

Bovingdon:
D16-1
D17 -3
D18 - 30

Markyate:
D14 -3
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D13 -2

D26 -1

Bourne End:

9. Total No. of In appropriate Comments

Part of response taken into account only: | 2

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

location)

1. Response Rate

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

2. Options under Consideration

All Sites
Hemel Hempstead:

D1
D2

D15
D19

D21
D22
D23
D24
Berkhamsted:

D3
D4
D5
D6

Featherbed Lane
Felden (Featherbed Lane)

Highwood (Holtsmere End Lane)
Cupid Green Lane

Polehanger Lane

Fields End Lane

Long Chaulden

Leverstock Green (Bedmond Road)

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

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

D9 Marshcroft Lane (NW side)

D10 Little Tring Road

D11 Icknield Way (South side)

D12 Icknield Way (North side)

D25 Land adjacent Longbridge Close
Bovingdon:

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

D18 Bovingdon (Airfield)

Markyate:

D13 Windmill (Windmill Lane)

D14 The Ridings

Bourne End:

D26 Land adj. Bourne End Industrial Estate

3. Response Details

Clear opposition(s):

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

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

Overview of organisations’ views: | Environment Agency:

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

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

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

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

Norbert McCabe — Gypsy Liaison Officer:

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

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

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

The Crown Estate:

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

Hertfordshire County Council;

Most sites may contain archaeological remains.

Friends, Families & Travellers (FFT):

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

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

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

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

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

The following sites may have archaeological
remain in situ:

D1, D2, D3, D5, D6, D7, D8, D10, D11, D12,
D16, D17, D18, D21, D22, D23, D25, D26.
There are ecological implications to take into
account for all sites.

Social Issues - Strain on local services and facilities e.g. the
hospital, doctors, dentists and schools.
Distribution needs to consider the size of
adjacent settlements and should not be
allocated purely on dividing sites between
settlements as such.
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Traffic Issues

Sites should be located near principal roads.

4, Petition Details

Clear opposition(s):

None

Breakdown of responses
(objections to site options):

5. Smaller Settlements in the Borough (Q4a)

Should not have more than one
G&T Site

Agree Disagree

Berkhamsted 3
Bovingdon 4
Markyate 3
Tring 3

Summary of reasons for
disagreeing:

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

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

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

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

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

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

Sites should be provided to meet the
identified need in the borough.
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6. Elimination of Options (Q4b)

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

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

7. Additional Sites Suggested (Q5)

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

set out in Circular 01/2006, “Planning for
Gypsy and Traveller Caravan Sites”.
Sites should be directed to principal
roads so that Gypsies and Travellers can
access a range of facilities.

H/010 Woodland belt, Maylands Avenue.

8. Preferred Sites (Q6)

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

Berkhamsted:
D3-3

Tring:
D11-7
D12-1

Bovingdon:
D17 -1
D18 -5

Bourne End:
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D26 -1

9. Total No. of Inappropriate Comments

Part of response taken into accountonly: | 1

Whole response not taken into account: 2

APPENDIX 3:

Citizens’ Panel Survey (Opinion Research Services,
February 2009)
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APPENDIX 4:

Gypsy and Traveller Consultation (Vision
Twentyone, December 2009)
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ANNEX E:
Article, Dacorum Digest (Spring 2009)
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GOOD RESPONSE TO PLANNING CONSULTATION
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This will seek feedback on draft strategies for each of the Borough'’s towns and large villages looking at
how much growth there should be in the next 20 years and how this can best be accommodated. (this
may include pitches for gypsies and travellers in strategic housing sites and a criteria-based policy on

the provision of pitches).
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We will also be asking you about the regeneration and expansion of the Maylands Business Park.
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ANNEX F:

Extracts from the Scott Wilson Report
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ANNEX G:
Maps 1 — 5 : Site Locations
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Bovingdon Potential G&T Sites - Map 2 AnnexesA)- G
A4 Page 161 of 164
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Hemel Hempstead Potential G&T Sites - Map 3
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‘Markyate Potential G&T Sites - Map 4
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Tring Potential G&T Sites - Map 5
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