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Issue 2: The Distribution of Development
(Settlement Hierarchy) and the Green Belt

Question 2.1: What evidence led to the inclusion of each of the settlements within each

category (Table 1)? Does the sustainability appraisal support the chosen hierarchy?

The comments below review information and evidence produced since representations were

submitted on the pre-submission Core Strategy (CS) in December 2011.

The NPPF (159) clearly indicates that development should be directed towards locations of

housing demand.

As identified in GUI's response to Issue 1, DBC have failed to explain at each stage of the Core
Strategy process (and in their supporting Sustainability Appraisals) the reasons for the choice
made in relation to not fully meeting assessed housing needs or testing reasonable growth

alternatives.

By the time the emerging Core Strategy was published in June 2009, the RSS had been
successfully challenged and the policy specifically referring to the level of housing allocated and
greenfield expansion around Hemel Hempstead had been struck through (due to a flawed SEA
procedure). At this point, DBC should have fully re-considered the options that were available to
them in the absence of this RSS policy and ensured those options were suitably informed by a

SHMA and population projections across the borough at settlement level.

5) As a result, DBC have not prepared a strategy which seeks to meet objectively assessed
development needs, particularly housing, as required by the NPPF(47 and 159). Nor, does it
provide evidential justification for the level of growth concentration at Hemel Hempstead, which
appears to be a pre-determined strategy at the outset of the CS process.

Savills’ “Housing Demand & Socio-Economic Assessment — Update August 2012” (appended to
GUI's response to Issues 6 and 11), concludes that the current focus of housing development on
Hemel Hempstead will have a detrimental effect in achieving the objective of meeting local
housing needs in other settlements in the borough, particularly Berkhamsted. It also concludes
that focus of housing development on Hemel Hempstead is greater than the natural population

growth of the town, which could exacerbate potential impact on existing local infrastructure.
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Notwithstanding the concentration of growth planned for Hemel Hempstead; the issue is a local

one towards the development needs of Berkhamsted town itself.

The local housing demand connected to the town is not reflected in the settlement hierarchy. The
reasons why DBC have not properly identified the supply and demand position with the town and
why a much higher level of housing provision should be identified at Berkhamsted, as set out in
GUI's PSs for Issues 6 and 11.

In relation to the definition of “Market Towns”, Tring should not be considered within the same
category as Berkhamsted. Historically, DBC have recognised this. Adopted Dacorum’s Local
Plan (2004) states at Policy 2 that “Tring is the smallest town and the most constrained. Very

limited opportunities are likely in Tring.”

10) The Emerging Core Strategy (and supporting Sustainability Appraisal) published in June 2009
acknowledges that Berkhamsted is the “second highest ranking settlement’ within the borough
that “would normally accommodate a significant share of growth relative to Tring and the other
large villages.” Further, DBC’s Emerging Core Strategy (June 2009) identified the overall vision

of Berkhamsted in creating a “vibrant market town” as “an important town” to the borough.

11) The Authority themselves therefore appear confused on what the future role of Berkhamsted
should be and have been inconsistent in their approach. The current identification of
Berkhamsted, Tring and Large Villages as “Areas of Limited Opportunity” is not considered to

represent the most appropriate strategy when considered against the reasonable alternatives.

12) GUI have recommended that there should be a new insertion to CS Table 1 to identify

Berkhamsted as a Large Market Town. This accords with the NPPF which emphasises the need

to boost housing supply to meet local housing need and demand.

13) In conclusion, the CS Plan housing distribution policies are found:

= Unjustified
= Not effective

=  Not consistent with the NPPF

14) GUI recommend policy changes to draft CS1, draft Table 1 and draft map 1 Key Diagram as per

Dec 2011 representations and for ease of reference as appended to Appendix 1 of this PS.

Page 3 of 14




Question 2.2: Is the site selection process based on appropriate criteria?

1)

GUI acknowledges that draft Policy CS2 (B) identifies a series of sustainability criteria to be met
and which are considered a reasonable approach for considering extensions to defined
settlements more generally. However, as GUI's December 2011 representations explain, one of
the critical amendments required relates to ensuring that the most effective use of land
contributes towards meeting local housing needs and demand, in accordance with the NPPF
(159).

Question 2.3: What is the justification for holding local allocations in reserve? What will be the

process for bringing forward their release and is it set out in sufficient clarity?

1)

To provide certainty, DBC should identify a suitable and deliverable supply of housing land to
meet housing needs in accordance with NPPF (47Greenfield allocations should therefore not be
“held in reserve until needed”; particularly given the current pressing need for new housing now

to meet current and expected housing demands within the Plan period.

The draft CS plan repeatedly refers to the fact that the Site Allocations DPD will identify the
extent of site boundaries for Local Allocations and other strategic sites and that the delivery of
Local Allocations as “reserve” sites will be triggered by the production of the SA DPD. This
completely defeats the CS aim which is to provide certainty on how much development can come
forward at these site locations and when they will be delivered. That the is role of the CS not any
subsequent plan in delivering housing needs and demands now and during the plan period

across the borough.

Sites considered suitable to contribute to the housing trajectory should be delivered to meet

current housing needs and demand. Footnote 11 of the NPPF states that to be considered

deliverable, sites should be available now, offer a suitable location for development now, and be

achievable with a realistic prospect that housing will be delivered on the site within five years.

To hold these sites in reserve will simply sterilise housing delivery.

In conclusion, the CS Plan housing distribution policies are found:

= Unjustified

= Not effective
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=  Not consistent with the NPPF

Question 2.4: Have the proposed amendments to the green belt boundary been properly
justified and has the Council’s approach heeded national guidance? What are the exceptional

circumstances that exist to justify such revisions?

1) In terms of DBC’s perceived green belt constraint, whilst the NPPF reiterates the great
importance of Green Belt, it envisages Green Belt boundaries being altered where necessary as
part of the review of Local Plans. DBC have not undertaken any up to date or comprehensive
review of the Green Belt across the borough to determine whether all the land within its
designation fulfils Green Belt purposes; the degree of significance which should be attached to
various parts of the Green Belt; or the extent to which some of the development in the Green Belt

promote sustainable patterns of development.

No comprehensive Green Belt review has been undertaken around the town to assess
appropriate locations for the town’s expansion to accommodate future housing needs.
Importantly, DBC'’s rejection of alternative sites put to them to consider as part of the SHLAA
process has not been properly justified by any technical analysis to understand the development

and transportation impact of the proposals at those locations.

DBC have instead accepted and rejected specific sites (to include Land South of Berkhamsted)
but in the context of the Council’s strategy to constrain housing growth and not as part of any

objective Green Belt review.

The NPPF indicates that Green Belts can be established in exceptional circumstances (NPPF

82). These circumstances can relate to housing need and demand.

The Core Strategy does not seek to meet objectively assessed development needs, particularly
housing, as required by the NPPF (159). There is an existing and future housing need in the
borough now which represents very special circumstances required to release Green Belt land
for sustainable development. Land South of Berkhamsted offers a unique opportunity (as
supported by various technical documents) and should be recognised in the CS Plan as a new
site allocation. These issues are set out in detail under Issue 6 regarding housing provision and

in the attached Housing Demand & Socio-Economic Assessment — Update August 2012.
Question 2.5: Paragraph 83 of the National Planning Policy Framework refers to the

permanence of the Green Belt in the long-term so that they should be capable of enduring

beyond the plan period and paragraph 85 refers to the identification of safeguarded land. How
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does the Core Strategy address the possible need to safeguard land? Should a review of the

complete green belt boundary have been undertaken, including an assessment of whether or

not there are any major developed sites (other than those in Table 2) that should be identified?

Can the Council be confident that the green belt boundary will not have to be altered at the end

of the plan period?

1)

The NPPF (83) makes clear that any review of the Green Belt boundaries should have regard to
their intended permanence in the long term so they are capable of enduring beyond the plan

period.

In the absence of a proper assessment of long term housing need or a comprehensive review of
Green Belt boundaries, the Core Strategy does not sufficiently address the possible need to

safeguard land.

A robust assessment of longer term development needs and a complete review of the Green Belt

boundary is therefore essential to make the Core Strategy sound.

Land South of Berkhamsted offers a unique opportunity to meet the future housing needs of the
town, whilst providing durable Green Belt boundaries in the long term. GUI has asked the
Inspector and DBC how they wish to comment on Green Belt alteration to accommodate the

site’s allocation.

NPPF (85) indicates that in defining Green Belt boundaries, Authorities should:

(1) “meet identified requirements for sustainable development” — DBC have not achieved this
as per points made above in relation to identifying future housing requirements and at Issue
6.

(2) “not include land which it is unnecessary to keep permanently open” — Land South of
Berkhamsted is considered necessary for development to meet a critical housing need at the
town and the purposes of including the land within Green Belt is considered not to serve a
purpose (with reference to Savills Planning Document at paragraph 5.43 and 5.45 and GUI's
Ps on issue 11 at paragraphs 28 and 35).

(3) and (4) safeguard land for longer term housing development — DBC should not be
safeguarding land around the town but instead identifying deliverable land now to meet future

housing needs and demand.

(5) “satisfy themselves that Green Belt boundaries will not need to be altered at the end of the

plan period” — with reference to points 25 and 26 above.
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(6) “define boundaries clearly, using physical features that are readily recognisable and likely
to be permanent” — Land South of Berkhamsted is defined by defensible boundaries with
clear physical features: to include the site’s southern boundary as the A41; its eastern and
western boundaries as local roads and to the north where there exists established

recreational and education development (pre-Green Belt designation development).

In conclusion, the CS Plan Green Belt policies are found:
e  Unjustified
e Not effective

e Not consistent with the NPPF

GUI recommended policy changes to include recognition of Land South of Berkhamsted as a

new site allocation in their policy recommendations to draft policy CS4 and more specifically

recommended policy and text change to the Berkhamsted chapter at their PS for Issue 11.

Question 2.6: How and when will settlement boundaries be reviewed?

1) As above under Q2.5. DBC have not provided any clear guidance on how or when the
settlement boundaries will be reviewed to accommodate local allocations, only that this will be
reviewed when the Site Allocations DPD will be published. This provides no certainty in 1) the
timing of the review of settlement boundaries and 2) the delivery of local allocations to provide

new homes.

Question 2.7: Should limited infilling in selected small villages in the green belt be restricted to

only affordable housing for local people? Paragraph 54 of the NPPF suggests that

consideration be given to allowing some market housing to facilitate the provision of

significant additional affordable housing. Should this approach be more clearly reflected in

the Core Strategy?

1) No Comment.
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APPENDIX 1

GUI RECOMMENDATIONS ON POLICY - DRAFT CS1, DRAFT TABLE 1
AND DRAFT MAP 1 KEY DIAGRAM, AND DRAFT CS4
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Villages as Areas of Limited Opporundy 5 not conskersd 1o represent the most sppropriate
strategy when considersd agsinst the ressonsble shemstives.

Draft policy C51 is not effective as it would not deliver the guantum or distribution of housing nesded
in the Borough to mest natwral population and housshold growth.

Oraft policy ©51 is not consistent with national policy becawse it doss not represent 3 basis for
deciding where the planned location of new housing is distributed.

It is strongly recommendsd, thersfors, that C5 policy recognises Berkhamsted 35 an important
market town which could accommodate sustainable, strategic developmeant growth complemantary
to the futwre relz of Hemel Hempst=ad.

Berkhamsted should not thersfore be defined a5 an “Arsa of Limited Opportunity” but instesd wundsr
the definition 35 an “Arsa of Strategic Development Opportunity.”  Draft C51 should b= amendad
&5 such to reflect this position to enswre it is sound and in accordance with PFS1, PRS3Z, PPS12
and the officisl Draft MPPF.

On the sbove basis, # is slso recommendsd thst (1) Table 1 of the C5 5 amendsd (a3s
recommendsd below); (2} Map 1, the Key Disgram is amendsd (35 recommended below).

It is also recommended that (1) “Dacorem 2031 A Vision”™ {paragraph 5.1; at page 33) of the Pre-
Submission T8 {2) the strategic objectives (3t paragraph &.2 of the T8} and {3} strategic objectives
35 5=t out 3t page 51 of the draft 5 - are 3ll amendsd to acknowlsdge that Barkhamsted is an
important market town and an “Area of Strategic Development Opportunity” in accommaodating new
strategic development in the form of 3 sustainable, urban extension to the south of the town.

5. Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the Core Strategy
legally compliant or sound.

Yourrezponze should have regard to the test that you hawve identified in &3 sbowve where thiz

—

relste z. You wil need to =ay why thiz change will make the Core Simtegy
legai pigint o nd. It would be heipful f you are ghie io put forward your suggesied
revized wording of any policy or text. FPlesze be sz precize 52 poszihie.

For the ressons set out above, the following additional text as illustrated below (in bold and italics and
strikethrowgh for deletions) is recommendsd in relation to draft policy 5 1 and draft Table 1:

Policy C51: Distribution of Developmant

Decisions on the scale and location of developmeant will b2 made in accordance with the settlemant
hizrarchy in Table 1.

Hamel Hempsi=ad, will be the porcicg] focws for homes, jobs and strategic services, with the
emphasis upon:

3} retsining the s=eparate identity of the town;

b} enhancing the vitality and attractivensss of the town centre in accordance with policy C533;

¢} maintaining 3 balanced distribution of employment growth, with growth and rejuvenation in the
WMaylsnds Business Fark;

d} maintzin the existing neighbourhood pattern;

=) mazking b=st use of existing gresn infrastructurs; and

f}  locating developmeant 3 safe distance from hazardows installstions.
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Any new developmeant should:

i. bebssed on the neighbowrhood concapt;
il.  provide its own infrastructurs; and
ii. suppon relevant town-wide nesds.

Berkhamsted is an imporiant Large Warker Town (28 defined in Table 1) in the borough and a5
guch isidentdfied 25 an “Ares of Srategic Development Opporwnity™. This will allow the town
to provide for new homes to meet ite housing neede and demands and provide for employmeant
and enhanced town cene and local faeilides. services and retsil provision. A Housing
Alloceton has been idendfied to the south of the town (the extent of the land is defined by =

red line boundaryidendfied on the Vision Dizgram for Berkhamsred and Concept Plan) which
will zssisr in meetng the housing demands of the rown whilsr 8lso sssisdng in meedng the
Council’s owverall vision and local objecives of the town itself,

Tha mgckattoarens ol Tring a5 & Small Marker Town and Large villsges (a8 defined in Table 1) will
sccommodate new development for housing, employmant and other uses, providad that it:

3} isof 3 scale commensuwrate with the size of the settlemant and the range of local services and
facilities;

b} helps maintsin the vitality and visbility of the settlement and the surcunding countrysids;

¢} causes nodamage tothe existing character of the settlemsant or its adjoining cowntrysids; and

d} is compstible with policies protecting the Gresn Balt and Ruwral Arzs.

The rursl charscter of the borowgh will b2 conserved. Development that supports the vitslity and
vishility of lozal communities causes no damage to existing character of 3 village andlor swrrounding
ares and is compstible with policies protecting and enhancing the Gresn Belt sres and Chilterns Ares
of Qutstanding Watural Besuty will be supporied.

Takle 1: Ssttlemant Higrarchy

Bl Centre tor = HemelHampsiead will be the Tocus Tor housing
Dsvalopmant Hampsisad development within the borough, providing sufficient
Regenerzton and n=w homes to mast the natwral growth of its

Changs populstion. The town will slso sccommodste
substantisl employmeant growth. The regensration of
the Maylands Business Park will continus, sssistad by
anArea Action Plan. Paricular emphasis will b2 placed
upon creating an attractive and vibrant town centre
throwgh further regensration and redsvelopmsnt. Its
ne=w towrn neighbourhoed structure will b= reinforced
and enhanced. Substantisl improvemeants will b2 mads
to the image and guality of the Mew Town's built
environmeant and public spaces.

Areas of Straregic Development Opportunicy

2. | Large Marker Bearkhamsred Berkhamsrad, 25 an important market town in the
Town borough, isidendfied fornew homes, employment
and enhanced town centre and local facilides,
services and retil provision which will be mecby
the town s regeneradon and sorategic New
dewvelopmenrt o the soudh of the rown. The
southern expansion of the cown will 2esiscin
meeting the fuwrelocal housing needs and
demands whilst also assisting in meeting the
Council’s vision and local objecdwes for the town
itsalf.

Aress of Limited Opporbunty
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Earkhamsted
Tring

HOVIngon
Kings Langley
Markyats

Hakatfcams Tring and arger villages have an
important role in mesting housing nesds and providing
emplryment opportenities and services, both for their
residents 2nd adjscent rural communities. The general
approachin thess keations will be to support
developmant that enables the populstion to remain
stable, unless 3 small elemant of growth is required 1o
support kecal community nesds.

Areas of Development Hestrant

F-m
5

Small vHISge Wit
the Gresn Belt
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Flamstead
Potten End
Whgginton

Small Village wWihin
the Rural Area

ERbury Long
Marsion
Wilstons

=
L]

Countrysids

Cher smal villages and the

[MESS SIE The |E351 SUSISINE0E Sr238 of 1he Dorough, |
wherz significant environmental constraints apphy.

Thess inclede sreas of high landscaps quality, such as
the Chilterns Ares of Cutstanding Natwral Beauty, and
the countryside betwesn settlemants. This nesds fobe
protected to ensure its rursl charscter is retained and
settlements kesp their separate identities.

Recommended Cha
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Please note your reprezenistion should cover succinctl sl the information, evidence and
supporting information necessary o supporjustiy the represenistion snd the suggesfed
change, g2 there will not nomslly be 5 subzeguent cpporunily fo make further commeniz.
After thiz zisge, further zubmizzionz will onlly be 3t the reguest of the Flanning inzpecior,

| bazed on the matiers he/zhe identifies for examination.

6.

If your representafion is seeking a change, do you consider it necessary fo
parficipate af the oral part of the examination®
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5. Please set out what change(s) you consider necessary to make the Core Strategy
legally compliant or sound.

Yourrezsponze should have regard to the test that you hawve identiied in &3 above where thiz
reigies fo soundnesz.  You will need fo say why thiz change will make the Core Simalegy
legally compiaint or 2ound. it would be helpful if you are shie to put forward pour suggesied
revized wording of any policy or text. FPleaze be 52 precize 52 possibie.

For the reasons s=t owt sbove, the following additions (indicated in bold and deleted in
strikethrough) are considered necessary in order to make the Core Strategy sound:

Policy C52: Selection of Sites

Development Sites will be chosen in accordance with the following sequence and priorities:

B: Extensions to defined setilements {i.e. local sllecations, s== Policy C53)

The developmant of any of thess sites must:

{3) allow good transpornt connections {se= Policy C5E);

{b} have full regard to environmentsl assets, constraints and opporunities;

{c) Ensure the most sffective wse of land which will conribure towsrds locel housing and
socig-ezonomic needs and demands, responsive to logal populadon and household growth
of that serdement;

{d) respect the locsl character and landscaps context;

{2} accord with the approach to wban structure {s== Policy C54); and

{f} comphly with Policy C535 regarding infrastructure delivery and phasing.

Policy C53: Managing Sslected Developmant Sites

The release of Housing Allocedons for developmant will b= guidsd by

{3} the awailzbility of infrastructurs in the ssttlemsant;
{bjthe relstive need and demand for development st that settlement based on & robust

examinadon of nawral populadon and household growth;
{c} the bensfits it would bring to the ssttlement to include new and improved ransporigdon and
social infresorucure provision;

() thaintended ol iate cot autin the Site Allocations [ED

Policy C54: The Towns and Large Villages

Development will be guided to the appropriste aress within settlements.

Im toern centres and local centres 3 mix of wses is sought. The following wses are encowraged:
{3} shopping uses (including financis| and professional services and catering establishments);
{b) compstible lsisure uses;

{z) business uses, incleding offices;

{d} r=sidential us=s; and

{=) socizl and community uses.

Page 13 of 14




Im open land areas the primary planning purpose is to maintain the generally open character.
Development proposals will be assessed against relevant open land polices.

Uirban extensions to Hemel Hempsiead and Berkhamsred in the form of Housing Allocatons
will sccommodare residendal developmentin order to conoibure rowards local housing and
Eocio-economicneeds and demands.

Mied-use development will be supporied whers it suppons the principles of sustsinable
development and does not conflict with other policies,

Im zHl aress, ancillsry uses will be scceptable and protected, provided that they support the primary
function of that area.

Flease note your represzenistion should cover succinetll a3l the infommation, ewvidence and
suppoting infommation neceszarny o supporijustiy the reprezenistion and the suggesied
change. s& there will nof nomally be 5 subszequent opporuniy fo make further commentz.
After thiz =fage. further submizzionz will oniy be st the request of the Planning inspecior,
bszed on the matters helshe identiies for examinstion.

&. If your representafion iz seeking a change, do you consider it necessary fo
participate at the oral part of the examination?

No, | do notwish to Yes, |'wish to
participate at the oral participats at the oral
examination examination

X

“Please nofe reprezeniafions made i witing camy the same weight 3z fhose made via the
orsl exsmingtion.

T.Hyou wish fo parficipate at the oral part of the examination, please oufline why you
consider this fo be necessany.

It is necessanry 35 the above relates to important changss to the Core Strategy Plan in relstion to futers
developmeant growth across the borowgh.

Please nofe the inspecior will defemmine the most sppropnste procedure o sdopt fo hear
thoze who hawe indicated that they wigh fo paricipate at the oral pan of the examinabion.

Ref:
Dacorum’s Local Planning Framework (For official use only)

Core Strategy - Pre-Submission
Representation Form — Additional Sheet

Figsze uze 5 2eparsie shee! foresch reprezentstion

For help answering these questions please refer to the Explanatory Motes with the Full Form

Name or Crganisation Ravills on behalf of Grand Union Investments
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