Appendix 6
Question 42 to

Question 45







Report Settings Summary

Event Local Plan Issues & Options November 2017
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Your Opinion
Question responses: 443 (100.00%)

Question 42

Is Option 2A your preferred option for delivering the growth needs of the Borough?

Yes / No

% Total % Answer Count

Yes 5.42% 5.42% 24
B No 94.58% 94.58% 419
Total 100.00% 100.00% 443

2 Dacorum Borough Council Question 42 - Summary Report



Responses

Responses

Question responses: 381 (86.00%)

% Total % Answer Count

[ | Responses 86.00% 100.00% 381
|| No Response 14.00% -- 62
Total 100.00% 100.00% 443

Question 42 - Summary Report Dacorum Borough Council 3



Supporting evidence

Question responses: 6 (1.35%)

% Total % Answer Count

|| Responses with File(s) Uploaded ~ 1.35% 100.00% 6
|| Responses with No Uploads 98.65% -- 437
Total 100.00% 100.00% 443

4 Dacorum Borough Council



Issues and Options All Responses to Question 42

Number Question 42
ID LPIO50
Full Name Mr John Shaw

Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

No

Your response - Please add your response here

Include files

Number Question 42
ID LPIO132

Full Name Mr Ben Killick
Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here Yes

Your response - Please add your response here

Include files

Option 1(a) is the sensible option.

As the next best alternative this does have merits in that
it preserves our essential greenbelt which once built on
will never come back - also preserves the unique
character of Kings Langley as much as possible and
stops merger of varios villages / towns.

Greenbelt is not an option.

Number
ID

Full Name

Question 42
LPIO230
Mr Martin Cotton

Company / Organisation
Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation
Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

No

Your response - Please add your response here

Include files

| cannot agree to any of the higher figures for numbers
of homes required in the future.

Number Question 42



ID

Full Name

LP10231
Mr Martin Cotton

Company / Organisation
Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation
Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

No

Your response - Please add your response here

| cannot agree to any of the higher figures for numbers
of homes required in the future.

Include files

Number Question 42

ID LP1O306

Full Name Ms Jane Mitchell

Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

No

Your response - Please add your response here

Building on green belt

Include files

Number Question 42

ID LPIO355

Full Name Mr David Stanier

Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name
Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

No

It is unclear to me whether option 2 is in addition to the
implementation of option 1. However | would object
because it does mean an incursion into Green belt. As
in my other responses, sharing the burden of expansion
across all of Dacorum is preferable.

Include files

Number Question 42

ID LPI0401

Full Name Ms Penny Gore

Company / Organisation

Position



Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position
Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here No

Your response - Please add your response here There is too much new housing involved here, full stop.
And too much destruction of Green Belt, full stop.

Include files

Number Question 42

ID LP1O474

Full Name Ms Julia Marshall

Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here Yes

Your response - Please add your response here

Include files
ID LP10475
Full Name Ms Julia Marshall

Company / Organisation

Position
Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position
Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here No

Your response - Please add your response here Whilst preferable to the proposal of 400+ homes, an
increase of 200+ homes is still very significant for the
village and would require additional infrastructure
provision, which would be highly unlikely given the
guidelines for infrastructure previously stated in this

report.
Include files
Number Question 42
ID LP10600
Full Name Mrs Elaine Tuck
Company / Organisation
Position
Agent Name
Company / Organisation
Position
Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here No




Your response - Please add your response here

My preference is for 1a as increased houses would
involve greater greenbelt impact. Notwithstanding that,
2a is my preferred option from all the 2s.

Include files

Number

ID

Full Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

Include files

Question 42
LP10694
Mr David Smith

No

No | do not support the 2A option - My preference is for
the 1A proposal in preference to all other options as it
seems the the most balanced option with the fairest
distribution of new homes.

2A seems disproportionate for Tring and in indeed the
whole of Dacorum. The scale of overall growth 27.2%,
cannot be supported by the proposed infrastructure
improvements.

Number
ID

Full Name

Question 42
LPIO725
Mr Miguel Patel

Company / Organisation
Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation
Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

No

Your response - Please add your response here

A jump from the current yearly average of 404 to 602
homes a year is already a considerable increase.
Exceeding this rate would surpass the area’s capacity
in terms of public services and infrastructure and,
therefore, would not be sustainable. To note, experience
has shown that even at the current rate of home building,
infrastructure improvements have been virtually absent.
If more schools, hospitals and roads are to be provided,
the loss of green space, biodiversity and the coalescence
of villages and towns would be unavoidable.

One point of huge importance is that Dacorum falls within
the London commuter belt, served by the west-coast
mainline rail corridor, which is already at full capacity at
the peak. This is forecasted to be alleviated somewhat
by the construction of HS2. However, within the
timeframe set out in the local plan, much of the proposed
housing (most notably in options 2 and 3) would be in



place prior to the completion of HS2. Increased freight
movements during construction, which will reduce
passenger train paths, will further deplete Euston
station’s capacity to receive commuters.

Given that train services are already at capacity and the
construction of HS2 will constrain Euston for at least
another 9 years, it is difficult to envisage how housing
growth in excess of 602 homes a year could be
sustained. The ability of smaller stations such as Kings
Langley to deal with a potential doubling of commuters
is also highly questionable.

With regard to road congestion, Kings Langley already
suffers greatly from its proximity to the A41/M25. Due
consideration needs to be given to the pollution and
health impacts any expansion of the village would have.

Include files

Number Question 42
ID LPIO784

Full Name Mr John Shaw

Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

No

Your response - Please add your response here

| prefer Option 1A

Include files

Number Question 42

ID LPIO874

Full Name Mr Stephen Bevan

Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name
Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

Yes

The character of Berkhamsted, Tring, Bovingdon and
Kings Langley will be ruined due to the proposed level
of development on Green Belt land.

Include files

Number Question 42
ID LP10896
Full Name Mr lan Jones

Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name



Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here
Your response - Please add your response here

Include files

No

Number

ID

Full Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

Include files

Question 42
LPIO915
Mrs Lindsey O'Brien

No

As stated in previous answers | do not want any
developments in Kings Langley or on Shendish Manor
either. My main reasons being:

- Pollution

- Impact on traffic and congestion on the village and
residents

- It will destroy the ethos and character of the village

- Impact on Watford General Hospital (to facilitate all
extra residents of the development. Watford General's
current CQC result is requires improvement, this can
only get worse with all the extra patients it will incur as
a result of these developments)

- Wildlife and countryside will be destroyed

- Drainage issues that will happen as a result of fields
and woodland being destroyed - water will no longer be
absorbed and will have t go somewhere

- | want my children to be able to have the same
childhood | had, growing up around fields and woodlands
with animals around them, not cars, pollution and traffic
and congestion.

- Impact on the roads with all the extra vehicles

Number
ID

Full Name

Question 42
LPIO950

Ms Stephanie Knowles

Company / Organisation
Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation
Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

No

Your response - Please add your response here



Include files

Number Question 42
ID LPIO1055
Full Name mr Tish Seabourne

Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

No

Your response - Please add your response here

Include files

This would represent massive over development of
Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives, policies
and local aspirations set out in Section 4 (see Q4 to 7)

Number
ID

Full Name

Question 42
LP1O1124

Ms Tish Seabourne

Company / Organisation
Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation
Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

No

Your response - Please add your response here

Such development is not sustainable for Berkhamsted
and is contrary to the objectives, policies and local
aspirations set out in Section 4. Berkhamsted already
has a population in excess of 20,000 with some 8,500
dwellings. There is already an obligation on
Berkhamsted to build 600 new homes, this further
increase would amount to a 14% growth rate.

Include files

Number Question 42
ID LPIO1164
Full Name Mrs Saunders

Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name
Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

No

My preferred option is 1A. This option uses far too much
green belt land in Tring and Berkhamsted

Include files

Number Question 42



ID LP101231

Full Name Mr Bernard Richardson

Company / Organisation
Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation
Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here No

Your response - Please add your response here

Include files

Number Question 42
ID LP101289
Full Name Sarah Harper

Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here No

Your response - Please add your response here Nearly 7000 new homes in the Green Belt is not
acceptable under any circumstances

Include files

Number Question 42

ID LPIO1315

Full Name Mrs Alison Cadge

Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here No

Your response - Please add your response here

Include files

Number Question 42

ID LP1O1345

Full Name Mrs Catherine Marks

Company / Organisation
Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation
Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here No




Your response - Please add your response here

It's completely unnecessary to build that many houses
outside of Hemel when Hemel can take development
and reach Government targets.

Include files

Number

ID

Full Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

Question 42
LPIO1365

Mr Andrew Calderwood

No

Berkhamsted cannot absorb the proposed scale of
development. A commonly accepted definition of
overpopulation is a population that cannot be supported
by the available resources and that will be the result in
Berkhamsted. Also, Berkhamsted has already taken
more than its share of new housing in Dacorum. The
wish of developers to build in Berkhamsted is not a
reason for the Local Plan to concentrate development
in the town

Include files

Number Question 42

ID LPIO1366

Full Name Mr Andrew Calderwood

Company / Organisation

Position
Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position
Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

Include files

No

Berkhamsted cannot absorb the proposed scale of
development. A commonly accepted definition of
overpopulation is a population that cannot be supported
by the available resources and that will be the result in
Berkhamsted. Also, Berkhamsted has already taken
more than its share of new housing in Dacorum. The
wish of developers to build in Berkhamsted is not a
reason for the Local Plan to concentrate development
in the town

Number

ID

Full Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Question 42
LPIO1419
Mr Matt Clarke



Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position
Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

No

Include files

Number Question 42
ID LP1O1465
Full Name Mr Brian Rook

Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

No

The growth numbers within option 2 and option 3 are
excessive and are incompatible with the objectives of
the Core Strategy

Include files

Number Question 42

ID LPIO1501

Full Name MR Katie Walsh

Company / Organisation

Position
Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position
Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

Include files

Yes

The current option fulfills a minimal level of building
required to prevent further exacerbation of the housing
crisis. Focus should be on achieving the 40% affordable
housing proposed.

Number
ID

Full Name

Question 42
LPIO1517
Mr Chris Marks

Company / Organisation
Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation
Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

No

10



Your response - Please add your response here

No need to build in Bovingdon or anywhere other than
Hemel Hempstead

Include files

Number Question 42

ID LPIO1553

Full Name MR PETER SUMMERFIELD

Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

No

Include files

Number Question 42

ID LPIO1590

Full Name Linda Hattersley

Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name
Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

No

Include files

Number Question 42

ID LP1O1645

Full Name Mrs Susan Johnson

Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name
Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

No

Over-development of Berkhamsted, Tring and the
villages.

Include files

Number Question 42

ID LPIO1672

Full Name Jenny Thorburn

Company / Organisation

Position

1



Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position
Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

No

Include files

Number Question 42

ID LPI0O1723

Full Name Ms G Puddiphatt

Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

Include files

No

These options are unsustainable.

The options in this section ignore all the ‘evidence’ and
white papers about what matters to local people. Green
belt land is precious and should not be used as a default
because of some ‘finger in the wind* figures and formula
given by the government on the need for housing.

Number
ID

Full Name

Question 42
LPIO1724
Ms G Puddiphatt

Company / Organisation
Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation
Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

No

Your response - Please add your response here

Include files

For the reasons given in the previous question.

the character of Berkhamsted will be ruined.

Number
ID

Full Name

Question 42
LPIO1770
Mr Craig Wiggill

Company / Organisation
Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position

12



Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

No

Include files

Number Question 42

ID LPIO1775

Full Name Mr Lawrence Sutton

Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

No

Over the first 10 years of the current Core Strategy
Berkhamsted have exceeded by a massive 34%. All this
without any improvements in infrastructure. Any further
growth on Green Belt in Berkhamsted cannot be
supported by the towns infrastructure.

Include files

Number Question 42

ID LP1O1825

Full Name Mrs Pamela Kingsland

Company / Organisation

Position
Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position
Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

No

Include files

Number Question 42

ID LP1O1832

Full Name Mrs Pamela Kingsland

Company / Organisation

Position
Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position
Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

No

Include files

Number
ID

Question 42
LPIO1864

13



Full Name

Company / Organisation

Mr Adam Tuck

Position
Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position
Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

Include files

No

Although | support the idea of spreading development
over the borough’s larger settlements, the numbers
suggested here would have too great an impact on
Berkhamsted and Tring within the timescale suggested,
threatening their respective local characters and placing
strain upon their infrastructures.

Number

ID

Full Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

Include files

Question 42
LP1O1906
Mr Richard Case

No

See previous responses, especially to question 39

Number
ID

Full Name

Question 42
LPI01952
Mrs Lesley Drake

Company / Organisation
Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation
Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

No

Your response - Please add your response here

14

| have lived in Berkhamsted for 40 plus years and have
personal experience of the issues arising from the level
of development over those years; development which
has accelerated recently. In particular the wait for a
doctor appointment, overcrowding on peak time trains,
inability to park in the town, time required to travel
through town due to weight of traffic, traffic congestion
in side roads etc. etc.

The Berkhamsted infrastructure is struggling and |
believe that development in Berkhamsted should be
limited to the current commitment and no more.



Option 1B focusses on expanding Hemel Hempstead
which as a New Town has been designed with
infrastructure which is capable of supporting further
growth. The job opportunities, transport links, distribution
of facilities such as local shops, schools and doctor
surgeries is much more able to support growth. A larger
population might even promote regeneration of the
Marlowes shopping area and justify better utilisation of
Hemel Hempstead hospital which would benefit the
whole Borough.

Include files

Number Question 42

ID LPI0O1967

Full Name Mr Robert Emberson

Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

No

Vastly too much development in general and totally,
horrifically unacceptable amount on Green Belt farmland
( please see detailed reasons in comments on questions
4, 33, 45 & 46).

Include files

Number Question 42

ID LP1O1988

Full Name Mrs Katie Garner

Company / Organisation

Position
Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position
Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

No

Include files

Number Question 42

ID LP1O1989

Full Name Mr Barry Morris

Company / Organisation

Position
Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

No

15



Your response - Please add your response here Bovingdon village is at breaking point when it comes to
the infrastructure regarding roads, schools and doctors.
The proposed use of private 'Green Belt' land put forward
by landowners and developers is not for the good of our
community, but pure greed and avarice on their part.

Include files

Number Question 42

ID LP102088

Full Name Mr Christopher Giddings
Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here No

Your response - Please add your response here

Include files

Number Question 42

ID LP102124

Full Name Mrs Caroline Jarrett

Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here No

Your response - Please add your response here Builds heavily on Green Belt land.
Include files

Number Question 42

ID LP102160

Full Name Mrs Karen Mellor

Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here No

Your response - Please add your response here because the Green belt needs to be protected within
these towns as a civic amenity for the health of all and
because the level of development proposed for Tring
and Berkhamsted would be detrimental to Dacorum's
values, vision and objectives set out in this Plan and in
the existing Core Strategy.

Include files
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Number Question 42
ID LPIO02182
Full Name Mr Les Mosco

Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

No

This would represent massive over development of Tring
and Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4. No
consideration has been given to recent build against
targets and local impact given different topographies
and inadequate supporting infrastructure.

Include files

Number Question 42

ID LP102231

Full Name Mrs Melanie Flowers

Company / Organisation

Position
Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position
Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

No

| believe the lower government figure of development
should be adopted (1A)

Include files

Number Question 42

ID LP102267

Full Name Mrs Kim Wilson
Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here No

Your response - Please add your response here

Include files

Number Question 42

ID LP102289

Full Name Mr Austen Constable

Company / Organisation

17



Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation
Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here No

Your response - Please add your response here

Include files

Number Question 42

ID LP102354

Full Name Mr George Bull

Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here No

Your response - Please add your response here It is simply unacceptable to build so many homes in
Green Belt.

Include files

Number Question 42

ID LP102356

Full Name Mr George Bull

Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here No

Your response - Please add your response here It is simply unacceptable to build so many homes in
Green Belt.

Include files

Number Question 42

ID LP102389

Full Name Mr Tom Bloch

Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here No

Your response - Please add your response here

Include files

18



Number Question 42
ID LP102455
Full Name Mrs Joanne Carrington

Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

No

Hemel is the only area locally that can grow with this
type of population burst. It is the only area where the
character will be enhanced and not detrimental!

Include files

Number Question 42

ID LP102466

Full Name Mrs Joanne Carrington

Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name
Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

No

Meeting government targets is one thing, but building
more properties than requested which will change our
local area forever is nonsensical. The challenge of
accommodating the government target is large enough,
given the changes for infrastructure etc that will be
needed. Given that we will have to do this as a minimum,
let’s get this target number achieved, done well, with
suitable facilities and infrastructure before increasing
the minimum requirement, and making a poor job of it,
affecting existing and new residents.

| am against this option whether just in Hemel, the towns
or the villages.

Include files

Number Question 42

ID LP102494

Full Name Dr Nick Hodsdon

Company / Organisation

Position
Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position
Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

No

19



Include files

Number

Question 42

‘ID

Full Name

LP102507
Mr Timothy Copeman

‘ Company / Organisation

Position

‘Agent Name

Company / Organisation

‘ Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

No

‘Your response - Please add your response here

Include files

Number Question 42
D LPI02567
Full Name Mr Kevin Kelly
‘ Company / Organisation

Position
‘Agent Name

Company / Organisation

‘ Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here No

‘Your response - Please add your response here See Q39
Include files

Number Question 42
D LPI02621

Full Name Mr Paul Crosland

‘ Company / Organisation

Position
‘Agent Name

Company / Organisation

‘ Position
Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

‘Your response - Please add your response here

No

Include files

Number Question 42
D LPI02635

Full Name Mr John Morrish

‘ Company / Organisation

Position

‘Agent Name

Company / Organisation

20




Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Yes

Your response - Please add your response here

Focuses development on areas that can support it

Include files

Number Question 42

ID LP102765

Full Name Mr Michael Guy

Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

No

Your response - Please add your response here

Berkhamsted has developed land in excess of its Core
Strategy target by some 34%. Other towns are lagging
behind. We have done our bit. There are far more
suitable alternatives to meet Dacorum's development
targets. The council should stick to the targets and
enforce fairness. Again, we have done our bit. The
infrastructure cannot possibly support this proposal.

Include files

Number Question 42

ID LP102767

Full Name Mr Michael Guy

Company / Organisation

Position
Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position
Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

No

Berkhamsted has developed land in excess of its Core
Strategy target by some 34%. Other towns are lagging
behind. We have done our bit. There are far more
suitable alternatives to meet Dacorum's development
targets. The council should stick to the targets and
enforce fairness. Again, we have done our bit. The
infrastructure cannot possibly support this proposal.

Include files

Number Question 42

ID LP102821

Full Name mr Mario yiannopoulos

Company / Organisation

Position
Agent Name

Company / Organisation

21



Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here
Your response - Please add your response here
Include files

Number

ID

Full Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

22

No

Question 42

LP102898

Mr Antony Harbidge

Berkhamsted Residents Action Group (BRAG)

Chairman

No

* This would represent massive over development of
Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives, policies
and local aspirations set out in Section 4 (see Q4 to 7).

* No consideration has been given critical planning
considerations such as recent and on-going build against
targets and local impact given different topographies
and (inadequate) supporting infrastructure.

» The current Core Strategy covers the 25 year period
2006 to 2031 and the technical appendix to the latest
“Authority Monitoring Report & Progress on the Dacorum
Development Programme” reveals that in the first 5 years
(2006-11) of the plan Berkhamsted delivered 10 years
worth of new housing stock and by 2016 the rate of
development had exceeded Core Strategy targets by a
massive 34%. All this without any improvements in
infrastructure.

Compare this to the rest of the Borough. Tring have done
their bit (5% above target rate), while small villages and
countryside locations have also hit targets. However,
this is in stark contrast to Hemel Hempstead, which is
where the Inspector agreed was the correct place to
focus development. Development in Hemel has been at
a pretty constant rate over the first 10 years of the CS,
unfortunately at rate some 21% below the target figure.
So, all the shortfall that DBC claim we need to pick up
in the new plan comes from failure to concentrate on the
Hemel developments.

» Berkhamsted should most not be punished because
the town has developed at a faster rate than required
by the plan. Just like a pint pot, once it is full it is full and
adding extra just makes for one almighty mess.

* As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core Strategy
report, development in Berkhamsted “has to be balanced
against the need to protect the town’s historic character
and setting” and the excessive growth in Berkhamsted
proposed in this option does not do this.

* Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear —
“demand for housing alone will not change Green Belt
boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of State for
Housing and Planning — June 2016) — and the
commitment to protecting Green Belt has been repeated



many times, including by the Chancellor in his recent
budget speech. The reason the rate of build in
Berkhamsted is so high is a simple function of demand
from the developers who generate the highest profit
margins building in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a
reason to focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green Belt
boundary changes.

Include files

Number Question 42

ID LP102992

Full Name Mr Ivor Eisenstadt

Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here No

Your response - Please add your response here The need for the number of new houses in this scenario
is unproven. There is little evidence that the local
infrastructure or the environment would be able to
sustain such development of the towns outside of Hemel.
The need is for affordable housing to support the jobs
being created by the hugely successful Maryland Estate.
Please put the homes where they are needed and can
be supported by concentrated infrastructure such as
adequate road links, schools and GP surgeries.

Include files

Number Question 42

ID LP102993

Full Name Mr Ivor Eisenstadt

Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name
Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here No

Your response - Please add your response here The need for the number of new houses in this scenario
is unproven. There is little evidence that the local
infrastructure or the environment would be able to
sustain such development of the towns outside of Hemel.
The need is for affordable housing to support the jobs
being created by the hugely successful Maryland Estate.
Please put the homes where they are needed and can
be supported by concentrated infrastructure such as
adequate road links, schools and GP surgeries.

Include files
.|

Number Question 42

ID LPIO3030
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Full Name

Company / Organisation

Mr Norman Allan

Position
Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position
Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

No

Include files

Number Question 42

ID LP10O3041

Full Name Ms Evelina Furmanek

Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

No

The government's draft figure should be worked towards.
Proposals to build more in our villages on greenbelt are
unnaceptable and not what the residents want.

Greenbelt cannot be built on except in exceptional
circumstances, the governments draft figure is fine hence
there are no exceptional circumstances.

This plan to cover greenbelt in houses risks ruining the
character of Kings Langley and will cause coalescence
with neighbouring settiments.

Rectory farm is an area of beauty, how can you consider
building houses on greenbelt regions like this? Madness.

Include files

Number Question 42

ID LPI0O3066

Full Name Mrs Rosie Eisenstadt

Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name
Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

No

Include files

Number Question 42
ID LPI103125

Full Name mr hugh siegle
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Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name
Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

No

Include files

Number Question 42

ID LP103267

Full Name Mr Peter Hadden
Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here No

Your response - Please add your response here

Include files

Number
ID

Full Name

Question 42
LPIO3290

Company / Organisation

Premier Property Acquisition

Position
Agent Name Mr
Jonathan
Buckwell
Company / Organisation DHA Planning
Position Director
Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here No

Your response - Please add your response here

For the reasons set out in our answer to Q33, Growth
Option 2 is not our favoured option and therefore it
follows that none of its variants are our preferred options.

If the Council decides to proceed with Option 2 in any
event, then Option 2A would be favoured in that it would
maximise development options (within the scope of
Growth Option 2) at Berkhamsted. However, for the
reasons set out elsewhere, especially in the answers to
Q16 and Q33, we consider that opportunities exist for a
greater quantum of sustainable development in
Berkhamsted.

Include files

Number Question 42

ID LP103332

Full Name Mrs Brigitte Sawyer
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Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name
Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here No

Your response - Please add your response here

Include files

Number Question 42

ID LP103346

Full Name Mr Michael Partridge
Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here No

Your response - Please add your response here This significant development of Bovingdon would put
unsustainable strain on the local infrastructure, which is
already at capacity.

Include files

Number Question 42

ID LP103396

Full Name Mrs Susan Castle-Henry

Company / Organisation
Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation
Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here No

Your response - Please add your response here

Include files

Number Question 42

ID LP103419

Full Name Mr Phil Sawyer
Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here No

Your response - Please add your response here
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Number Question 42
ID LP103460
Full Name Mrs Linda Partridge

Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

No

Your response - Please add your response here

This significant development of Bovingdon would put
unsustainable strain on the local infrastructure, which is
already at capacity.

Include files

Number Question 42

ID LPIO3514

Full Name Mrs Diana Calderwood

Company / Organisation

Position
Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position
Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

No

Berkhamsted cannot accommodate the number of new
houses proposed and increased development whereas
Hemel has the infrastructure and employment to do so.
Berkhamsted has already achieved more than required
in its housing targets and unfortunately is targeted by
developers for profit. Green belt land should be protected
from those wishing to use it for development.

Include files

Number Question 42

ID LP103533

Full Name Mr Ashley Martin

Company / Organisation

Position
Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position
Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

No

See previous responses to Q39

Include files
|

Number Question 42

ID LP103537
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Full Name

Company / Organisation

Mr David Mills

Position
Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position
Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

No

Include files

Number Question 42

ID LP1O3611

Full Name Mrs Linda Warren

Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

No

There are better options

Include files

Number Question 42

ID LP103612

Full Name Mrs Linda Warren

Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name
Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

Yes

Include files

Number Question 42

ID LP103616

Full Name Mrs Linda Warren

Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name
Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

28

No

It would have a detrimental effect on green areas.



Include files

Number Question 42

ID LP103665

Full Name Mr Gruff Edwards

Company / Organisation

Dacorum Environmental Forum Waste Group

Position

Agent Name

Chair

Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

No

Your response - Please add your response here

No, the table should be re-worked within the constraints
of the lower overall figure given in our reply to No. See
reply to Question 16.

Include files

Number Question 42

ID LP103743

Full Name Mr Andrew Smith
Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here No

Your response - Please add your response here

Include files

Number
ID

Full Name

Question 42
LPIO3858

Mr Robin Knowles

Company / Organisation
Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation
Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

No

Your response - Please add your response here

too much development for the areas infrastrure

Include files

Number Question 42

ID LP1O3873

Full Name Mr Anthony Warren

Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name
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Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

No

Markyate doesn't have the level of infrastructure to
support the development

Include files

Number Question 42
ID LP103893
Full Name Miss D Bryant
Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here No

Your response - Please add your response here

Include files

Number
ID

Full Name

Question 42
LPIO3905
Mr Elliott McClements

Company / Organisation
Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation
Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

No

Your response - Please add your response here

Include files

Insufficient infrastructure in Berkhamsted to support this
option.

Number
ID

Full Name

Question 42
LPIO3926

Mrs Jennifer Thirlwell

Company / Organisation
Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation
Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

No

Your response - Please add your response here

Include files

No use of Green Belt land around Bovingdon is
acceptable

Number

Question 42
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ID

Full Name

LPIO3934
Mr B. Bradnock

Company / Organisation
Position

Agent Name

Miss
Lydia
Prince

Company / Organisation
Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

DLP Planning Limited
Planner

Yes

Your response - Please add your response here

Please see paragraph 2.41 and 2.42 in attached report.

Include files Local Plan Issues and Options (14)
Number Question 42

ID LP103987

Full Name Mr Tim Varley

Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here No

Your response - Please add your response here

If adopted, it appears that there will be no alternative
other than to remove Green Belt status from a significant
area. This would be a tragedy from a wide range of
viewpoints and is contrary to the stated policy of
numerous administrations going back 70 years.

Include files
Number Question 42
ID LP104038
Full Name Mr R. Latham
Company / Organisation
Position
Agent Name Miss

Lydia

Prince

Company / Organisation
Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

DLP Planning Limited
Planner

Yes

Your response - Please add your response here

Include files

Please see paragraph 2.41 and 2.42 in attached report.

Local Plan Issues and Options (30)

Number
ID

Full Name

Question 42
LPIO4095

Mrs Jennifer Thirlwell

Company / Organisation
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https://dacorum.objective.co.uk//file/4815058
https://dacorum.objective.co.uk//file/4815719

Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation
Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

No

Your response - Please add your response here

| oppose this option as NO Green Belt land should be
used for any house building in and around Bovingdon

Include files

Number Question 42
ID LP104100
Full Name Mr M. Chester

Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name

Miss
Lydia
Prince

Company / Organisation

DLP Planning Limited

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Planner

Yes

Your response - Please add your response here

Please see paragraph 2.41 and 2.42 in attached report.

Include files Local Plan Issues and Options (46)
Number Question 42

ID LP104104

Full Name Mr Oliver Fairfull

Company / Organisation

Position
Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position
Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

No

To develop Tring and Berkhamsted to the numbers
suggested would be a dereliction of duty by the council.
There is no way the towns can support the levels of
building suggested with no impact to existing residents.

Include files
ID LP104175
Full Name Mr D. Smith
Company / Organisation
Position
Agent Name Miss
Lydia
Prince

Company / Organisation

DLP Planning Limited
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https://dacorum.objective.co.uk//file/4816218

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Planner

Yes

Your response - Please add your response here

Please see paragraph 2.41 and 2.42 in attached report.

Include files Local Plan Issues and Options (62)
Number Question 42

ID LP104184

Full Name Mr Peter Howard

Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

No

Your response - Please add your response here

See previous comments Q 33-39

Include files

Number Question 42

ID LPI04210

Full Name Mr Douglas Gurney

Company / Organisation

Position
Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position
Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

Include files

No

Too many houses in Hemel, Tring, Berkhamsted and
Bovingdon it's unnecessary.

Number
ID

Full Name

Question 42
LPIO4275

Ms Alison Sams

Company / Organisation
Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation
Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

No

Your response - Please add your response here

Include files

Number Question 42

ID LP104304

Full Name Mrs Sarah Roberts
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https://dacorum.objective.co.uk//file/4816383

Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name
Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here No

Your response - Please add your response here This option would entail the loss of greenbelt land which
is vital to prevent the coalescence of Kings Langley into
Hemel Hempstead and would result in the loss of Kings
Langley as a separate village and make it a suburb of
Hemel. It is currently a thriving village with its own
distinctive and historical character which would be lost
for ever.

The infra structure also could not cope with the increased
use. Any increase in Housing onto the green belt sites
of Kings Langley would result in increased traffic on the
A4251. The A41 by-pass was built because of the
pressure of traffic through Kings Langley and now the
traffic through Kings Langley on the A4251 has increased
to pre by-pass levels. Already this is causing problems
for urgent journeys to Watford hospital. There is no
space for further road infra structure to be constructed.
The railway is also at full capacity. The existing traffic
through Apsley on the A4251 has already made it one
of the most polluted areas in the borough.

Include files

Number Question 42

ID LP104410

Full Name Mrs Victoria Bate

Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here No

Your response - Please add your response here

Include files
ID LP104440
Full Name Mr Bruce Morris

Company / Organisation

Position
Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here No
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Your response - Please add your response here

This would represent massive over development of
Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives, policies
and local aspirations.

Include files

Number Question 42

ID LP104546

Full Name Mr Robert Bailey

Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here No

Your response - Please add your response here See above

Include files

Number
ID

Full Name

Question 42
LPI104613
Dr Alasdair Malloy

Company / Organisation
Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation
Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

No

Your response - Please add your response here

Include files

There should be no development of Green Belt locations.

Number
ID

Full Name

Question 42
LPIO4616

Mrs Margaret Stanier

Company / Organisation
Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation
Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

No

Your response - Please add your response here

This level of development is not sustainable

Include files
ID LP104617
Full Name Mr Patricia Wheway

Company / Organisation

Position
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Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position
Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

No

Include files

Number Question 42
ID LP104631
Full Name Mr John Lunn

Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

No

Far too much development on Green Belt land
surrounding the smaller towns Tring & Berkhamsted.
Any development of Green Belt land is totally
unacceptable when there are many Brownfield areas in
this borough

Include files

Number Question 42

ID LP104697

Full Name Miss Anna Nickalls

Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name
Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

No

The number of houses suggested is unnecessary. The
over-development of greenbelt areas and a dramatic
increase in population will negatively impact the
character of the borough's villages.

Include files

Number Question 42

ID LP104699

Full Name Mrs Caroline Nickalls

Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name
Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here
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Your response - Please add your response here

The number of houses required has not been proven.
Any significant development of green field sites will
change the characteristic of local villages

Include files

Number Question 42

ID LP104786

Full Name Mr Keith Bradbury

Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

No

Your response - Please add your response here

Include files

Again, this would involve massive overdevelopment of
Berkhamsted.

Number
ID

Full Name

Question 42
LP104807

Mrs Joanna Brown

Company / Organisation
Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation
Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

No

Your response - Please add your response here

Include files

Option 1B is the only realistic option.

Number
ID

Full Name

Question 42
LPIO4876

Company / Organisation
Position

Agent Name

Watson Howick

Mrs
Julia
Riddle

Company / Organisation
Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Castle Planning
Director

Yes

Your response - Please add your response here

Option 2A is our preferred option in terms of growth.

This option is based on Option 2 of Locally Assessed
Need, which we have previously stated support for under
question 33.

Option 2 relates to a qualified, assessed level of growth,
it is also realistic as to the requirement to release Green
Belt sites in order to achieve this growth in a sustainable
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Include files

and deliverable manner, which has the most appropriate
impact on existing settlements.

Option 2A spreads the expansion of towns amongst the
three towns of Hemel Hempstead, Berkhamsted and
Tring, as opposed to Option 2B, which would focus more
of this growth around Hemel Hempstead. In doing so, it
is allowing for less pressure on infrastructure and is also
delivering a greater range of homes in different market
areas, which is economically more sustainable and
deliverable in the shorter term.

In terms of infrastructure, it is noted that improvements
would be required to local highways infrastructure and
encouragement given to non-car based modes of
transport. There are sites which are identified on the
edge of Tring, such as tr-h4, which would fulfil these
criteria, by being located on existing infrastructure and
which would not generate significant additional journeys
through the existing town and also would facilitate
walking and cycling to the train station. This would
therefore fulfil these criteria and assist in the delivery of
this pattern of growth.

Number

ID

Full Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

Include files

Question 42
LP104920
Mr lain King

No

| do not believe that any of the larger growth figures have
any real evidence behind them, and history has proven
that house building cannot meet targets anyway. So
there is no reason to burden the area with larger targets,
to the detriment of the smaller communities, when there
is no need. Also, it will send a message that the
government should focus investment away from London
and the South East.

Number
ID

Full Name

Question 42
LPIO4940
Mr Simon Scott

Company / Organisation
Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation
Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

No
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Your response - Please add your response here

6,580 Green belt housing in Dacorum. Green belt should
not be built on

Include files

Number Question 42

ID LP104953

Full Name Mrs Shirley White

Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

No

Too much new housing.

Include files

Number Question 42

ID LPIO5008

Full Name Ms Anette Corbach

Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name
Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

Yes

It is most appropriate to focus on the three towns. They
have better infrastructure than the villages with stations
where fast trains to Euston stop, offering a quicker and
more frequent service than places like Kings Langley &
Apsley where the number & frequency of trains is already
inadequate at current population levels. Roads are also
better and overall less congested. Apsley is already
suffering from poor air quality due to traffic congestion.
There is no scope to improve the roads around Kings
Langley & Apsley due to the railway bridges.

Include files

Number Question 42
ID LP1O5037

Full Name Mr Chris Lumb

Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name
Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

No

(i) This would represent massive over-development of
Berkhamsted, and would at the same time be contrary
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Include files

Number
ID

40

to the objectives, policies and local aspirations set out
in Section 4 (see Q4 to 7).

(i) No consideration has been given to critical planning
considerations, such as the levels of recent and on-going
build against targets in the separate locations, the local
impact given differences in topography or to the
adequacy or inadequacy of the supporting infrastructure
in each location, together with the practicality or
impracticality of making any improvement to the
infrastructure.

(iii) The current Core Strategy covers the 25 year period
2006 to 2031, and the technical appendix to the latest
“Authority Monitoring Report & Progress on the Dacorum
Development Programme” reveals that in the first 5 years
(2006-11) of the plan, Berkhamsted delivered 10 years'
worth of new housing stock, and that by 2016 the rate
of development had exceeded Core Strategy targets by
a massive 34%. All this development was implemented
without any improvements to the town's infrastructure.
Compare this to the rest of the Borough: Tring has done
its bit (5% above target rate), whilst the small villages
and countryside locations have also hit targets. But this
is in stark contrast to Hemel Hempstead, which ithe
Inspector agreed should be the correct place to focus
development. Recent development in Hemel has been
at a fairly constant rate over the first 10 years of the Core
Strategy, but unfortunately at a rate some 21% BELOW
the target figure. So, effectively ALL of the shortfall that
DBC now believe needs to be picked up in the new plan
results from a past FAILURE to concentrate on achieving
the planned level of development in Hemel Hempstead.

(iv) Berkhamsted should most of all not be 'punished'
just because the town has developed at a faster rate
than required by the plan! Just like a pint pot, once it is
full it is FULL, and adding anything extra simply makes
for one almighty mess!

(v) As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core Strategy
report, development in Berkhamsted “has to be balanced
against the need to protect the town’s historic character
and setting” and the excessive growth in Berkhamsted
proposed in this option categorically does not do this.

(vi) The Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is
clear — “demand for housing alone will not change Green
Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of State for
Housing and Planning — June 2016) — and the
commitment to protecting Green Belt has been repeated
many times, including by the Chancellor of the
Exchequer in his recent budget speech. The plain reason
that the rate of build in Berkhamsted has been so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers -
who can generate the highest profit margins by building
in Berkhamsted. This demand is thus artificial, and is
NOT a reason to focus even more development on
Berkhamsted. Indeed, under Government policy, the
Green Belt boundary MUST NOT be touched.

Question 42
LPIO5108



Full Name

Company / Organisation

Mr Tom O'Brien

Position
Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position
Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

No

Expanding towns as proposed here engulfs the
surrounding villages. Building on the land around
Shendish merges Kings Langley with Hemel Hempstead
which is not acceptable. This ruins the character of the
village.

Include files

Number Question 42

ID LP1O5112

Full Name Dr Oliver Pengelley

Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

No

Your response - Please add your response here

Include files

Number Question 42

ID LPIO5117

Full Name Mr Tom O'Brien

Company / Organisation

Position
Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position
Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

Include files

No

While this suggests growth of Hemel Hempstead, it
actually includes Shendish which is a part of Kings
Langley. Building hundreds of homes on this historical
site using green belt land merges Hemel Hempstead
with Kings Langley which is detrimental to the character
of the village. Kings Langley cannot cope with the extra
strain this expansion will put on it's infrastructure. Using
green belt land in and around Kings Langley should not
be considered as it is this that gives Kings Langley its
character.

Number

Question 42
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ID

Full Name

LPIO5136
Miss michelle hilditch

Company / Organisation
Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation
Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

No

Your response - Please add your response here

Include files

this is not my preferred option - this would still see the
already poor infrastructure further affected especially
taking into the 90 homes that are already planned & not
taken into consideration for this local plan.</p>

Number

ID

Full Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

Question 42
LPIO5173

Jameson

No

This is even worse than 1A and would subject
Berkhamsted to excessive development. House building
in Berkhamsted is already 34% above target and so this
valley town should not be subjected to excessive
development. Berkhamsted does not have the
infrastructure to support these new plans and they will
destroy the character of the town and the sense of
community not to mention the greenbelt land.

The focus of the core house building for Dacorum should
be Hemel Hempstead.

Include files

Number Question 42
ID LP105187
Full Name Mr John Wood

Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name
Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

Include files

No

Local infrastructure in terms of transport, schools, access
to medical services like GPs could not cope with such
proposed development of Berkhamsted and Tring.
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Number Question 42
ID LPIO5229
Full Name Mr Gareth Morris

Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

No

It will ruin the character of the area and the infrastructure
will not cope, greatly impacting quality of life.

Include files

Number Question 42
ID LP105289

Full Name Mr Gary Ansell
Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here No

Your response - Please add your response here

This option requires too many homes to be built

Include files

Number Question 42

ID LP105343

Full Name Miss Giulietta Cinque

Company / Organisation

Position
Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position
Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

No

It's completely unnecessary to build that many houses
outside of Hemel when Hemel can take development
and reach Government targets.

As I've mentioned elsewhere, this area borders with
Three Rivers, so it cannot be considered in isolation
without taking that area and its plans/options into account
too. Note Ovaltine, where a significant number of new
dwellings have already been added to the housing stock
of Kings Langley in recent years. | don't understand why
itis deemed necessary to more than double the number
of homes in Kings Langley when so much if it has
already been built on in the last 20 years that I've been
here.
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Number Question 42
ID LP105353
Full Name llyn horne
Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here No

Your response - Please add your response here

Include files

Number Question 42

ID LPIO5379

Full Name Mr Michael Arrowsmith

Company / Organisation

Position
Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position
Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

No

The proposed number of houses is in excess of the
Urban Assessment and cannot be supported for the
reasons given in the response to previous questions.

Include files

Number Question 42

ID LP105428

Full Name Mr Reuben Bellamy

Company / Organisation

Position
Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position
Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

No

This option would not provide for the housing needs of
the District as evidenced by the Government’s standard
methodology for calculating housing need. It does not
accommodate any needs arising from outside the
District.

Include files

Number Question 42

ID LP105434

Full Name Mr Padraig Dowd
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Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name
Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

No

Include files

Number Question 42

ID LP105527

Full Name Mr Robert May

Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

No

Your response - Please add your response here

Proposed expansion of Tring would seriously effect
services. Provision in Tring for school places and doctors
already at saturation. Would possibly jeopardise
agreement with Bucks to use Stoke Mandeville hospital
with no acceptable alternative.

Include files

Number Question 42
ID LP105645
Full Name Erica Sutton

Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name
Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

No

Inadequate infrastructure / public services to match
increased population.

The extent of the loss of the greenbelt.

The scale of development does not reflect growth but a
jump in development.

Include files

Number Question 42

ID LP105654

Full Name Dr Lucy Murfett

Company / Organisation

Position

Chilterns Conservation Board

Planning Officer
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Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

46

No

The Chilterns Conservation Board objects to this option
because it potentially involves major development in the
Chilterns AONB at Tring (site Tr-h4) and Berkhamsted
(site Be-h8) which the NPPF para 116 states should be
refused except in exceptional circumstances and where
it can be demonstrated it is in the public interest. Meeting
housing figures is not an exceptional circumstance, there
are alternatives in the housing market area not in the
AONB. Development of these greenfield sites in the
AONB would not conserve and enhance the natural
beauty of the AONB or meet the vision .

This option also involves developing multiple sites in the
Setting of the AONB at Hemel Hempstead, Tring and
Berkhamsted with considerable cumulative
encroachment up to AONB boundaries on multiple sides
of these settlements. This is likely to harm the setting of
the Chilterns AONB. Other options avoid this and
perform better.

The statutory Chilterns AONB Management Plan
2014-2018 explains how developments outside the
AONB but in its setting can affect the AONB and includes
the following policies:

Vision: The setting of the Chilterns is valued and
protected by ensuring development adjacent to the
AONB also respects its national importance.

Policy L4: The distinctive character of buildings, rural
settlements and their landscape setting should be
conserved and enhanced.

Policy L5: Developments which detract from the
Chilterns’ special character should be resisted.

Policy L7: The quality of the setting of the AONB should
be conserved by ensuring the impact of adjacent
development is sympathetic to the character of the
Chilterns.

Policy L8: Landscape close to existing and new areas
of development should be maintained and enhanced to
conserve, enhance and extend: natural capital; green
infrastructure; character and amenity; biodiversity; and
opportunities for recreation.

Policy D8: The retention or creation, and long term
maintenance, of green infrastructure should be sought
when development is proposed in, or adjacent to the
AONB.

Policy D9: Full account should be taken of the likely
impacts of developments on the setting of the AONB.

There is further advice in the Chilterns Conservation
Board'’s Position Statement on Development Affecting
the Setting of the AONB, available at

It identifies that:
Examples of adverse impacts include:



Include files

Number

ID

Full Name

Company / Organisation

Position

- Blocking or interference of views out of the AONB
particularly from public viewpoints or rights of way;

- Blocking or interference of views of the AONB from
public viewpoints or rights of way outside the AONB;

- Breaking the skyline, particularly when this is
associated with developments that have a vertical
emphasis and/or movement (viaducts, chimneys, plumes
or rotors for example);

- The visual intrusion caused by the introduction of new
transport corridors, in particular roads and railways;

- Loss of tranquillity through the introduction of lighting,
noise, or traffic movement;

- Introduction of significant or abrupt changes to
landscape character particularly where they are originally
of a similar character to the AONB;

- Change of use of land that is of sufficient scale to cause
harm to landscape character;

- Loss of biodiversity, particularly in connection with
those habitats or species of importance in the AONB;

- Loss of features of historic interest, particularly if these
are contiguous with the AONB;

- Reduction in public access and detrimental impacts on
the character and appearance of rural roads and lanes,
and

- Increase in air or water pollution.

- Adverse impacts might not be visual. The special
qualities of the Chilterns AONB include tranquillity. A
development which is noisy may well impact adversely
on tranquillity even if not visible from the AONB.

The Council must give great weight to the Chilterns
AONB (NPPF para 115) and is under a legal duty to
have regard to the purpose of conserving and enhancing
the natural beauty of the Chilterns AONB (Countryside
and Rights of Way Act 2000 section 85) The Chilterns
AONB is nationally protected as one of the country's
finest landscapes, and has the same level of protection
(the highest) as National Parks (NPPF para 115). The
location of growth should be informed by sustainability
appraisal and assessment of the cumulative effects on
development on the Chilterns AONB, including effects
on natural beauty, ecology, habitat fragmentation, air
quality, tranquillity, water abstraction from chalk streams,
visitor pressure etc. Please see the recently published
guidance from the Chilterns Conservation Board:
Position Statement on Cumulative Impacts of
Developments on the Chilterns AONB which should be
of assistance in identifying effects and assessing them,
it is available online at
0 QR S(AS5000000904:5\'5 04,8050 05 i

Question 42
LPIO5687
Mr Nigel Vanner
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Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position
Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

No

Unrealistic growth targets, excessive development of
the market towns/ villages and unnecessary destruction
of the Green Belt

Include files

Number Question 42

ID LPIO5707

Full Name Mr Alastair Greene

Company / Organisation

Little Gaddesden Parish Council

Position Clerk
Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here No

Your response - Please add your response here

Include files

Number Question 42

ID LPIO5748

Full Name Ms Ann Davies

Company / Organisation

Position
Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position
Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

No

| do not support any building on Green Belt sites or the
Option 2 SHMA figure for new house building in
Dacorum.

Include files

Number Question 42

ID LPIO5767

Full Name Mr Brian Johnson

Company / Organisation

Position
Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position
Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

No

Include files
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Number Question 42
ID LP105825
Full Name Mr Roy Farrant

Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

No

Include files

Number Question 42

ID LPIO5916

Full Name Mr Michael Lelieveld

Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name
Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

No

No. This would be a significant over-development of
Berkhamsted which would not be sustainable and would
exacerbate existing infrastructure deficits. These deficits
might reasonably be expected to worsen with the
approved (but not yet built) schemes in the town and
surrounding areas (including Potten End and Picketts
Wood). This would be wholly inconsistent with the
objectives and policies set out in section 4. See
responses to questions 4-7 above. It would also have a
negative impact on the surrounding Greenbelt and AONB
and diminish the Historic Market Town character of
Berkhamsted.

Include files

Number Question 42

ID LP105954

Full Name Mr Grahame Partridge

Company / Organisation

Position
Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position
Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

No

This would represent massive over development of
Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives, policies
and local aspirations set out in Section 4 (see Q4 to 7).
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Include files
|

Number Question 42
ID LP106012

Full Name Mr Paul Craig

Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here No

Your response - Please add your response here

Include files

Number Question 42

ID LP106120

Full Name Mrs Alana Ivey

Company / Organisation

Position
Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position
Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here No

Your response - Please add your response here This option involves building on Greenbelt land in
Bovingdon, which should not be permitted whilst
brownfield alternatives are available. This also involves
a substantial increase to the homes in Bovingdon without
any planned infrastructure improvements. The village
already has an oversubscribed school, roads that are
struggling with increased traffic etc.

Include files

Number Question 42

ID LP106149

Full Name M Gareth Goode
Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here No

Your response - Please add your response here We should be protecting the character of our villages
and small towns,. Berkhamsted, Tring and Kings Langley
are such beautiful places. Any major development should
be around our larger towns like Hemel Hempstead, this
is what has already been started in Aylesbury.

Include files
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Number Question 42
ID LP106150
Full Name M Gareth Goode

Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here No

Your response - Please add your response here We should be protecting the character of our villages
and small towns,. Berkhamsted, Tring and Kings Langley
are such beautiful places. Any major development should
be around our larger towns like Hemel Hempstead, this
is what has already been started in Aylesbury.

Include files

Number Question 42

ID LPI0O6160

Full Name Mrs Rebecca Giddings
Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here No

Your response - Please add your response here

Include files

Number Question 42
ID LP106231
Full Name Mr Colin Tate

Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here No

Your response - Please add your response here | prefer Option 1A.
Shendish (HH-h3) is part of the Parish of Kings Langley,
not Hemel Hempstead.
Please refer to my detailed comments in response to
Questions 39 to 45 regarding Options 1A, 1B and 1C.

Include files

Number Question 42
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ID LP106232

Full Name Mr Gavin lvey

Company / Organisation
Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation
Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here No

Your response - Please add your response here This option involves a very material increase in the
population of Bovingdon without any plans to increase
infrastructure in the village. Additionally this contradicts
Dacorum's core strategy to minimise the Green Belt

impact.
Include files
Number Question 42
ID LP106302
Full Name dr kim goode
Company / Organisation
Position
Agent Name
Company / Organisation
Position
Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here No
Your response - Please add your response here
Include files
Number Question 42
ID LPI06307
Full Name dr kim goode
Company / Organisation
Position
Agent Name
Company / Organisation
Position
Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here No
Your response - Please add your response here
Include files
Number Question 42
ID LP106340
Full Name Mr Alastair Macdonald

Company / Organisation
Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation
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Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

No

Your response - Please add your response here

Include files

Number Question 42

ID LP106385

Full Name Miss Lucy Muzio

Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

No

Your response - Please add your response here

Include files

Number Question 42

ID LP106433

Full Name Mrs Valerie Gale

Company / Organisation

Position
Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position
Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

Include files

No

We cannot lose Green Belt land - which is what would
happen in order to increase the amount of housing in
these smaller towns and villages

Number
ID

Full Name

Question 42
LPIO6579

Mr Peter Brown

Company / Organisation
Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation
Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

No

Your response - Please add your response here

This would result in disproportionate growth in
Berkhamsted and Tring contrary to the vision set out in
Section 4.

At the 2012 inquiry, the Planning Inspector stated in his
Core Strategy report, development in Berkhamsted “has
to be balanced against the need to protect the town’s
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historic character and setting”. Option 1A does not do
this.

Include files

Number Question 42

ID LP106672

Full Name Mrs Clare Joyce

Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

No

Your response - Please add your response here

Include files

Housing provision for the market towns is completely
unsustainable and will detrimentally alter their character

Number
ID

Full Name

Question 42
LPIO6734
Mr Nick Hollinghurst

Company / Organisation
Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation
Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

No

Your response - Please add your response here

Include files

Number Question 42

ID LP10O6760

Full Name Mr Patrick Walsh
Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here No

Your response - Please add your response here

Include files

Number Question 42

ID LP106804

Full Name Mr Geoff Latham

Company / Organisation

Position
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Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position
Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

No

Include files

Number Question 42

ID LP106838

Full Name Mr Andrew Lambourne

Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

No

Too much development, too much loss of green belt,
inadequate infrastructure and amenities

Include files
ID LP106848
Full Name Mrs Regina Walsh

Company / Organisation

Position
Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position
Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

No

Include files

Number Question 42

ID LP106861

Full Name Mr Nicholas Ring

Company / Organisation

Position
Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position
Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

No

Include files

Number Question 42
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ID

Full Name

LPIO6878
Mrs Juliette Kent

Company / Organisation
Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation
Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

No

Your response - Please add your response here

Include files

Number Question 42
ID LP106919
Full Name Bradford Gunn

Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

No

Your response - Please add your response here

Include files
ID LPIO7007
Full Name Dr Jane Hughes

Company / Organisation

Position
Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position
Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

No

Include files

Number Question 42

ID LPIO7014

Full Name mr michael hicks

Company / Organisation

Position
Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here
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No



Your response - Please add your response here

the level of housing is too high for decorum to take

Include files

Number Question 42

ID LP107020

Full Name mr michael hicks

Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

No

this puts all of the houses outside hemel. This is unfair

Include files

Number Question 42

ID LPIO7070

Full Name Mrs Gillian Lumb

Company / Organisation

Position
Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position
Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

No

Q. 36 to 45 No

It seems that Berkhamsted has contributed housing for
the current Core Strategy over and above the required
amount and that other areas have not developed at the
same rate. This does not seems to have been taken
into account in preparing this consultation. Berkhamsted
feels as if it is bursting with all the development currently
underway and planned. The schools are pretty full, the
Doctors are overworked, air pollution exceeds EU
regulations, traffic at rush hours is dreadful, playing fields
and playgrounds are very busy.

Of all the options put forward the only one | feel would
be acceptable is Option 1B.

Include files

Number Question 42
ID LPIO7132
Full Name Mr & Mrs Fox

Company / Organisation

Position
Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position
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Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

58

No

The Berkhamsted Residents Action Group (BRAG) have
responded in full to the ‘Issues & Options’ consultation.
To avoid full repetition of the extensive points made in
the BRAG response, we request you accept this as
confirmation that we wish DBC to duplicate BRAG’s
responses under our names.

However, we would like to take this opportunity
emphasize just a few of the most important points within
that response.

Sections of this consultation suggest that to support the
5 year housing land supply would immediately require
Green Belt releases. Obviously 5 year housing land
supply needs to be located but the consultation
document indicates that DBC have ill-conceived ideas
of how to do this. The headline principle should include
the wording, “within urban capacity”. Export to another
Council area should not be rejected, specifically the St
Albans land east of Hemel. There are many more
permutations for growth distribution, but clearly DBC
have carried out a simple arithmetic exercise and
restricted the options offered to fit with favoured
promoted land sites. Over the first 10 years of the current
Core Strategy Berkhamsted have exceeded by a
massive 34%. All this without any improvements in
infrastructure. In contrast, Hemel has developed at a
rate some 21% below the target figure. All the shortfall
that DBC claim we need to pick up in the new plan
comes from failure to concentrate on the Hemel
developments. Such disparities within Dacorum must
be taken into account when assessing development
numbers and site options. Hemel Hempstead,
Berkhamsted and Tring have quite different
topographical characteristics and infrastructure
constraints/needs which should be recognized when
considering housing allocations between them. Housing
distribution should not be a proportional arithmetical
exercise. Development should go where it can be most
suitably placed and least harmful. Any additional
development over and above that already planned for
in Berkhamsted would be disastrous given the town’s
infrastructure constraints and current deficits. As the
Planning Inspector stated in his Core Strategy report,
development in Berkhamsted “has to be balanced
against the need to protect the town’s historic character
and setting” and excessive growth in Berkhamsted
proposed in all but one of the options on the table does
not do this. Central Government’s policy on Green Belt
is clear — “demand for housing alone will not change
Green Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) — and the
commitment to protecting Green Belt has been repeated
many times, including by the Chancellor in his recent
budget speech. The reason the rate of build in
Berkhamsted is so high is a simple function of demand
from the developers who generate the highest profit
margins building in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a
reason to focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green Belt
boundary changes. Of the options put forward, Option



4B is the only one that would be acceptable for
Berkhamsted.

BRAG RESPONSE TO Q42 - FULL DOC ATTACHED
TO Q46

Question 42

Is Option 2A your preferred option for delivering the growth
needs of the Borough?

No
O

This would represent massive over development of
Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives, policies and
local

aspirations set out in Section 4 (see Q4 to 7).
[l

No consideration has been given critical planning
considerations such as recent and on-going build against
targets and

local impact given different topographies and
(inadequate) supporting infrastructure.

0

The current Core Strategy covers the 25 year period 2006 to
2031 and the technical appendix to the latest “Authority

Monitoring Report & Progress on the Dacorum
Development Programme” reveals that in the first

5 years (2006-11) of
the plan Berkhamsted

delivered 10 years worth of new housing stock and by 2016
the rate of development had

exceeded

Core Strategy targets by a massive 34%. All this without any
improvements in infrastructure.

Compare this to the rest of the Borough. Tring have done
their bit (5% above target rate), while small villages and

countryside locations have also hit targets. However,
this is in stark contrast to Hemel Hempstead, which is
where the

Inspector agreed was the correct place to focus
development. Development in Hemel has been at a
pretty constant

rate over the first 10 years of the CS, unfortunately at
rate some

21% below the target figure. So, all the shortfall that

DBC claim we need to pick up in the new plan comes
from failure to concentrate on the Hemel developments.

O

Berkhamsted should most not be punished because the town
has developed at a faster rate than required by the plan.

Just like a pint pot, once it is full it is full and adding extra
just makes for one almighty mess.

g
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As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core Strategy report,
development in Berkhamsted “has to be balanced against

the need to protect the town’s historic character and
setting” and the excessive growth in Berkhamsted
proposed in

this option does not do this.
0

Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear — “demand
for housing alone will not change Green Belt boundaries”

(letter to MPs from Minister of State for Housing and
Planning — June 2016) — and the commitment to
protecting Green

Belt has been repeated many times, including by the
Chancellor in his recent budget speech. The reason the
rate of

build in Berkhamsted is so high is a simple function of
demand from the developers who generate the highest
profit

margins building in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a
reason to focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and

under Government policy cannot lead to Green Belt
boundary changes.

Include files

Number Question 42

ID LP1O7344

Full Name Brian and Heidi Norris

Company / Organisation

Position
Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position
Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here
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No

We fully understand the need for additional housing in
this country, but it should not be to the detriment of towns
such as ours. We do not intend to reply to the 46
questions one by one, but support the answers given by
the Berkhamsted Citizens' Association and the
Berkhamsted Residents Action Group and support
Option 1B in the Strategy Plan. Even this number of 600
further homes is, in our view, more than enough, but we
understand that is an existing commitment.

BRAG response to Question 42 (please note full
document is attached to Q46)

Question 42

Is Option 2A your preferred option for delivering the growth
needs of the Borough?

No



0

This would represent massive over development of
Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives, policies and
local

aspirations set out in Section 4 (see Q4 to 7).
O

No consideration has been given critical planning
considerations such as recent and on-going build against
targets and

local impact given different topographies and
(inadequate) supporting infrastructure.

O

The current Core Strategy covers the 25 year period 2006 to
2031 and the technical appendix to the latest “Authority

Monitoring Report & Progress on the Dacorum
Development Programme” reveals that in the first

5 years (2006-11) of
the plan Berkhamsted

delivered 10 years worth of new housing stock and by 2016
the rate of development had

exceeded

Core Strategy targets by a massive 34%. All this without any
improvements in infrastructure.

Compare this to the rest of the Borough. Tring have done
their bit (5% above target rate), while small villages and

countryside locations have also hit targets. However,
this is in stark contrast to Hemel Hempstead, which is
where the

Inspector agreed was the correct place to focus
development. Development in Hemel has been at a
pretty constant

rate over the first 10 years of the CS, unfortunately at
rate some

21% below the target figure. So, all the shortfall that

DBC claim we need to pick up in the new plan comes
from failure to concentrate on the Hemel developments.

O

Berkhamsted should most not be punished because the town
has developed at a faster rate than required by the plan.

Just like a pint pot, once itis full it is full and adding extra
just makes for one almighty mess.

O

As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core Strategy report,
development in Berkhamsted “has to be balanced against

the need to protect the town’s historic character and
setting” and the excessive growth in Berkhamsted
proposed in

this option does not do this.
0

Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear — “demand
for housing alone will not change Green Belt boundaries”
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(letter to MPs from Minister of State for Housing and
Planning — June 2016) — and the commitment to
protecting Green

Belt has been repeated many times, including by the
Chancellor in his recent budget speech. The reason the
rate of

build in Berkhamsted is so high is a simple function of
demand from the developers who generate the highest
profit

margins building in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a
reason to focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and

under Government policy cannot lead to Green Belt
boundary changes.

Include files

Number

ID

Full Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here
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Question 42

LP1O7382

Mrs Helen Harding

Chiltern & South Bucks District Council

Principal Planner

No

Thank you for consulting Chiltern and South Bucks
District Council and for your continuing engagement on
Duty to Co-operate matters with the Councils in relation
to the emerging Dacorum Plan and the joint Local Plan
Chiltern and South Bucks.

| attach the response of Chiltern and South Bucks District
Council on your reg 18 Issues and Options consultation.

The response has been agreed with the Chiltern District
Council Portfolio Holder for Sustainable Development,
Councillor Peter Martin.

The response of the South Bucks District Council
Portfolio Holder for Sustainable Development, Councillor
John Read is currently awaited at the time of sending
this email. If there are any changes to this response in
the light of comments which he may wish to make | will
contact you straight away.

Comments on different growth distributions — growth
levels 1 — 3 (spatial options A, B and C)

Options relating to greater focus on growth levels at
Hemel Hempstead (scenarios for option B).

The consultation document points to the need for major
changes to the road network in Hemel Hempstead to
support this. At this stage there is no information as to
whether this would be deliverable and so is a cause for
concern in case this would lead to the diversion of



additional unmitigated traffic and delays on through
routes to Chesham from Hemel Hempstead.

Options relating to spreading growth more evenly across
the District (scenarios for option C)

A potential negative implication of this option is referred
to in the consultation document in terms of the inability
of some smaller settlements to accommodate key
facilities such as expanding primary schools. This is
noted, although the option is also referred to as having
the potential to deliver other forms of local infrastructure
and so the extent of the knock on impacts on
infrastructure capacity elsewhere is difficult to estimate
and comment on. Therefore if this option is selected the
Councils would like to see more evidence on how the
infrastructure requirements can be met.

Options 1 and 2

Option 1 is consistent with the broad approach taken by
Chiltern and South Bucks in that it links to the potential
supply emerging from poorly performing Green Belt sites.
However it is lower than the most recent SHMA which
is a more appropriate basis for planning for the future
Local Plan stages at the current time, i.e. Option 2 (but
it is acknowledged that this is subject to change).

Option 2 leads to a range of growth at Bovingdon from
130 — 360 dwellings and at Berkhamsted from 1,075 —
1,175 dwellings. Even at the lower growth scenarios the
additional dwellings could have a knock — on effect on
nearby infrastructure, in Chiltern District e.g. additional
traffic flows through Chesham which is already
constrained.

Therefore continuing engagement between the Councils
in relation to transport modelling and mitigations is
especially important.

Option 3 — Higher Growth level

Dacorum’s concern that the higher level envisaged in
Option 3 may not be deliverable in conjunction with the
necessary infrastructure is noted and would be a cause
for concern to Chiltern and South Bucks.

FULL DOC ATTACHED TO Q46

Include files

Number Question 42
ID LPIO7410
Full Name Mr Clive Birch

Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here No

Your response - Please add your response here see answer to question 39

Include files
|
Number Question 42
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ID

Full Name

LPIO7474
MR Christopher Kendall

Company / Organisation
Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation
Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

No

Your response - Please add your response here

Answer — NO

The level of housing shown for Tring is unsustainable.
| disagree with the unacceptably high levels of housing
allocated to Tring — the infrastructure needed to support
such levels would be extremely difficult if not impossible
to provide. | do not accept that the SHMA Projections
up to 2036 can be sufficiently accurate to justify the
ruination of our neighbourhoods.

Include files

Number
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Question 42
LPIO7688
JUNE LIGHTFOOT

No

Questions 41 to 45
No — see Question 40

Question 40 Is Option 1B your preferred option for
delivering the growth needs of the Borough?

Yes.

Of the options put forward, Option 1B is the only
one that would be acceptable for Berkhamsted.

Sections of the consultation suggest that to support the
5-year housing land supply would immediately require
Green Belt releases. Obviously 5 year housing land
supply needs to be located but the consultation
document indicates that DBC have ill-conceived ideas
of how to do this. The headline principle should include
the wording, “within urban capacity”.

Export to another Council area should not be rejected,
specifically the St Albans land east of Hemel. There are
many more options for growth distribution.

Over the first 10 years of the current Core Strategy
Berkhamsted have exceeded by a massive 34%. All this
without any improvements in infrastructure. In contrast,
Hemel has developed at a rate some 21% below the
target figure. All the shortfall that DBC claim we need to
pick up in the new plan comes from failure to concentrate
on the Hemel developments.
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Such disparities within Dacorum must be taken into
account when assessing development numbers and site
options. Hemel Hempstead, Berkhamsted and Tring
have quite different topographical characteristics and
infrastructure constraints/needs which should be
recognized when considering housing allocations
between them.

Housing distribution should not be a proportional
arithmetical exercise. Development should go where it
can be most suitably placed and least harmful. Any
additional development over and above that already
planned for in Berkhamsted would be disastrous given
the town's infrastructure constraints and current deficits.
As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core Strategy
report, development in Berkhamsted “has to be balanced
against the need to protect the town’s historic character
and setting” and excessive growth in Berkhamsted
proposed in all but one of the options on the table does
not do this.

Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear:
“demand for housing alone will not change Green Belt
boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of State for
Housing and Planning, June 2016), and the commitment
to protecting Green Belt has been repeated many times,
including by the Chancellor in his recent budget speech.
The reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers who
generate the highest profit margins building in
Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason to focus even
more development on Berkhamsted and under
Government policy cannot lead to Green Belt boundary
changes.
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Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

Question 42
LPIO7701
MR & MRS MP & ME HARNETT

No

Questions 40 -45 —
Option 1 a is our preferred option
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Number Question 42

ID LPIO7767

Full Name Mrs Wendy Mclean

Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name
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Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here No

Your response - Please add your response here Hemel Hempstead is best placed to accommodate the
housing needs and the associated infrastructure. We
shouldn't consider alternative options until H/H is
saturated.
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ID LPIO7873

Full Name Dr Peter Chapman

Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here No

Your response - Please add your response here Option 1A preferred
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Number Question 42

ID LPIO7968

Full Name Mr Norman Groves

Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here No

Your response - Please add your response here | would like to confirm that | request you accept this as

confirmation that | wish DBC to duplicate BRAG’s
responses under my name.

BRAG RESPONSE TO Q42
No
0

This would represent massive over development of
Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives, policies and
local

aspirations set out in Section 4 (see Q4 to 7).
[l

No consideration has been given critical planning
considerations such as recent and on-going build against
targets and

local impact given different topographies and
(inadequate) supporting infrastructure.

0

66



The current Core Strategy covers the 25 year period 2006 to
2031 and the technical appendix to the latest “Authority

Monitoring Report & Progress on the Dacorum
Development Programme” reveals that in the first

5 years (2006-11) of
the plan Berkhamsted

delivered 10 years worth of new housing stock and by 2016
the rate of development had

exceeded
Core Strategy targets by a massive 34%. All this without any
improvements in infrastructure.

Compare this to the rest of the Borough. Tring have done
their bit (5% above target rate), while small villages and

countryside locations have also hit targets. However,
this is in stark contrast to Hemel Hempstead, which is
where the

Inspector agreed was the correct place to focus
development. Development in Hemel has been at a
pretty constant

rate over the first 10 years of the CS, unfortunately at
rate some

21% below the target figure. So, all the shortfall that
DBC claim we need to pick up in the new plan comes
from failure to concentrate on the Hemel developments.
0l

Berkhamsted should most not be punished because the town
has developed at a faster rate than required by the plan.

Just like a pint pot, once it is full it is full and adding extra
just makes for one almighty mess.

O

As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core Strategy report,
development in Berkhamsted “has to be balanced against

the need to protect the town’s historic character and
setting” and the excessive growth in Berkhamsted
proposed in

this option does not do this.
0

Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear — “demand
for housing alone will not change Green Belt boundaries”

(letter to MPs from Minister of State for Housing and
Planning — June 2016) — and the commitment to
protecting Green

Belt has been repeated many times, including by the
Chancellor in his recent budget speech. The reason the
rate of

build in Berkhamsted is so high is a simple function of
demand from the developers who generate the highest
profit

margins building in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a
reason to focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and

under Government policy cannot lead to Green Belt
boundary changes.
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Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here
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Question 42
LPIO8466
Mr Peter Shell

No

Because of the above | am not in a position to myself
provide detailed answers to all the questions, but have
seen the response prepared by BRAG and agree with
their comments which should also be regarded as my
own.

BRAG response to Question 42 (please note full
document is attached to Q46)

Question 42 Is Option 2A your preferred option
for delivering the growth needs of the Borough?

» This would represent massive over development
of Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4
(see Q4 to 7).

» No consideration has been given critical planning
considerations such as recent and on-going build
against targets and local impact given different
topographies and (inadequate) supporting

* The current Core Strategy covers the 25 year
period 2006 to 2031 and the technical appendix
to the latest “Authority Monitoring Report &
Progress on the Dacorum Development
Programme” reveals that in the first 5 years
(2006-11) of the plan Berkhamsted delivered 10
years worth of new housing stock and by 2016 the
rate of development had exceeded Core Strategy
targets by a massive 34%. All this without any
improvements in

Compare this to the rest of the Borough. Tring have done
their bit (5% above target rate), while small villages and
countryside locations have also hit targets. However,
this is in stark contrast to Hemel Hempstead, which is
where the Inspector agreed was the correct place to
focus development. Development in Hemel has been at
a pretty constant rate over the first 10 years of the CS,
unfortunately at rate some 21% below the target figure.
So, all the shortfall that DBC claim we need to pick up
in the new plan comes from failure to concentrate on the
Hemel developments.

» Berkhamsted should most not be punished
because the town has developed at a faster rate
than required by the plan. Just like a pint pot, once
it is full it is full and adding extra just makes for
one almighty
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Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

» As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core
Strategy report, development in Berkhamsted “has
to be balanced against the need to protect the
town’s historic character and setting” and the
excessive growth in Berkhamsted proposed in this
option does not do

» Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear
— “demand for housing alone will not change Green
Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) —
and the commitment to protecting Green Belt has
been repeated many times, including by the
Chancellor in his recent budget speech. The
reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers
who generate the highest profit margins building
in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason to
focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green
Belt boundary changes.

Question 42
LP108508

Mr Lawrence Sutton

No

The Berkhamsted Residents Action Group (BRAG)
has responded in full to the ‘Issues & Options’
consultation. To avoid full repetition of the extensive
points made in the BRAG response, | request you
accept this as confirmation that | wish DBC to
duplicate BRAG’s responses under my name.

However, | would like to take this opportunity
emphasize just a few of the most important points
within that response.

Sections of this consultation suggest that to support the
5 year housing land supply would immediately require
Green Belt releases. Obviously 5 year housing land
supply needs to be located but the consultation
document indicates that DBC have ill-conceived ideas
of how to do this. The headline principle should include
the wording, “within urban capacity”. Export to another
Council area should not be rejected, specifically the St
Albans land east of Hemel. There are many more
permutations for growth distribution, but clearly DBC
have carried out a simple arithmetic exercise and
restricted the options offered to fit with favoured
promoted land sites. Over the first 10 years of the current
Core Strategy Berkhamsted have exceeded by a
massive 34%. All this without any improvements in
infrastructure. In contrast, Hemel has developed at a

69



70

rate some 21% below the target figure. All the shortfall
that DBC claim we need to pick up in the new plan
comes from failure to concentrate on the Hemel
developments. Such disparities within Dacorum must
be taken into account when assessing development
numbers and site options. Hemel Hempstead,
Berkhamsted and Tring have quite different
topographical characteristics and infrastructure
constraints/needs which should be recognized when
considering housing allocations between them. Housing
distribution should not be a proportional arithmetical
exercise. Development should go where it can be most
suitably placed and least harmful. Any additional
development over and above that already planned for
in Berkhamsted would be disastrous given the town's
infrastructure constraints and current deficits. As the
Planning Inspector stated in his Core Strategy report,
development in Berkhamsted “has to be balanced
against the need to protect the town’s historic character
and setting” and excessive growth in Berkhamsted
proposed in all but one of the options on the table does
not do this. Central Government’s policy on Green Belt
is clear — “demand for housing alone will not change
Green Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) — and the
commitment to protecting Green Belt has been repeated
many times, including by the Chancellor in his recent
budget speech. The reason the rate of build in
Berkhamsted is so high is a simple function of demand
from the developers who generate the highest profit
margins building in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a
reason to focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green Belt
boundary changes. Of the options put forward, Option
1B is the only one that would be acceptable for
Berkhamsted.

BRAG response to Question 42 (please note full
document is attached to Q46)

Question 42 Is Option 2A your preferred option
for delivering the growth needs of the Borough?

« This would represent massive over development
of Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4
(see Q4 to 7).

* No consideration has been given critical
planning considerations such as recent and
on-going build against targets and local
impact given different topographies and
(inadequate) supporting

» The current Core Strategy covers the 25 year
period 2006 to 2031 and the technical
appendix to the latest “Authority Monitoring
Report & Progress on the Dacorum
Development Programme” reveals that in the
first 5 years (2006-11) of the plan
Berkhamsted delivered 10 years worth of
new housing stock and by 2016 the rate of
development had exceeded Core Strategy
targets by a massive 34%. All this without
any improvements in
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Compare this to the rest of the Borough. Tring have done
their bit (5% above target rate), while small villages and
countryside locations have also hit targets. However,
this is in stark contrast to Hemel Hempstead, which is
where the Inspector agreed was the correct place to
focus development. Development in Hemel has been at
a pretty constant rate over the first 10 years of the CS,
unfortunately at rate some 21% below the target figure.
So, all the shortfall that DBC claim we need to pick up
in the new plan comes from failure to concentrate on the
Hemel developments.

» Berkhamsted should most not be punished
because the town has developed at a faster rate
than required by the plan. Just like a pint pot, once
it is full it is full and adding extra just makes for
one almighty

* As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core
Strategy report, development in Berkhamsted
“has to be balanced against the need to
protect the town’s historic character and
setting” and the excessive growth in
Berkhamsted proposed in this option does
not do

» Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear
—“demand for housing alone will not change Green
Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) —
and the commitment to protecting Green Belt has
been repeated many times, including by the
Chancellor in his recent budget speech. The
reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers
who generate the highest profit margins building
in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason to
focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green
Belt boundary changes.

Question 42
LPIO8518

Mrs Sarah Rees

No

The Berkhamsted Residents Action Group (BRAG)
have responded in full to the ‘Issues & Options’
consultation. To avoid full repetition of the extensive
points made in the BRAG response, we request you
accept this as confirmation that we wish DBC to
duplicate BRAG’s responses under our name.
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However, we would like to take this opportunity
emphasize just a few of the most important points
within that response.

Sections of this consultation suggest that to support the
5 year housing land supply would immediately require
Green Belt releases. Obviously 5 year housing land
supply needs to be located but the consultation
document indicates that DBC have ill-conceived ideas
of how to do this. The headline principle should include
the wording, “within urban capacity”. Export to another
Council area should not be rejected, specifically the St
Albans land east of Hemel. There are many more
permutations for growth distribution, but clearly DBC
have carried out a simple arithmetic exercise and
restricted the options offered to fit with favoured
promoted land sites. Over the first 10 years of the current
Core Strategy Berkhamsted have exceeded by a
massive 34%. All this without any improvements in
infrastructure. In contrast, Hemel has developed at a
rate some 21% below the target figure. All the shortfall
that DBC claim we need to pick up in the new plan
comes from failure to concentrate on the Hemel
developments. Such disparities within Dacorum must
be taken into account when assessing development
numbers and site options. Hemel Hempstead,
Berkhamsted and Tring have quite different
topographical characteristics and infrastructure
constraints/needs which should be recognized when
considering housing allocations between them. Housing
distribution should not be a proportional arithmetical
exercise. Development should go where it can be most
suitably placed and least harmful. Any additional
development over and above that already planned for
in Berkhamsted would be disastrous given the town’s
infrastructure constraints and current deficits. As the
Planning Inspector stated in his Core Strategy report,
development in Berkhamsted “has to be balanced
against the need to protect the town’s historic character
and setting” and excessive growth in Berkhamsted
proposed in all but one of the options on the table does
not do this. Central Government’s policy on Green Belt
is clear — “demand for housing alone will not change
Green Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) — and the
commitment to protecting Green Belt has been repeated
many times, including by the Chancellor in his recent
budget speech. The reason the rate of build in
Berkhamsted is so high is a simple function of demand
from the developers who generate the highest profit
margins building in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a
reason to focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green Belt
boundary changes. Of the options put forward, Option
1B is the only one that would be acceptable for
Berkhamsted.

BRAG response to Question 42 (please note full
document is attached to Q46)

Question 42 Is Option 2A your preferred option
for delivering the growth needs of the Borough?

» This would represent massive over development
of Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
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policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4
(see Q4 to 7).

* No consideration has been given critical
planning considerations such as recent and
on-going build against targets and local
impact given different topographies and
(inadequate) supporting

» The current Core Strategy covers the 25 year
period 2006 to 2031 and the technical
appendix to the latest “Authority Monitoring
Report & Progress on the Dacorum
Development Programme” reveals that in the
first 5 years (2006-11) of the plan
Berkhamsted delivered 10 years worth of
new housing stock and by 2016 the rate of
development had exceeded Core Strategy
targets by a massive 34%. All this without
any improvements in

Compare this to the rest of the Borough. Tring have done
their bit (5% above target rate), while small villages and
countryside locations have also hit targets. However,
this is in stark contrast to Hemel Hempstead, which is
where the Inspector agreed was the correct place to
focus development. Development in Hemel has been at
a pretty constant rate over the first 10 years of the CS,
unfortunately at rate some 21% below the target figure.
So, all the shortfall that DBC claim we need to pick up
in the new plan comes from failure to concentrate on the
Hemel developments.

* Berkhamsted should most not be punished
because the town has developed at a faster rate
than required by the plan. Just like a pint pot, once
it is full it is full and adding extra just makes for
one almighty

» As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core
Strategy report, development in Berkhamsted
“has to be balanced against the need to
protect the town’s historic character and
setting” and the excessive growth in
Berkhamsted proposed in this option does
not do

« Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear
— “demand for housing alone will not change Green
Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) —
and the commitment to protecting Green Belt has
been repeated many times, including by the
Chancellor in his recent budget speech. The
reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers
who generate the highest profit margins building
in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason to
focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green
Belt boundary changes.

Question 42
LPIO8526
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Spencer Holmes

No

The Berkhamsted Residents Action Group (BRAG)
has responded in full to the ‘Issues & Options’
consultation. To avoid full repetition of the extensive
points made in the BRAG response, | request you
accept this as confirmation that | wish DBC to
duplicate BRAG’s responses under my name.

However, | would like to take this opportunity
emphasize just a few of the most important points
within that response.

Sections of this consultation suggest that to support the
5 year housing land supply would immediately require
Green Belt releases. Obviously 5 year housing land
supply needs to be located but the consultation
document indicates that DBC have ill-conceived ideas
of how to do this. The headline principle should include
the wording, “within urban capacity”. Export to another
Council area should not be rejected, specifically the St
Albans land east of Hemel. There are many more
permutations for growth distribution, but clearly DBC
have carried out a simple arithmetic exercise and
restricted the options offered to fit with favoured
promoted land sites. Over the first 10 years of the current
Core Strategy Berkhamsted have exceeded by a
massive 34%. All this without any improvements in
infrastructure. In contrast, Hemel has developed at a
rate some 21% below the target figure. All the shortfall
that DBC claim we need to pick up in the new plan
comes from failure to concentrate on the Hemel
developments. Such disparities within Dacorum must
be taken into account when assessing development
numbers and site options. Hemel Hempstead,
Berkhamsted and Tring have quite different
topographical characteristics and infrastructure
constraints/needs which should be recognized when
considering housing allocations between them. Housing
distribution should not be a proportional arithmetical
exercise. Development should go where it can be most
suitably placed and least harmful. Any additional
development over and above that already planned for
in Berkhamsted would be disastrous given the town’s
infrastructure constraints and current deficits. As the
Planning Inspector stated in his Core Strategy report,
development in Berkhamsted “has to be balanced
against the need to protect the town’s historic character
and setting” and excessive growth in Berkhamsted
proposed in all but one of the options on the table does
not do this. Central Government’s policy on Green Belt
is clear — “demand for housing alone will not change
Green Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) — and the
commitment to protecting Green Belt has been repeated



many times, including by the Chancellor in his recent
budget speech. The reason the rate of build in
Berkhamsted is so high is a simple function of demand
from the developers who generate the highest profit
margins building in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a
reason to focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green Belt
boundary changes. Of the options put forward, Option
4B is the only one that would be acceptable for
Berkhamsted.

BRAG response to Question 42 (please note full
document is attached to Q46)

Question 42 Is Option 2A your preferred option
for delivering the growth needs of the Borough?

» This would represent massive over development
of Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4
(see Q4 to 7).

* No consideration has been given critical
planning considerations such as recent and
on-going build against targets and local
impact given different topographies and
(inadequate) supporting

» The current Core Strategy covers the 25 year
period 2006 to 2031 and the technical
appendix to the latest “Authority Monitoring
Report & Progress on the Dacorum
Development Programme” reveals that in the
first 5 years (2006-11) of the plan
Berkhamsted delivered 10 years worth of
new housing stock and by 2016 the rate of
development had exceeded Core Strategy
targets by a massive 34%. All this without
any improvements in

Compare this to the rest of the Borough. Tring have done
their bit (5% above target rate), while small villages and
countryside locations have also hit targets. However,
this is in stark contrast to Hemel Hempstead, which is
where the Inspector agreed was the correct place to
focus development. Development in Hemel has been at
a pretty constant rate over the first 10 years of the CS,
unfortunately at rate some 21% below the target figure.
So, all the shortfall that DBC claim we need to pick up
in the new plan comes from failure to concentrate on the
Hemel developments.

» Berkhamsted should most not be punished
because the town has developed at a faster rate
than required by the plan. Just like a pint pot, once
it is full it is full and adding extra just makes for
one almighty

» As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core
Strategy report, development in Berkhamsted
“has to be balanced against the need to
protect the town’s historic character and
setting” and the excessive growth in
Berkhamsted proposed in this option does
not do this.

» Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear
— “demand for housing alone will not change Green
Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
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State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) —
and the commitment to protecting Green Belt has
been repeated many times, including by the
Chancellor in his recent budget speech. The
reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers
who generate the highest profit margins building
in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason to
focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green
Belt boundary changes.

Question 42
LP108587
Helen & Stuart Brown

No

The Berkhamsted Residents Action group have
responded in full to the issues and options
consultation. To avoid full repetition of the extensive
points made in the BRAG response, we request you
accept this as confirmation the we wish DBC to
duplicate BRAG's responses under our name.

BRAG response to Question 42 (please note full
document is attached to Q46)

Question 42 Is Option 2A your preferred option
for delivering the growth needs of the Borough?

* This would represent massive over development
of Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4
(see Q4 to 7).

* No consideration has been given critical planning
considerations such as recent and on-going build
against targets and local impact given different
topographies and (inadequate) supporting

» The current Core Strategy covers the 25 year
period 2006 to 2031 and the technical appendix
to the latest “Authority Monitoring Report &
Progress on the Dacorum Development
Programme” reveals that in the first 5 years
(2006-11) of the plan Berkhamsted delivered 10
years worth of new housing stock and by 2016 the
rate of development had exceeded Core Strategy
targets by a massive 34%. All this without any
improvements in

Compare this to the rest of the Borough. Tring have done
their bit (5% above target rate), while small villages and
countryside locations have also hit targets. However,
this is in stark contrast to Hemel Hempstead, which is
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where the Inspector agreed was the correct place to
focus development. Development in Hemel has been at
a pretty constant rate over the first 10 years of the CS,
unfortunately at rate some 21% below the target figure.
So, all the shortfall that DBC claim we need to pick up
in the new plan comes from failure to concentrate on the
Hemel developments.

* Berkhamsted should most not be punished
because the town has developed at a faster rate
than required by the plan. Just like a pint pot, once
it is full it is full and adding extra just makes for
one almighty

» As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core
Strategy report, development in Berkhamsted “has
to be balanced against the need to protect the
town’s historic character and setting” and the
excessive growth in Berkhamsted proposed in this
option does not do

* Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear
— “demand for housing alone will not change Green
Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) —
and the commitment to protecting Green Belt has
been repeated many times, including by the
Chancellor in his recent budget speech. The
reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers
who generate the highest profit margins building
in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason to
focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green
Belt boundary changes.
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Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

Question 42
LPIO8685
MRS G RUSSELL

No

No

1- Completely over the top, and massive incursion into
the Green Belt.
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ID LP10O8748

Full Name Mrs Pat Berkley

Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name
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No

The Berkhamsted Residents Action Group (BRAG)
have responded in full to the ‘Issues & Options’
consultation. To avoid full repetition of the extensive
points made in the BRAG response, l/we request
you accept this as confirmation that I/we wish DBC
to duplicate BRAG’s responses under my/our name.

However, I/we would like to take this opportunity
emphasize just a few of the most important points within
that response

Q36 to 45. Sections of this consultation suggest that to
support the 5 year housing land supply would
immediately require Green Belt releases. Obviously 5
year housing land supply needs to be located but the
consultation document indicates that DBC have
ill-conceived ideas of how to do this. The headline
principle should include the wording, “within urban
capacity”. Export to another Council area should not be
rejected, specifically the St Albans land east of Hemel.
There are many more permutations for growth
distribution, but clearly DBC have carried out a simple
arithmetic exercise and restricted the options offered to
fit with favoured promoted land sites. Over the first 10
years of the current Core Strategy Berkhamsted

have exceeded by a massive 34%. All this without any
improvements in infrastructure. In contrast, Hemel has
developed at a rate some 21% below the target figure.
All the shortfall that DBC claim we need to pick up in the
new plan comes from failure to concentrate on the Hemel
developments. Such disparities within Dacorum must
be taken into account when assessing development
numbers and site options. Hemel Hempstead,
Berkhamsted and Tring have quite different
topographical characteristics and infrastructure
constraints/needs which should be recognized when
considering housing allocations between them. Housing
distribution should not be a proportional arithmetical
exercise. Development should go where it can be most
suitably placed and least harmful. Any additional
development over and above that already planned for
in Berkhamsted would be disastrous given the town’s
infrastructure constraints and current deficits. As the
Planning Inspector stated in his Core Strategy report,
development in Berkhamsted “has to be balanced
against the need to protect the town'’s historic character
and setting” and excessive growth in Berkhamsted
proposed in all but one of the options on the table does
not do this. Central Government’s policy on Green Belt
is clear — “demand for housing alone will not change
Green Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) — and the
commitment to protecting Green Belt has been repeated
many times, including by the Chancellor in his recent
budget speech. The reason the rate of build in
Berkhamsted is so high is a simple function of demand
from the developers who generate the highest profit
margins building in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a
reason to focus even more development on Berkhamsted




and under Government policy cannot lead to Green Belt
boundary changes. Of the options put forward, Option
4B is the only one that would be acceptable for
Berkhamsted.

BRAG response to Question 42 (please note full
document is attached to Q46)

Question 42 Is Option 2A your preferred option
for delivering the growth needs of the Borough?

» This would represent massive over development
of Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4
(see Q4 to 7).

» No consideration has been given critical planning
considerations such as recent and on-going build
against targets and local impact given different
topographies and (inadequate) supporting

» The current Core Strategy covers the 25 year
period 2006 to 2031 and the technical appendix
to the latest “Authority Monitoring Report &
Progress on the Dacorum Development
Programme” reveals that in the first 5 years
(2006-11) of the plan Berkhamsted delivered 10
years worth of new housing stock and by 2016 the
rate of development had exceeded Core Strategy
targets by a massive 34%. All this without any
improvements in

Compare this to the rest of the Borough. Tring have done
their bit (5% above target rate), while small villages and
countryside locations have also hit targets. However,
this is in stark contrast to Hemel Hempstead, which is
where the Inspector agreed was the correct place to
focus development. Development in Hemel has been at
a pretty constant rate over the first 10 years of the CS,
unfortunately at rate some 21% below the target figure.
So, all the shortfall that DBC claim we need to pick up
in the new plan comes from failure to concentrate on the
Hemel developments.

» Berkhamsted should most not be punished
because the town has developed at a faster rate
than required by the plan. Just like a pint pot, once
it is full it is full and adding extra just makes for
one almighty

» As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core
Strategy report, development in Berkhamsted “has
to be balanced against the need to protect the
town’s historic character and setting” and the
excessive growth in Berkhamsted proposed in this
option does not do

» Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear
— “demand for housing alone will not change Green
Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) —
and the commitment to protecting Green Belt has
been repeated many times, including by the
Chancellor in his recent budget speech. The
reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers
who generate the highest profit margins building
in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason to
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focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green
Belt boundary changes.

Include files

Number

ID

Full Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

Question 42
LP108781

gregory lee

Yes
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No

I make the following comments in respect to your current
consultation:

1 The eastern administrative boundary of Dacorum
BC, as it relates to Kings Langley, does not include
a significant area to the east of this line which is
within the Kings Langley catchment. The boundary
between Dacorum and Three Rivers District
Council is artificial and bears no relationship to the
practical day to day lives of residents and
commerce (both of which are substantial and
significant in quantum) and their focus on Kings
Langley, e.g. for usage of Kings Langley Station,
access to Junction 20 of the M25, High Street
services, Doctors surgery, etc. Allocation of
housing demand and its associated needs, must
take into consideration not only the demands of
the existing true catchment but also the potential
of this catchment area to contribute to the demand
response. There are, for example, lands on either
side of the M25, immediately north of Junction 20
and not within Green Belt but within Three Rivers
DC, which ought to be included. However the

Three Rivers Planning website — which includes
a Kings Langley sub-section - is devoid of any
suggestion that that Authority is required to meet



demands similar to those being considered by
Dacorum.

Thus, as currently proposed, any and each of the
Options presented for Kings Langley, is based on an
incorrect and unreasonable understanding of Kings
Langley.

1 The pressures on Kings Langley as it exists today
are immense. Traffic congestion on the A4251 is
a daily occurrence and at all times of the working
day, including Saturdays. Parking for the High
Street (including the dedicated car parks), and
Kings Langley Station is at or close to capacity
most of the time. Distributor roads off the A4251,
e.g. towards Chipperfield, struggle to cope with
existing demand. Kings Langley Junior and Senior
schools are at capacity.

Kings Langley is struggling, even as it is today.

No Options should be considered without there first being
a comprehensive study of the current demands and
resources on daily life in Kings Langley, and a forward
projection of these assuming the status quo. Only then
can an effective Impact Assessment be made for
significant development of the kind proposed in each
Option, let alone justification for inclusion of Green Belt
lands. Furthermore, such Impact Assessments must be
accompanied by detailed explanation of changes to, and
additional, infrastructure that will be required — Junction
20 layout, Kings Langley Station and the services it
provides, the High Street, schools, health, roads and
transport, local employment, green space, leisure, etc.
Such Impact Assessments are essential and should be
subject to public scrutiny prior to the adoption of any
plans for development let alone those proposed in the

Options.
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barney greenwood

No

No — see Question 40
q40

Of the options put forward, Option 1B is the only
one that would be acceptable for Berkhamsted.

Sections of the consultation suggest that to support the
5-year housing land supply would immediately require
Green Belt releases. Obviously 5 year housing land
supply needs to be located but the consultation
document indicates that DBC have ill-conceived ideas
of how to do this. The headline principle should include
the wording, “within urban capacity”.

Export to another Council area should not be rejected,
specifically the St Albans land east of Hemel. There are
many more permutations for growth distribution, but
clearly DBC have carried out a simple arithmetic exercise
and restricted the options offered to fit with favoured
promoted land sites.

Over the first 10 years of the current Core Strategy
Berkhamsted have exceeded by a massive 34%. All this
without any improvements in infrastructure. In contrast,
Hemel has developed at a rate some 21% below the
target figure. All the shortfall that DBC claim we need to
pick up in the new plan comes from failure to concentrate
on the Hemel developments.

Such disparities within Dacorum must be taken into
account when assessing development numbers and site
options. Hemel Hempstead, Berkhamsted and Tring
have quite different topographical characteristics and
infrastructure constraints/needs which should be
recognized when considering housing allocations
between them.

Housing distribution should not be a proportional
arithmetical exercise. Development should go where it
can be most suitably placed and least harmful. Any
additional development over and above that already
planned for in Berkhamsted would be disastrous given
the town's infrastructure constraints and current deficits.
As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core Strategy
report, development in Berkhamsted “has to be balanced
against the need to protect the town’s historic character
and setting” and excessive growth in Berkhamsted
proposed in all but one of the options on the table does
not do this.



Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear:
“demand for housing alone will not change Green Belt
boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of State for
Housing and Planning, June 2016), and the commitment
to protecting Green Belt has been repeated many times,
including by the Chancellor in his recent budget speech.
The reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers who
generate the highest profit margins building in
Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason to focus even
more development on Berkhamsted and under
Government policy cannot lead to Green Belt boundary
changes
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Question 42
LP109049

Mrs Susan Johnson

No

This would represent massive over development of
Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives, policies
and local aspirations set out in Section 4 (see Q4 to 7).

Question 4 Do you agree with the suggested vision for
the Borough?

No

The existing infrastructure gap has not been addressed
and there is no evidence from the Schedule of Site
Appraisals that there will be sufficient infrastructure
spend to support any substantial improvements

Question 5 Does our current Core Strategy reflect the
specific local aspirations and/or qualities that you feel
should continue to be reflected in the visions for Hemel
Hempstead, Berkhamsted, Tring, Markyate, Kings
Langley, Bovingdon, or the wider countryside?

Yes

Question 6 Do you agree with the suggested objectives
for the new Local Plan?

Yes

Strongly agree — all options should be robustly measured
against these objectives.

Question 7 Do you agree with the proposed policy
coverage of the new Local Plan?

Yes
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Question 42
LP109063

David Johnson

No

No

This would represent massive over development of
Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives, policies
and local aspirations set out in Section 4 (see Q4 to 7).

Question 4 Do you agree with the suggested vision for
the Borough?

No

The existing infrastructure gap has not been addressed
and there is no evidence from the Schedule of Site
Appraisals that there will be sufficient infrastructure
spend to support any substantial improvements

Question 5 Does our current Core Strategy reflect the
specific local aspirations and/or qualities that you feel
should continue to be reflected in the visions for Hemel
Hempstead, Berkhamsted, Tring, Markyate, Kings
Langley, Bovingdon, or the wider countryside?

Yes

Question 6 Do you agree with the suggested objectives
for the new Local Plan?

Yes

Strongly agree — all options should be robustly measured
against these objectives.

Question 7 Do you agree with the proposed policy
coverage of the new Local Plan?

Yes

Number
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No

| have a strong preference for Option 1B. Other options
represent an unacceptable over- development of
Berkhamsted that is completely disproportionate to the
size of our town and its facilities. Hemel Hempstead is
better able to accommodate growth than
Berkhamsted.

Question 42
LPIO9174
S Langley

No

Q36 to 45. Sections of this consultation suggest that to
support the 5 year housing land supply would
immediately require Green Belt releases. Obviously 5
year housing land supply needs to be located but the
consultation document indicates that DBC have
ill-conceived ideas of how to do this. The headline
principle should include the wording, “within urban
capacity”. Export to another Council area should not be
rejected, specifically the St Albans land east of Hemel.
There are many more permutations for growth
distribution. Over the first 10 years of the current Core
Strategy Berkhamsted have exceeded by a massive
34%. All this without any improvements in infrastructure.
In contrast, Hemel has developed at a rate some 21%
below the target figure. Such disparities within Dacorum
must be taken into account when assessing development
numbers and site options. Hemel Hempstead,
Berkhamsted and Tring have quite different
topographical characteristics and infrastructure
constraints/needs which should be recognized when
considering housing allocations between them. Housing
distribution should not be a proportional arithmetical
exercise. Development should go where it can be most
suitably placed and least harmful. Any additional
development over and above that already planned for
in Berkhamsted would be disastrous given the town's
infrastructure constraints and current deficits. As the
Planning Inspector stated in his Core Strategy report,
development in Berkhamsted “has to be balanced
against the need to protect the town's historic character
and setting” and excessive growth in Berkhamsted
proposed in all but one of the options on the table does
not do this. Central Government's policy on Green Belt
is clear — “demand for housing alone will not change
Green Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) — and the
commitment to protecting Green Belt has been repeated
many times, including by the Chancellor in his recent
budget speech. The reason the rate of build in
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Berkhamsted is so high is a simple function of demand
from the developers who generate the highest profit
margins building in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a
reason to focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green Belt
boundary changes. Of the options put forward, Option
1B is the only one that would be acceptable for
Berkhamsted.
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Question 42
LP109413

Joanna Kedgley

No

My reasons for not using the other options are.....

Primarily the loss of substantial green belt areas which
would impact greatly on the well being of the people and
wildlife in these areas particularly option C.

As it is, Kings Langley in particular struggles already
with traffic congestion and over subscribed schools,
doctors, and medical facilities. By adding more houses,
cars and people this will just add more of an enormous
strain on these already overburdened facilities.
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Number  Questond2
ID LP109421

Full Name Mr Gary Poust
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Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here No

Your response - Please add your response here

Looking at other people’s responses within the portal, it
appeared that NIMBYism (Not In My Back Yard) was
comprehensibly widespread e.g. Kings Langley residents
supporting proposals for new-builds around
Berkhamsted, Hemel Hempstead and Tring . . . or Hemel
Hempstead taking the whole hit and vice versa. |
appreciate that Dacorum Borough Council have targets
to achieve with regards to building new homes to
accommodate an ever increasing population. Residents
can protest, scream and shout, but new-builds will
inevitably happen

Include files
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Question 42
LP109787
Aly MaclLean

No

The Berkhamsted Residents Action Group (BRAG)
has responded in full to the ‘Issues & Options’
consultation. To avoid full repetition of the extensive
points made in the BRAG response, we request you
accept this as confirmation that we wish DBC to
duplicate BRAG’s responses under our names.

However, we would like to take this opportunity
emphasize just a few of the most important points
within that response.

Q36 to 45. Sections of this consultation suggest that to
support the 5 year housing land supply would
immediately require Green Belt releases. Obviously 5
year housing land supply needs to be located but the
consultation document indicates that DBC have
ill-conceived ideas of how to do this. The headline
principle should include the wording, “within urban
capacity”. Export to another Council area should not be
rejected, specifically the St Albans land east of Hemel.
There are many more permutations for growth
distribution, but clearly DBC have carried out a simple
arithmetic exercise and restricted the options offered to
fit with favoured promoted land sites. Over the first 10
years of the current Core Strategy Berkhamsted

have exceeded by a massive 34%. All this without any
improvements in infrastructure. In contrast, Hemel has
developed at a rate some 21% below the target figure.
All the shortfall that DBC claim we need to pick up in the
new plan comes from failure to concentrate on the Hemel
developments. Such disparities within Dacorum must
be taken into account when assessing development
numbers and site options. Hemel Hempstead,
Berkhamsted and Tring have quite different
topographical characteristics and infrastructure
constraints/needs which should be recognized when
considering housing allocations between them. Housing
distribution should not be a proportional arithmetical
exercise. Development should go where it can be most
suitably placed and least harmful. Any additional
development over and above that already planned for
in Berkhamsted would be disastrous given the town’s
infrastructure constraints and current deficits. As the
Planning Inspector stated in his Core Strategy report,
development in Berkhamsted “has to be balanced
against the need to protect the town'’s historic character
and setting” and excessive growth in Berkhamsted
proposed in all but one of the options on the table does
not do this. Central Government’s policy on Green Belt
is clear — “demand for housing alone will not change
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Green Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) — and the
commitment to protecting Green Belt has been repeated
many times, including by the Chancellor in his recent
budget speech. The reason the rate of build in
Berkhamsted is so high is a simple function of demand
from the developers who generate the highest profit
margins building in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a
reason to focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green Belt
boundary changes. Of the options put forward, Option
1B is the only one that would be acceptable for
Berkhamsted.

Question 42 Is Option 2A your preferred option
for delivering the growth needs of the Borough?

« This would represent massive over development
of Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4
(see Q4 to 7).

* No consideration has been given critical
planning considerations such as recent and
on-going build against targets and local
impact given different topographies and
(inadequate) supporting infrastructure.

» The current Core Strategy covers the 25 year
period 2006 to 2031 and the technical
appendix to the latest “Authority Monitoring
Report & Progress on the Dacorum
Development Programme” reveals that in the
first 5 years (2006-11) of the plan
Berkhamsted delivered 10 years worth of
new housing stock and by 2016 the rate of
development had exceeded Core Strategy
targets by a massive 34%. All this without
any improvements in infrastructure.

Compare this to the rest of the Borough. Tring have done
their bit (5% above target rate), while small villages and
countryside locations have also hit targets. However,
this is in stark contrast to Hemel Hempstead, which is
where the Inspector agreed was the correct place to
focus development. Development in Hemel has been at
a pretty constant rate over the first 10 years of the CS,
unfortunately at rate some 21% below the target figure.
So, all the shortfall that DBC claim we need to pick up
in the new plan comes from failure to concentrate on the
Hemel developments.

» Berkhamsted should most not be punished
because the town has developed at a faster rate
than required by the plan. Just like a pint pot, once
it is full it is full and adding extra just makes for
one almighty mess.

» As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core
Strategy report, development in Berkhamsted
“has to be balanced against the need to
protect the town’s historic character and
setting” and the excessive growth in
Berkhamsted proposed in this option does
not do this.



Include files

Number

ID

Full Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

» Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear
— “demand for housing alone will not change Green
Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) —
and the commitment to protecting Green Belt has
been repeated many times, including by the
Chancellor in his recent budget speech. The
reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers
who generate the highest profit margins building
in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason to
focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green
Belt boundary changes.

Question 42
LPIO9835
Mr Paul Wardle

No

The Berkhamsted Residents Action Group (BRAG)
has responded in full to the ‘Issues & Options’
consultation. To avoid full repetition of the extensive
points made in the BRAG response, we request you
accept this as confirmation that we wish DBC to
duplicate BRAG’s responses under our names.

However, we would like to take this opportunity
emphasize just a few of the most important points
within that response.

BRAG response to Question 42 (please note full
document is attached to Q46)

Question 42 Is Option 2A your preferred option
for delivering the growth needs of the Borough?

* This would represent massive over development
of Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4
(see Q4 to 7).

* No consideration has been given critical
planning considerations such as recent and
on-going build against targets and local
impact given different topographies and
(inadequate) supporting infrastructure.

» The current Core Strategy covers the 25 year
period 2006 to 2031 and the technical
appendix to the latest “Authority Monitoring
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Report & Progress on the Dacorum
Development Programme” reveals that in the
first 5 years (2006-11) of the plan
Berkhamsted delivered 10 years worth of
new housing stock and by 2016 the rate of
development had exceeded Core Strategy
targets by a massive 34%. All this without
any improvements in infrastructure.

Compare this to the rest of the Borough. Tring have done
their bit (5% above target rate), while small villages and
countryside locations have also hit targets. However,
this is in stark contrast to Hemel Hempstead, which is
where the Inspector agreed was the correct place to
focus development. Development in Hemel has been at
a pretty constant rate over the first 10 years of the CS,
unfortunately at rate some 21% below the target figure.
So, all the shortfall that DBC claim we need to pick up
in the new plan comes from failure to concentrate on the
Hemel developments.

» Berkhamsted should most not be punished
because the town has developed at a faster rate
than required by the plan. Just like a pint pot, once
it is full it is full and adding extra just makes for
one almighty mess.

» As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core
Strategy report, development in Berkhamsted
“has to be balanced against the need to
protect the town’s historic character and
setting” and the excessive growth in
Berkhamsted proposed in this option does
not do this.

« Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear
— “demand for housing alone will not change Green
Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) —
and the commitment to protecting Green Belt has
been repeated many times, including by the
Chancellor in his recent budget speech. The
reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers
who generate the highest profit margins building
in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason to
focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green
Belt boundary changes.

Question 42
LPIO9863
CR & LD JENNINGS

No
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Bovingdon Airfield fills the bill.

Question 42
LPIO10010

mr Kevin Smith

No

The Berkhamsted Residents Action Group (BRAG)
has responded in full to the ‘Issues & Options’
consultation. To avoid full repetition of the extensive
points made in the BRAG response, | request you
accept this as confirmation that | wish DBC to
duplicate BRAG’s responses under my name.

However, | would like to take this opportunity
emphasize just a few of the most important points
within that response.

Q36 to 45. Sections of this consultation suggest that to
support the 5 year housing land supply would
immediately require Green Belt releases. Obviously 5
year housing land supply needs to be located but the
consultation document indicates that DBC have
ill-conceived ideas of how to do this. The headline
principle should include the wording, “within urban
capacity”. Export to another Council area should not be
rejected, specifically the St Albans land east of Hemel.
There are many more permutations for growth
distribution, but clearly DBC have carried out a simple
arithmetic exercise and restricted the options offered to
fit with favoured promoted land sites. Over the first 10
years of the current Core Strategy Berkhamsted have
exceeded by a massive 34%. All this without any
improvements in infrastructure. In contrast, Hemel has
developed at a rate some 21% below the target figure.
All the shortfall that DBC claim we need to pick up in the
new plan comes from failure to concentrate on the Hemel
developments. Such disparities within Dacorum must
be taken into account when assessing development
numbers and site options. Hemel Hempstead,
Berkhamsted and Tring have quite different
topographical characteristics and infrastructure
constraints/needs which should be recognized when
considering housing allocations between them. Housing
distribution should not be a proportional arithmetical
exercise. Development should go where it can be most
suitably placed and least harmful. Any additional
development over and above that already planned for
in Berkhamsted would be disastrous given the town's
infrastructure constraints and current deficits. As the
Planning Inspector stated in his Core Strategy report,
development in Berkhamsted “has to be balanced
against the need to protect the town'’s historic character
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and setting” and excessive growth in Berkhamsted
proposed in all but one of the options on the table does
not do this. Central Government’s policy on Green Belt
is clear — “demand for housing alone will not change
Green Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) — and the
commitment to protecting Green Belt has been repeated
many times, including by the Chancellor in his recent
budget speech. The reason the rate of build in
Berkhamsted is so high is a simple function of demand
from the developers who generate the highest profit
margins building in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a
reason to focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green Belt
boundary changes. Of the options put forward, Option
1B is the only one that would be acceptable for
Berkhamsted.

BRAG response to Question 42 (please note full
document is attached to Q46)

Question 42 Is Option 2A your preferred option
for delivering the growth needs of the Borough?

« This would represent massive over development
of Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4
(see Q4 to 7).

* No consideration has been given critical
planning considerations such as recent and
on-going build against targets and local
impact given different topographies and
(inadequate) supporting infrastructure

» The current Core Strategy covers the 25 year
period 2006 to 2031 and the technical
appendix to the latest “Authority Monitoring
Report & Progress on the Dacorum
Development Programme” reveals that in the
first 5 years (2006-11) of the plan
Berkhamsted delivered 10 years worth of
new housing stock and by 2016 the rate of
development had exceeded Core Strategy
targets by a massive 34%. All this without
any improvements in infrastructure.

Compare this to the rest of the Borough. Tring have done
their bit (5% above target rate), while small villages and
countryside locations have also hit targets. However,
this is in stark contrast to Hemel Hempstead, which is
where the Inspector agreed was the correct place to
focus development. Development in Hemel has been at
a pretty constant rate over the first 10 years of the CS,
unfortunately at rate some 21% below the target figure.
So, all the shortfall that DBC claim we need to pick up
in the new plan comes from failure to concentrate on the
Hemel developments.

» Berkhamsted should most not be punished
because the town has developed at a faster rate
than required by the plan. Just like a pint pot, once
it is full it is full and adding extra just makes for
one almighty mess.

» As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core
Strategy report, development in Berkhamsted
“has to be balanced against the need to
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protect the town’s historic character and
setting” and the excessive growth in
Berkhamsted proposed in this option does
not do this.

« Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear
— “demand for housing alone will not change Green
Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) —
and the commitment to protecting Green Belt has
been repeated many times, including by the
Chancellor in his recent budget speech. The
reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers
who generate the highest profit margins building
in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason to
focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green
Belt boundary changes.

Question 42
LPIO10058
Jill Mewha

No

The Berkhamsted Residents Action Group (BRAG)
has responded in full to the ‘Issues & Options’
consultation. To avoid full repetition of the extensive
points made in the BRAG response, | request you
accept this as confirmation that | wish DBC to
duplicate BRAG’s responses under my name.

Q36 to 45. Sections of this consultation suggest that to
support the 5 year housing land supply would
immediately require Green Belt releases. Obviously 5
year housing land supply needs to be located but the
consultation document indicates that DBC have
ill-conceived ideas of how to do this. The headline
principle should include the wording, “within urban
capacity”. Export to another Council area should not be
rejected, specifically the St Albans land east of Hemel.
There are many more permutations for growth
distribution, but clearly DBC have carried out a simple
arithmetic exercise and restricted the options offered to
fit with favoured promoted land sites. Over the first 10
years of the current Core Strategy Berkhamsted

have exceeded by a massive 34%. All this without any
improvements in infrastructure. In contrast, Hemel has
developed at a rate some 21% below the target figure.
All the shortfall that DBC claim we need to pick up in the
new plan comes from failure to concentrate on the Hemel
developments. Such disparities within Dacorum must
be taken into account when assessing development

93



94

numbers and site options. Hemel Hempstead,
Berkhamsted and Tring have quite different
topographical characteristics and infrastructure
constraints/needs which should be recognized when
considering housing allocations between them. Housing
distribution should not be a proportional arithmetical
exercise. Development should go where it can be most
suitably placed and least harmful. Any additional
development over and above that already planned for
in Berkhamsted would be disastrous given the town’s
infrastructure constraints and current deficits. As the
Planning Inspector stated in his Core Strategy report,
development in Berkhamsted “has to be balanced
against the need to protect the town’s historic character
and setting” and excessive growth in Berkhamsted
proposed in all but one of the options on the table does
not do this. Central Government’s policy on Green Belt
is clear — “demand for housing alone will not change
Green Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) — and the
commitment to protecting Green Belt has been repeated
many times, including by the Chancellor in his recent
budget speech. The reason the rate of build in
Berkhamsted is so high is a simple function of demand
from the developers who generate the highest profit
margins building in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a
reason to focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green Belt
boundary changes.

BRAG response to Question 42 (please note full
document is attached to Q46)

Question 42 Is Option 2A your preferred option
for delivering the growth needs of the Borough?

« This would represent massive over development
of Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4
(see Q4 to 7).

* No consideration has been given critical
planning considerations such as recent and
on-going build against targets and local
impact given different topographies and
(inadequate) supporting infrastructure.

» The current Core Strategy covers the 25 year
period 2006 to 2031 and the technical
appendix to the latest “Authority Monitoring
Report & Progress on the Dacorum
Development Programme” reveals that in the
first 5 years (2006-11) of the plan
Berkhamsted delivered 10 years worth of
new housing stock and by 2016 the rate of
development had exceeded Core Strategy
targets by a massive 34%. All this without
any improvements in infrastructure.

Compare this to the rest of the Borough. Tring have done
their bit (5% above target rate), while small villages and
countryside locations have also hit targets. However,
this is in stark contrast to Hemel Hempstead, which is
where the Inspector agreed was the correct place to
focus development. Development in Hemel has been at
a pretty constant rate over the first 10 years of the CS,
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unfortunately at rate some 21% below the target figure.
So, all the shortfall that DBC claim we need to pick up

in the new plan comes from failure to concentrate on the
Hemel developments.

» Berkhamsted should most not be punished
because the town has developed at a faster rate
than required by the plan. Just like a pint pot, once
it is full it is full and adding extra just makes for
one almighty mess.

* As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core
Strategy report, development in Berkhamsted
“has to be balanced against the need to
protect the town’s historic character and
setting” and the excessive growth in
Berkhamsted proposed in this option does
not do this.

» Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear
— “demand for housing alone will not change Green
Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) —
and the commitment to protecting Green Belt has
been repeated many times, including by the
Chancellor in his recent budget speech. The
reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers
who generate the highest profit margins building
in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason to
focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green
Belt boundary changes.

Question 42
LPIO10127

Melanie Frankel

No

The Berkhamsted Residents Action Group (BRAG) has
responded in full to the ‘Issues & Options’ consultation.
To avoid full repetition of the extensive points made in
the BRAG response, | request you accept this as
confirmation that | wish DBC to duplicate BRAG’s
responses under my name.

However, | would like to take this opportunity emphasize
just a few of the most important points within
that response.

Sections of this consultation suggest that to support the
5 year housing land supply would immediately require
Green Belt releases. Obviously 5 year housing land
supply needs to be located but the
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consultation document indicates that DBC have
ill-conceived ideas of how to do this. The headline
principle should include the wording, “within urban
capacity”. Export to another Council area should not be
rejected, specifically the St Albans land east of Hemel.
There are many more permutations for growth
distribution, but clearly DBC have carried out a simple
arithmetic exercise and restricted the options offered to
fit with favoured promoted land sites. Over the first 10
years of the current Core Strategy Berkhamsted have
exceeded by a massive 34%. All this without

any improvements in infrastructure. In contrast, Hemel
has developed at a rate some 21% below the target
figure. All the shortfall that DBC claim we need to pick
up in the new plan comes from failure to concentrate on
the Hemel developments. Such disparities within
Dacorum must be taken into account when assessing
development numbers and site options. Hemel
Hempstead, Berkhamsted and Tring have quite different
topographical characteristics and infrastructure
constraints/needs which should be recognized when
considering housing allocations between them. Housing
distribution should not be a proportional arithmetical
exercise. Development should go where it can be most
suitably placed and least harmful. Any additional
development over and above that already planned for
in Berkhamsted would be disastrous given the town's
infrastructure constraints and current deficits. As the
Planning Inspector stated in his Core Strategy report,
development in Berkhamsted “has to be balanced
against the need to protect the town’s historic character
and setting” and excessive growth in Berkhamsted
proposed in all but one of the options on the table does
not do this. Central Government’s policy on Green Belt
is clear — “demand for housing alone will not change
Green Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) — and the
commitment to protecting Green Belt has been repeated
many times, including by the Chancellor in his recent
budget speech. The reason the rate of build in
Berkhamsted is so high is a simple function of demand
from the developers who generate the highest profit
margins building in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a
reason to focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green Belt
boundary changes. Of the options put forward, Option
1B is the only one that would be acceptable for
Berkhamsted.

BRAG response to Question 42 (please note full
document is attached to Q46)

Question 42 Is Option 2A your preferred option
for delivering the growth needs of the Borough?

« This would represent massive over development
of Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4
(see Q4 to 7).

* No consideration has been given critical
planning considerations such as recent and
on-going build against targets and local
impact given different topographies and
(inadequate) supporting
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» The current Core Strategy covers the 25 year
period 2006 to 2031 and the technical
appendix to the latest “Authority Monitoring
Report & Progress on the Dacorum
Development Programme” reveals that in the
first 5 years (2006-11) of the plan
Berkhamsted delivered 10 years worth of
new housing stock and by 2016 the rate of
development had exceeded Core Strategy
targets by a massive 34%. All this without
any improvements in

Compare this to the rest of the Borough. Tring have done
their bit (5% above target rate), while small villages and
countryside locations have also hit targets. However,
this is in stark contrast to Hemel Hempstead, which is
where the Inspector agreed was the correct place to
focus development. Development in Hemel has been at
a pretty constant rate over the first 10 years of the CS,
unfortunately at rate some 21% below the target figure.
So, all the shortfall that DBC claim we need to pick up
in the new plan comes from failure to concentrate on the
Hemel developments.

» Berkhamsted should most not be punished
because the town has developed at a faster rate
than required by the plan. Just like a pint pot, once
it is full it is full and adding extra just makes for
one almighty

» As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core
Strategy report, development in Berkhamsted
“has to be balanced against the need to
protect the town’s historic character and
setting” and the excessive growth in
Berkhamsted proposed in this option does
not do

« Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear
— “demand for housing alone will not change Green
Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) —
and the commitment to protecting Green Belt has
been repeated many times, including by the
Chancellor in his recent budget speech. The
reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers
who generate the highest profit margins building
in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason to
focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green
Belt boundary changes.

Question 42
LPIO10175

Natalie Crane
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No

The Berkhamsted Residents Action Group (BRAG) has
responded in full to the ‘Issues & Options’ consultation.
To avoid full repetition of the extensive points made in
the BRAG response, | request you accept this as
confirmation that | wish DBC to duplicate BRAG'’s
responses under my name. However, | would like to
take this opportunity emphasize just a few of the most
important points within that response.

Sections of this consultation suggest that to support the
5 year housing land supply would immediately require
Green Belt releases. Obviously 5 year housing land
supply needs to be located but the consultation
document indicates that DBC have ill-conceived ideas
of how to do this. The headline principle should include
the wording, “within urban capacity”. Export to another
Council area should not be rejected, specifically the St
Albans land east of Hemel. There are many more
permutations for growth distribution, but clearly DBC
have carried out a simple arithmetic exercise and
restricted the options offered to fit with favoured
promoted land sites. Over the first 10 years of the current
Core Strategy Berkhamsted have exceeded by a
massive 34%. All this without any improvements in
infrastructure. In contrast, Hemel has developed at a
rate some 21% below the target figure. All the shortfall
that DBC claim we need to pick up in the new plan
comes from failure to concentrate on the Hemel
developments. Such disparities within Dacorum must
be taken into account when assessing development
numbers and site options. Hemel Hempstead,
Berkhamsted and Tring have quite different
topographical characteristics and infrastructure
constraints/needs which should be recognized when
considering housing allocations between them. Housing
distribution should not be a proportional arithmetical
exercise. Development should go where it can be most
suitably placed and least harmful. Any additional
development over and above that already planned for
in Berkhamsted would be disastrous given the town's
infrastructure constraints and current deficits. As the
Planning Inspector stated in his Core Strategy report,
development in Berkhamsted “has to be balanced
against the need to protect the town’s historic character
and setting” and excessive growth in Berkhamsted
proposed in all but one of the options on the table does
not do this. Central Government’s policy on Green Belt
is clear — “demand for housing alone will not change
Green Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) — and the
commitment to protecting Green Belt has been repeated
many times, including by the Chancellor in his recent
budget speech. The reason the rate of build in
Berkhamsted is so high is a simple function of demand
from the developers who generate the highest profit
margins building in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a
reason to focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green Belt
boundary changes.



BRAG response to Question 42 (please note full
document is attached to Q46)

Question 42 Is Option 2A your preferred option
for delivering the growth needs of the Borough?

* This would represent massive over development
of Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4
(see Q4 to 7).

* No consideration has been given critical
planning considerations such as recent and
on-going build against targets and local
impact given different topographies and
(inadequate) supporting

* The current Core Strategy covers the 25 year
period 2006 to 2031 and the technical
appendix to the latest “Authority Monitoring
Report & Progress on the Dacorum
Development Programme” reveals that in the
first 5 years (2006-11) of the plan
Berkhamsted delivered 10 years worth of
new housing stock and by 2016 the rate of
development had exceeded Core Strategy
targets by a massive 34%. All this without
any improvements in

Compare this to the rest of the Borough. Tring have done
their bit (5% above target rate), while small villages and
countryside locations have also hit targets. However,
this is in stark contrast to Hemel Hempstead, which is
where the Inspector agreed was the correct place to
focus development. Development in Hemel has been at
a pretty constant rate over the first 10 years of the CS,
unfortunately at rate some 21% below the target figure.
So, all the shortfall that DBC claim we need to pick up
in the new plan comes from failure to concentrate on the
Hemel developments.

» Berkhamsted should most not be punished
because the town has developed at a faster rate
than required by the plan. Just like a pint pot, once
it is full it is full and adding extra just makes for
one almighty

* As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core
Strategy report, development in Berkhamsted
“has to be balanced against the need to
protect the town’s historic character and
setting” and the excessive growth in
Berkhamsted proposed in this option does
not do

» Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear
— “demand for housing alone will not change Green
Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) —
and the commitment to protecting Green Belt has
been repeated many times, including by the
Chancellor in his recent budget speech. The
reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers
who generate the highest profit margins building
in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason to
focus even more development on Berkhamsted
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and under Government policy cannot lead to Green
Belt boundary changes.

Question 42
LPIO10186

Natalie Crane

No

The Berkhamsted Residents Action Group (BRAG) has
responded in full to the ‘Issues & Options’ consultation.
To avoid full repetition of the extensive points made in
the BRAG response, | request you accept this as
confirmation that | wish DBC to duplicate BRAG’s
responses under my name. However, | would like to
take this opportunity emphasize just a few of the most
important points within that response.

The other options are not sustainable and | do not
believe that these developer led initiatives, will provide
the much needed affordable housing that the South East
so desperately requires.

BRAG response to Question 42 (please note full
document is attached to Q46)

Question 42 Is Option 2A your preferred option
for delivering the growth needs of the Borough?

* This would represent massive over development
of Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4
(see Q4 to 7).

* No consideration has been given critical planning
considerations such as recent and on-going build
against targets and local impact given different
topographies and (inadequate) supporting

» The current Core Strategy covers the 25 year
period 2006 to 2031 and the technical appendix
to the latest “Authority Monitoring Report &
Progress on the Dacorum Development
Programme” reveals that in the first 5 years
(2006-11) of the plan Berkhamsted delivered 10
years worth of new housing stock and by 2016 the
rate of development had exceeded Core Strategy
targets by a massive 34%. All this without any
improvements in

Compare this to the rest of the Borough. Tring have done
their bit (5% above target rate), while small villages and
countryside locations have also hit targets. However,
this is in stark contrast to Hemel Hempstead, which is
where the Inspector agreed was the correct place to
focus development. Development in Hemel has been at
a pretty constant rate over the first 10 years of the CS,
unfortunately at rate some 21% below the target figure.
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So, all the shortfall that DBC claim we need to pick up
in the new plan comes from failure to concentrate on the
Hemel developments.

» Berkhamsted should most not be punished
because the town has developed at a faster rate
than required by the plan. Just like a pint pot, once
it is full it is full and adding extra just makes for
one almighty

» As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core
Strategy report, development in Berkhamsted “has
to be balanced against the need to protect the
town’s historic character and setting” and the
excessive growth in Berkhamsted proposed in this
option does not do

« Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear
— “demand for housing alone will not change Green
Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) —
and the commitment to protecting Green Belt has
been repeated many times, including by the
Chancellor in his recent budget speech. The
reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers
who generate the highest profit margins building
in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason to
focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green
Belt boundary changes.

Question 42
LP1010232
Mr Tim Beeby

No

The Berkhamsted Residents Action Group (BRAG) has
responded in full to the ‘Issues & Options’ consultation.
To avoid full repetition of the extensive points made in
the BRAG response, | request you accept this as
confirmation that | wish DBC to duplicate BRAG'’s
responses under my name.

However, | would like to take this opportunity emphasize
just a few of the most important points within that
response.

Q36 to 45. Sections of this consultation suggest that to
support the 5 year housing land supply would
immediately require Green Belt releases. Obviously 5
year housing land supply needs to be located but the
consultation document indicates that DBC have
ill-conceived ideas of how to do this. The headline
principle should include the wording, “within urban
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capacity”. Export to another Council area should not be
rejected, specifically the St Albans land east of Hemel.
There are many more permutations for growth
distribution, but clearly DBC have carried out a simple
arithmetic exercise and restricted the options offered to
fit with favoured promoted land sites. Over the first 10
years of the current Core Strategy Berkhamsted have
exceeded by a massive 34%. All this without any
improvements in infrastructure. In contrast, Hemel has
developed at a rate some 21% below the target figure.
All the shortfall that DBC claim we need to pick up in the
new plan comes from failure to concentrate on the Hemel
developments. Such disparities within Dacorum must
be taken into account when assessing development
numbers and site options. Hemel Hempstead,
Berkhamsted and Tring have quite different
topographical characteristics and infrastructure
constraints/needs which should be recognized when
considering housing allocations between them. Housing
distribution should not be a proportional arithmetical
exercise. Development should go where it can be most
suitably placed and least harmful. Any additional
development over and above that already planned for
in Berkhamsted would be disastrous given the town's
infrastructure constraints and current deficits. As the
Planning Inspector stated in his Core Strategy report,
development in Berkhamsted “has to be balanced
against the need to protect the town’s historic character
and setting” and excessive growth in Berkhamsted
proposed in all but one of the options on the table does
not do this. Central Government’s policy on Green Belt
is clear — “demand for housing alone will not change
Green Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) — and the
commitment to protecting Green Belt has been repeated
many times, including by the Chancellor in his recent
budget speech. The reason the rate of build in
Berkhamsted is so high is a simple function of demand
from the developers who generate the highest profit
margins building in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a
reason to focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green Belt
boundary changes. Of the options put forward, Option
1B is the only one that would be acceptable for
Berkhamsted.

BRAG response to Question 42 (please note full
document is attached to Q46)

Question 42 Is Option 2A your preferred option
for delivering the growth needs of the Borough?

» This would represent massive over development
of Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4
(see Q4 to 7).

* No consideration has been given critical
planning considerations such as recent and
on-going build against targets and local
impact given different topographies and
(inadequate) supporting

» The current Core Strategy covers the 25 year
period 2006 to 2031 and the technical
appendix to the latest “Authority Monitoring
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Report & Progress on the Dacorum
Development Programme” reveals that in the
first 5 years (2006-11) of the plan
Berkhamsted delivered 10 years worth of
new housing stock and by 2016 the rate of
development had exceeded Core Strategy
targets by a massive 34%. All this without
any improvements in

Compare this to the rest of the Borough. Tring have done
their bit (5% above target rate), while small villages and
countryside locations have also hit targets. However,
this is in stark contrast to Hemel Hempstead, which is
where the Inspector agreed was the correct place to
focus development. Development in Hemel has been at
a pretty constant rate over the first 10 years of the CS,
unfortunately at rate some 21% below the target figure.
So, all the shortfall that DBC claim we need to pick up
in the new plan comes from failure to concentrate on the
Hemel developments.

» Berkhamsted should most not be punished
because the town has developed at a faster rate
than required by the plan. Just like a pint pot, once
it is full it is full and adding extra just makes for
one almighty

» As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core
Strategy report, development in Berkhamsted
“has to be balanced against the need to
protect the town’s historic character and
setting” and the excessive growth in
Berkhamsted proposed in this option does
not do

« Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear
— “demand for housing alone will not change Green
Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) —
and the commitment to protecting Green Belt has
been repeated many times, including by the
Chancellor in his recent budget speech. The
reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers
who generate the highest profit margins building
in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason to
focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green
Belt boundary changes.

Question 42
LPIO10279

John and Jane Beeley

No
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The Berkhamsted Residents Action Group (BRAG)
has responded in full to the ‘Issues & Options’
consultation. To avoid full repetition of the
extensive points made in the BRAG response, [
request you accept this as confirmation that I wish
DBC to duplicate BRAG’s responses under my
name.

However, I would like to take this opportunity
emphasize just a few of the most important points
within that response

Sections of this consultation suggest that to support the
5 year housing land supply would immediately require
Green Belt releases. Obviously 5 year housing land
supply needs to be located but the consultation
document indicates that DBC have ill-conceived ideas
of how to do this. The headline principle should include
the wording, “within urban capacity”. Export to another
Council area should not be rejected, specifically the St
Albans land east of Hemel. There are many more
permutations for growth distribution, but clearly DBC
have carried out a simple arithmetic exercise and
restricted the options offered to fit with favoured
promoted land sites. Over the first 10 years of the current
Core Strategy Berkhamsted have exceeded by a
massive 34%. All this without any improvements in
infrastructure. In contrast, Hemel has developed at a
rate some 21% below the target figure. All the shortfall
that DBC claim we need to pick up in the new plan
comes from failure to concentrate on the Hemel
developments. Such disparities within Dacorum must
be taken into account when assessing development
numbers and site options. Hemel Hempstead,
Berkhamsted and Tring have quite different
topographical characteristics and infrastructure
constraints/needs which should be recognized when
considering housing allocations between them. Housing
distribution should not be a proportional arithmetical
exercise. Development should go where it can be most
suitably placed and least harmful. Any additional
development over and above that already planned for
in Berkhamsted would be disastrous given the town’s
infrastructure constraints and current deficits. As the
Planning Inspector stated in his Core Strategy report,
development in Berkhamsted “has to be balanced
against the need to protect the town'’s historic character
and setting” and excessive growth in Berkhamsted
proposed in all but one of the options on the table does
not do this. Central Government’s policy on Green Belt
is clear — “demand for housing alone will not change
Green Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) — and the
commitment to protecting Green Belt has been repeated
many times, including by the Chancellor in his recent
budget speech. The reason the rate of build in
Berkhamsted is so high is a simple function of demand
from the developers who generate the highest profit
margins building in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a
reason to focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green Belt



boundary changes. Of the options put forward, Option
4B is the only one that would be acceptable for
Berkhamsted.

BRAG response to Question 42 (please note full
document is attached to Q46)

Question 42 Is Option 2A your preferred option
for delivering the growth needs of the Borough?

» This would represent massive over development
of Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4
(see Q4 to 7).

* No consideration has been given critical
planning considerations such as recent and
on-going build against targets and local
impact given different topographies and
(inadequate) supporting

» The current Core Strategy covers the 25 year
period 2006 to 2031 and the technical
appendix to the latest “Authority Monitoring
Report & Progress on the Dacorum
Development Programme” reveals that in the
first 5 years (2006-11) of the plan
Berkhamsted delivered 10 years worth of
new housing stock and by 2016 the rate of
development had exceeded Core Strategy
targets by a massive 34%. All this without
any improvements in

Compare this to the rest of the Borough. Tring have done
their bit (5% above target rate), while small villages and
countryside locations have also hit targets. However,
this is in stark contrast to Hemel Hempstead, which is
where the Inspector agreed was the correct place to
focus development. Development in Hemel has been at
a pretty constant rate over the first 10 years of the CS,
unfortunately at rate some 21% below the target figure.
So, all the shortfall that DBC claim we need to pick up
in the new plan comes from failure to concentrate on the
Hemel developments.

» Berkhamsted should most not be punished
because the town has developed at a faster rate
than required by the plan. Just like a pint pot, once
it is full it is full and adding extra just makes for
one almighty

» As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core
Strategy report, development in Berkhamsted
“has to be balanced against the need to
protect the town’s historic character and
setting” and the excessive growth in
Berkhamsted proposed in this option does
not do

» Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear
— “demand for housing alone will not change Green
Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) —
and the commitment to protecting Green Belt has
been repeated many times, including by the
Chancellor in his recent budget speech. The
reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers
who generate the highest profit margins building
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in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason to
focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green
Belt boundary changes

Question 42
LP1010329
Kathleen Lally

No

| am writing in response to the latest plan for housing
development in Berkhamsted, most of which suggests
an excessive and impractical number of new houses. |
have read your Local Plan 2017 and | have read the
reply of Berkhamsted Residents’ Action Group (BRAG)
and agree that Option 1B is the only option acceptable.

| agree entirely with the BRAG response to your plan.

BRAG response to Question 42 (please note full
document is attached to Q46)

Question 42 Is Option 2A your preferred option
for delivering the growth needs of the Borough?

* This would represent massive over development
of Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4
(see Q4 to 7).

* No consideration has been given critical
planning considerations such as recent and
on-going build against targets and local
impact given different topographies and
(inadequate) supporting

» The current Core Strategy covers the 25 year
period 2006 to 2031 and the technical
appendix to the latest “Authority Monitoring
Report & Progress on the Dacorum
Development Programme” reveals that in the
first 5 years (2006-11) of the plan
Berkhamsted delivered 10 years worth of
new housing stock and by 2016 the rate of
development had exceeded Core Strategy
targets by a massive 34%. All this without
any improvements in

Compare this to the rest of the Borough. Tring have done
their bit (5% above target rate), while small villages and
countryside locations have also hit targets. However,
this is in stark contrast to Hemel Hempstead, which is
where the Inspector agreed was the correct place to
focus development. Development in Hemel has been at
a pretty constant rate over the first 10 years of the CS,
unfortunately at rate some 21% below the target figure.
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So, all the shortfall that DBC claim we need to pick up
in the new plan comes from failure to concentrate on the
Hemel developments.

» Berkhamsted should most not be punished
because the town has developed at a faster rate
than required by the plan. Just like a pint pot, once
it is full it is full and adding extra just makes for
one almighty

* As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core
Strategy report, development in Berkhamsted
“has to be balanced against the need to
protect the town’s historic character and
setting” and the excessive growth in
Berkhamsted proposed in this option does
not do

» Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear
— “demand for housing alone will not change Green
Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) —
and the commitment to protecting Green Belt has
been repeated many times, including by the
Chancellor in his recent budget speech. The
reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers
who generate the highest profit margins building
in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason to
focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green
Belt boundary changes

Question 42
LPIO10378
J&P Savage

No

Secondly, the Berkhamsted Residents Action Group
(BRAG) has responded in full to the ‘Issues & Options’
consultation. To avoid full repetition of the extensive
points made in the BRAG response, | request you accept
this email as confirmation that | wish DBC to duplicate
BRAG's responses under my name. However, | would
like to take this opportunity emphasize just a few of the
most important points within that response.

Sections of this consultation suggest that to support the
5 year housing land supply would immediately require
Green Belt releases. Obviously 5 year housing land
supply needs to be located but the consultation
document indicates that DBC have ill-conceived ideas
of how to do this. The headline principle should include
the wording, “within urban capacity”. Export to another
Council area should not be rejected, specifically the St
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Albans land east of Hemel. There are many more
permutations for growth distribution, but clearly DBC
have carried out a simple arithmetic exercise and
restricted the options offered to fit with favoured
promoted land sites. Over the first 10 years of the current
Core Strategy Berkhamsted have exceeded by a
massive 34%. All this without any improvements in
infrastructure. In contrast, Hemel has developed at a
rate some 21% below the target figure. All the shortfall
that DBC claim we need to pick up in the new plan
comes from failure to concentrate on the Hemel
developments. Such disparities within Dacorum must
be taken into account when assessing development
numbers and site options. Hemel Hempstead,
Berkhamsted and Tring have quite different
topographical characteristics and infrastructure
constraints/needs which should be recognized when
considering housing allocations between them. Housing
distribution should not be a proportional arithmetical
exercise. Development should go where it can be most
suitably placed and least harmful. Any additional
development over and above that already planned for
in Berkhamsted would be disastrous given the town's
infrastructure constraints and current deficits. As the
Planning Inspector stated in his Core Strategy report,
development in Berkhamsted “has to be balanced
against the need to protect the town’s historic character
and setting” and excessive growth in Berkhamsted
proposed in all but one of the options on the table does
not do this. Central Government’s policy on Green Belt
is clear — “demand for housing alone will not change
Green Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) — and the
commitment to protecting Green Belt has been repeated
many times, including by the Chancellor in his recent
budget speech. The reason the rate of build in
Berkhamsted is so high is a simple function of demand
from the developers who generate the highest profit
margins building in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a
reason to focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green Belt
boundary changes.

Of the options put forward, Option 1B is the only one
that would be acceptable for Berkhamsted.

BRAG response to Question 42 (please note full
document is attached to Q46)

Question 42 Is Option 2A your preferred option
for delivering the growth needs of the Borough?

« This would represent massive over development
of Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4
(see Q4 to 7).

* No consideration has been given critical
planning considerations such as recent and
on-going build against targets and local
impact given different topographies and
(inadequate) supporting
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» The current Core Strategy covers the 25 year
period 2006 to 2031 and the technical
appendix to the latest “Authority Monitoring
Report & Progress on the Dacorum
Development Programme” reveals that in the
first 5 years (2006-11) of the plan
Berkhamsted delivered 10 years worth of
new housing stock and by 2016 the rate of
development had exceeded Core Strategy
targets by a massive 34%. All this without
any improvements in

Compare this to the rest of the Borough. Tring have done
their bit (5% above target rate), while small villages and
countryside locations have also hit targets. However,
this is in stark contrast to Hemel Hempstead, which is
where the Inspector agreed was the correct place to
focus development. Development in Hemel has been at
a pretty constant rate over the first 10 years of the CS,
unfortunately at rate some 21% below the target figure.
So, all the shortfall that DBC claim we need to pick up
in the new plan comes from failure to concentrate on the
Hemel developments.

» Berkhamsted should most not be punished
because the town has developed at a faster rate
than required by the plan. Just like a pint pot, once
it is full it is full and adding extra just makes for
one almighty

» As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core
Strategy report, development in Berkhamsted
“has to be balanced against the need to
protect the town’s historic character and
setting” and the excessive growth in
Berkhamsted proposed in this option does
not do

« Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear
— “demand for housing alone will not change Green
Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) —
and the commitment to protecting Green Belt has
been repeated many times, including by the
Chancellor in his recent budget speech. The
reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers
who generate the highest profit margins building
in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason to
focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green
Belt boundary changes.

Question 42
LPIO10443
Mr Daniel Parry
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The Berkhamsted Residents Action Group (BRAG) has
responded in full to the ‘Issues & Options’ consultation.
To avoid full repetition of the extensive points made in
the BRAG response, | request you accept this as
confirmation that | wish DBC to duplicate BRAG'’s
responses under my name.

However, | would like to take this opportunity emphasize
just a few of the most important points within that
response

Sections of this consultation suggest that to support the 5 year
housing land supply would immediately require Green Belt
releases. Obviously 5 year housing land supply needs to be
located but the consultation document indicates that DBC have
ill-conceived ideas of how to do this. The headline principle
should include the wording, “within urban capacity”. Export to
another Council area should not be rejected, specifically the
St Albans land east of Hemel. There are many more
permutations for growth distribution, but clearly DBC have
carried out a simple arithmetic exercise and restricted the
options offered to fit with favoured promoted land sites. Over
the first 10 years of the current Core Strategy Berkhamsted
have exceeded by a massive 34%. All this without any
improvements in infrastructure. In contrast, Hemel has
developed at a rate some 21% below the target figure. All the
shortfall that DBC claim we need to pick up in the new plan
comes from failure to concentrate on the Hemel developments.
Such disparities within Dacorum must be taken into account
when assessing development numbers and site options. Hemel
Hempstead, Berkhamsted and Tring have quite different
topographical characteristics and infrastructure
constraints/needs which should be recognized when
considering housing allocations between them. Housing
distribution should not be a proportional arithmetical exercise.
Development should go where it can be most suitably placed
and least harmful. Any additional development over and above
that already planned for in Berkhamsted would be disastrous
given the town’s infrastructure constraints and current deficits.
As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core Strategy report,
development in Berkhamsted “has to be balanced against the
need to protect the town’s historic character and setting” and
excessive growth in Berkhamsted proposed in all but one of
the options on the table does not do this. Central Government’s
policy on Green Belt is clear — “demand for housing alone will
not change Green Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister
of State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) — and the
commitment to protecting Green Belt has been repeated many
times, including by the Chancellor in his recent budget speech.
The reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high is a
simple function of demand from the developers who generate
the highest profit margins building in Berkhamsted. This
demand is not a reason to focus even more development on
Berkhamsted and under Government policy cannot lead to
Green Belt boundary changes.

BRAG response to Question 42 (please note full
document is attached to Q46)

Question 42 Is Option 2A your preferred option
for delivering the growth needs of the Borough?



Include files

» This would represent massive over development
of Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4
(see Q4 to 7).

* No consideration has been given critical
planning considerations such as recent and
on-going build against targets and local
impact given different topographies and
(inadequate) supporting

» The current Core Strategy covers the 25 year
period 2006 to 2031 and the technical
appendix to the latest “Authority Monitoring
Report & Progress on the Dacorum
Development Programme” reveals that in the
first 5 years (2006-11) of the plan
Berkhamsted delivered 10 years worth of
new housing stock and by 2016 the rate of
development had exceeded Core Strategy
targets by a massive 34%. All this without
any improvements in

Compare this to the rest of the Borough. Tring have done
their bit (5% above target rate), while small villages and
countryside locations have also hit targets. However,
this is in stark contrast to Hemel Hempstead, which is
where the Inspector agreed was the correct place to
focus development. Development in Hemel has been at
a pretty constant rate over the first 10 years of the CS,
unfortunately at rate some 21% below the target figure.
So, all the shortfall that DBC claim we need to pick up
in the new plan comes from failure to concentrate on the
Hemel developments.

* Berkhamsted should most not be punished
because the town has developed at a faster rate
than required by the plan. Just like a pint pot, once
it is full it is full and adding extra just makes for
one almighty

» As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core
Strategy report, development in Berkhamsted
“has to be balanced against the need to
protect the town’s historic character and
setting” and the excessive growth in
Berkhamsted proposed in this option does
not do

« Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear
— “demand for housing alone will not change Green
Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) —
and the commitment to protecting Green Belt has
been repeated many times, including by the
Chancellor in his recent budget speech. The
reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers
who generate the highest profit margins building
in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason to
focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green
Belt boundary changes
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Question 42
LP1O10492
David Burbidge

No

The Berkhamsted Residents Action Group (BRAG) has
responded in full to the ‘Issues & Options’ consultation.
To avoid full repetition of the extensive points made in
the BRAG response, | request you accept this as
confirmation that | wish DBC to duplicate BRAG’s
responses under my name

However, | would like to take this opportunity
emphasize just a few of the most important points
within that response

Sections of this consultation suggest that to support the
5 year housing land supply would immediately require
Green Belt releases. Obviously 5 year housing land
supply needs to be located but the consultation
document indicates that DBC have ill-conceived ideas
of how to do this. The headline principle should include
the wording, “within urban capacity”. Export to another
Council area should not be rejected, specifically the St
Albans land east of Hemel. There are many more
permutations for growth distribution, but clearly DBC
have carried out a simple arithmetic exercise and
restricted the options offered to fit with favoured
promoted land sites. Over the first 10 years of the current
Core Strategy Berkhamsted have exceeded by a
massive 34%. All this without any improvements in
infrastructure. In contrast, Hemel has developed at a
rate some 21% below the target figure. All the shortfall
that DBC claim we need to pick up in the new plan
comes from failure to concentrate on the Hemel
developments. Such disparities within Dacorum must
be taken into account when assessing development
numbers and site options. Hemel Hempstead,
Berkhamsted and Tring have quite different
topographical characteristics and infrastructure
constraints/needs which should be recognized when
considering housing allocations between them. Housing
distribution should not be a proportional arithmetical
exercise. Development should go where it can be most
suitably placed and least harmful. Any additional
development over and above that already planned for
in Berkhamsted would be disastrous given the town’s
infrastructure constraints and current deficits. As the
Planning Inspector stated in his Core Strategy report,
development in Berkhamsted “has to be balanced
against the need to protect the town'’s historic character
and setting” and excessive growth in Berkhamsted
proposed in all but one of the options on the table does
not do this. Central Government’s policy on Green Belt
is clear — “demand for housing alone will not change



Green Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) — and the
commitment to protecting Green Belt has been repeated
many times, including by the Chancellor in his recent
budget speech. The reason the rate of build in
Berkhamsted is so high is a simple function of demand
from the developers who generate the highest profit
margins building in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a
reason to focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green Belt
boundary changes.

BRAG response to Question 42 (please note full
document is attached to Q46)

Question 42 Is Option 2A your preferred option
for delivering the growth needs of the Borough?

« This would represent massive over development
of Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4
(see Q4 to 7).

* No consideration has been given critical
planning considerations such as recent and
on-going build against targets and local
impact given different topographies and
(inadequate) supporting

» The current Core Strategy covers the 25 year
period 2006 to 2031 and the technical
appendix to the latest “Authority Monitoring
Report & Progress on the Dacorum
Development Programme” reveals that in the
first 5 years (2006-11) of the plan
Berkhamsted delivered 10 years worth of
new housing stock and by 2016 the rate of
development had exceeded Core Strategy
targets by a massive 34%. All this without
any improvements in

Compare this to the rest of the Borough. Tring have done
their bit (5% above target rate), while small villages and
countryside locations have also hit targets. However,
this is in stark contrast to Hemel Hempstead, which is
where the Inspector agreed was the correct place to
focus development. Development in Hemel has been at
a pretty constant rate over the first 10 years of the CS,
unfortunately at rate some 21% below the target figure.
So, all the shortfall that DBC claim we need to pick up
in the new plan comes from failure to concentrate on the
Hemel developments.

» Berkhamsted should most not be punished
because the town has developed at a faster rate
than required by the plan. Just like a pint pot, once
it is full it is full and adding extra just makes for
one almighty

» As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core
Strategy report, development in Berkhamsted
“has to be balanced against the need to
protect the town’s historic character and
setting” and the excessive growth in
Berkhamsted proposed in this option does
not do

» Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear
— “demand for housing alone will not change Green
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Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) —
and the commitment to protecting Green Belt has
been repeated many times, including by the
Chancellor in his recent budget speech. The
reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers
who generate the highest profit margins building
in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason to
focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green
Belt boundary changes.

Question 42
LPIO10542
Mr Stephen Doughty

No

The Berkhamsted Residents Action Group (BRAG) has
responded in full to the ‘Issues & Options’ consultation.
To avoid full repetition of the extensive points made in
the BRAG response, | request you accept this as
confirmation that | wish DBC to duplicate BRAG’s
responses under my name.

| would however like to make a few specific comments.

BRAG response to Question 42 (please note full
document is attached to Q46)

Question 42 Is Option 2A your preferred option
for delivering the growth needs of the Borough?

* This would represent massive over development
of Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4
(see Q4 to 7).

* No consideration has been given critical
planning considerations such as recent and
on-going build against targets and local
impact given different topographies and
(inadequate) supporting

* The current Core Strategy covers the 25 year
period 2006 to 2031 and the technical
appendix to the latest “Authority Monitoring
Report & Progress on the Dacorum
Development Programme” reveals that in the
first 5 years (2006-11) of the plan
Berkhamsted delivered 10 years worth of
new housing stock and by 2016 the rate of
development had exceeded Core Strategy
targets by a massive 34%. All this without
any improvements in
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Compare this to the rest of the Borough. Tring have done
their bit (5% above target rate), while small villages and
countryside locations have also hit targets. However,
this is in stark contrast to Hemel Hempstead, which is
where the Inspector agreed was the correct place to
focus development. Development in Hemel has been at
a pretty constant rate over the first 10 years of the CS,
unfortunately at rate some 21% below the target figure.
So, all the shortfall that DBC claim we need to pick up
in the new plan comes from failure to concentrate on the
Hemel developments.

» Berkhamsted should most not be punished
because the town has developed at a faster rate
than required by the plan. Just like a pint pot, once
it is full it is full and adding extra just makes for
one almighty

* As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core
Strategy report, development in Berkhamsted
“has to be balanced against the need to
protect the town’s historic character and
setting” and the excessive growth in
Berkhamsted proposed in this option does
not do

» Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear
—“demand for housing alone will not change Green
Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) —
and the commitment to protecting Green Belt has
been repeated many times, including by the
Chancellor in his recent budget speech. The
reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers
who generate the highest profit margins building
in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason to
focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green
Belt boundary changes.

Question 42
LPIO10590
Mr Roger Petts

No

The Berkhamsted Residents Action Group (BRAG) have
responded in full to the ‘Issues & Options’ consultation.
To avoid full repetition of the extensive points made in
the BRAG response, | request you accept this as
confirmation that | wish DBC to duplicate BRAG’s
responses under my name.
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BRAG response to Question 42 (please note full
document is attached to Q46)

Question 42 Is Option 2A your preferred option
for delivering the growth needs of the Borough?

* This would represent massive over development
of Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4
(see Q4 to 7).

* No consideration has been given critical
planning considerations such as recent and
on-going build against targets and local
impact given different topographies and
(inadequate) supporting

* The current Core Strategy covers the 25 year
period 2006 to 2031 and the technical
appendix to the latest “Authority Monitoring
Report & Progress on the Dacorum
Development Programme” reveals that in the
first 5 years (2006-11) of the plan
Berkhamsted delivered 10 years worth of
new housing stock and by 2016 the rate of
development had exceeded Core Strategy
targets by a massive 34%. All this without
any improvements in

Compare this to the rest of the Borough. Tring have done
their bit (5% above target rate), while small villages and
countryside locations have also hit targets. However,
this is in stark contrast to Hemel Hempstead, which is
where the Inspector agreed was the correct place to
focus development. Development in Hemel has been at
a pretty constant rate over the first 10 years of the CS,
unfortunately at rate some 21% below the target figure.
So, all the shortfall that DBC claim we need to pick up
in the new plan comes from failure to concentrate on the
Hemel developments.

» Berkhamsted should most not be punished
because the town has developed at a faster rate
than required by the plan. Just like a pint pot, once
it is full it is full and adding extra just makes for
one almighty

* As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core
Strategy report, development in Berkhamsted
“has to be balanced against the need to
protect the town’s historic character and
setting” and the excessive growth in
Berkhamsted proposed in this option does
not do

» Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear
— “demand for housing alone will not change Green
Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) —
and the commitment to protecting Green Belt has
been repeated many times, including by the
Chancellor in his recent budget speech. The
reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers
who generate the highest profit margins building
in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason to
focus even more development on Berkhamsted
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Question 42
LPIO10637
Simon Chilton

No

The Berkhamsted Residents Action Group (BRAG) has
responded in full to the ‘Issues & Options’ consultation.
To avoid full repetition of the extensive points made in
the BRAG response, | request you accept this as
confirmation that | wish DBC to duplicate BRAG’s
responses under my name.

However, | would like to take this opportunity emphasize
just a few of the most important points within that
response.

Sections of this consultation suggest that to support the 5 year
housing land supply would immediately require Green Belt
releases. Obviously 5 year housing land supply needs to be
located but the consultation document indicates that DBC have
ill-conceived ideas of how to do this. The headline principle
should include the wording, “within urban capacity”. Export to
another Council area should not be rejected, specifically the
St Albans land east of Hemel. There are many more
permutations for growth distribution, but clearly DBC have
carried out a simple arithmetic exercise and restricted the
options offered to fit with favoured promoted land sites. Over
the first 10 years of the current Core Strategy Berkhamsted
have exceeded by a massive 34%. All this without any
improvements in infrastructure. In contrast, Hemel has
developed at a rate some 21% below the target figure. All the
shortfall that DBC claim we need to pick up in the new plan
comes from failure to concentrate on the Hemel developments.
Such disparities within Dacorum must be taken into account
when assessing development numbers and site options. Hemel
Hempstead, Berkhamsted and Tring have quite different
topographical characteristics and infrastructure
constraints/needs which should be recognized when
considering housing allocations between them. Housing
distribution should not be a proportional arithmetical exercise.
Development should go where it can be most suitably placed
and least harmful. Any additional development over and above
that already planned for in Berkhamsted would be disastrous
given the town’s infrastructure constraints and current deficits.
As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core Strategy report,
development in Berkhamsted “has to be balanced against the
need to protect the town’s historic character and setting” and
excessive growth in Berkhamsted proposed in all but one of
the options on the table does not do this. Central Government’s
policy on Green Belt is clear — “demand for housing alone will
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not change Green Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister
of State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) — and the
commitment to protecting Green Belt has been repeated many
times, including by the Chancellor in his recent budget speech.
The reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high is a
simple function of demand from the developers who generate
the highest profit margins building in Berkhamsted. This
demand is not a reason to focus even more development on
Berkhamsted and under Government policy cannot lead to
Green Belt boundary changes.

BRAG response to Question 42 (please note full
document is attached to Q46)

Question 42 Is Option 2A your preferred option
for delivering the growth needs of the Borough?

» This would represent massive over development
of Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4
(see Q4 to 7).

* No consideration has been given critical
planning considerations such as recent and
on-going build against targets and local
impact given different topographies and
(inadequate) supporting

» The current Core Strategy covers the 25 year
period 2006 to 2031 and the technical
appendix to the latest “Authority Monitoring
Report & Progress on the Dacorum
Development Programme” reveals that in the
first 5 years (2006-11) of the plan
Berkhamsted delivered 10 years worth of
new housing stock and by 2016 the rate of
development had exceeded Core Strategy
targets by a massive 34%. All this without
any improvements in

Compare this to the rest of the Borough. Tring have done
their bit (5% above target rate), while small villages and
countryside locations have also hit targets. However,
this is in stark contrast to Hemel Hempstead, which is
where the Inspector agreed was the correct place to
focus development. Development in Hemel has been at
a pretty constant rate over the first 10 years of the CS,
unfortunately at rate some 21% below the target figure.
So, all the shortfall that DBC claim we need to pick up
in the new plan comes from failure to concentrate on the
Hemel developments.

» Berkhamsted should most not be punished
because the town has developed at a faster rate
than required by the plan. Just like a pint pot, once
it is full it is full and adding extra just makes for
one almighty

» As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core
Strategy report, development in Berkhamsted
“has to be balanced against the need to
protect the town’s historic character and
setting” and the excessive growth in
Berkhamsted proposed in this option does
not do

» Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear
— “demand for housing alone will not change Green
Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
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State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) —
and the commitment to protecting Green Belt has
been repeated many times, including by the
Chancellor in his recent budget speech. The
reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers
who generate the highest profit margins building
in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason to
focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green
Belt boundary changes.

Question 42
LP1010687
Sally and David Williams

No

Please register as support for BRAG's submission.

BRAG response to Question 42 (please note full
document is attached to Q46)

Question 42 Is Option 2A your preferred option
for delivering the growth needs of the Borough?

» This would represent massive over development
of Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4
(see Q4 to 7).

* No consideration has been given critical
planning considerations such as recent and
on-going build against targets and local
impact given different topographies and
(inadequate) supporting

» The current Core Strategy covers the 25 year
period 2006 to 2031 and the technical
appendix to the latest “Authority Monitoring
Report & Progress on the Dacorum
Development Programme” reveals that in the
first 5 years (2006-11) of the plan
Berkhamsted delivered 10 years worth of
new housing stock and by 2016 the rate of
development had exceeded Core Strategy
targets by a massive 34%. All this without
any improvements in

Compare this to the rest of the Borough. Tring have done
their bit (5% above target rate), while small villages and
countryside locations have also hit targets. However,
this is in stark contrast to Hemel Hempstead, which is
where the Inspector agreed was the correct place to
focus development. Development in Hemel has been at
a pretty constant rate over the first 10 years of the CS,
unfortunately at rate some 21% below the target figure.
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So, all the shortfall that DBC claim we need to pick up
in the new plan comes from failure to concentrate on the
Hemel developments.

» Berkhamsted should most not be punished
because the town has developed at a faster rate
than required by the plan. Just like a pint pot, once
it is full it is full and adding extra just makes for
one almighty

* As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core
Strategy report, development in Berkhamsted
“has to be balanced against the need to
protect the town’s historic character and
setting” and the excessive growth in
Berkhamsted proposed in this option does
not do

» Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear
— “demand for housing alone will not change Green
Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) —
and the commitment to protecting Green Belt has
been repeated many times, including by the
Chancellor in his recent budget speech. The
reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers
who generate the highest profit margins building
in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason to
focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green
Belt boundary changes.

Question 42
LPIO10735

Mrs Jenny Jenkins

No

The Berkhamsted Residents Action Group (BRAG) have
responded in full to the ‘Issues & Options’ consultation.
To avoid full repetition of the extensive points made in
the BRAG response, | request you accept this as
confirmation that | wish DBC to duplicate BRAG’s
responses under my name.

However, | would like to emphasise a few of the most
important points within that response that | strongly agree
with:

Sections of this consultation suggest that
to support the 5 year housing land
supply would immediately require Green
Belt releases. Five year housing land
supply needs to be located but the



consultation document indicates that
DBC have ill-conceived ideas of how to
do this. The headline principle should
include the wording, “within urban
capacity”. Export to another Council area
should not be rejected, specifically the
St Albans land east of Hemel. There are
many more permutations for growth
distribution, but clearly DBC has carried
out a simple arithmetic exercise and
restricted the options offered to fit with
favoured promoted land sites. Over the
first 10 years of the current Core
Strategy Berkhamsted has exceeded by
34%. All this without any improvements
in infrastructure. In contrast, Hemel has
developed at a rate some 21% below
the target figure. All the shortfall that
DBC claim we need to pick up in the
new plan comes from failure to
concentrate on the Hemel
developments. Such disparities within
Dacorum must be taken into account
when assessing development numbers
and site options. Hemel Hempstead,
Berkhamsted and Tring have quite
different topographical characteristics
and infrastructure constraints/needs
which should be recognised when
considering housing allocations between
them. Housing distribution should not be
a proportional arithmetical exercise.
Development should go where it can be
most suitably placed and least harmful.
Any additional development over and
above that already planned for in
Berkhamsted would be very detrimental,
given the town’s infrastructure
constraints and current deficits. As the
Planning Inspector stated in his Core
Strategy report, development in
Berkhamsted “has to be balanced
against the need to protect the town’s
historic character and setting” and
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excessive growth in Berkhamsted
proposed in all but one of the options on
the table does not do this. Central
Government’s policy on Green Belt is
clear — “demand for housing alone will
not change Green Belt boundaries”
(letter to MPs from Minister of State for
Housing and Planning — June 2016) —
and the commitment to protecting Green
Belt has been repeated many times,
including by the Chancellor in his recent
budget speech. The reason the rate of
build in Berkhamsted is so high seems
to be a function of demand from the
developers who generate the highest
profit margins building in Berkhamsted.
This demand is not a reason to focus
even more development on
Berkhamsted and under Government
policy cannot lead to Green Belt
boundary changes. Of the options put
forward, Option 1B is the only one that
would be acceptable for Berkhamsted.

BRAG response to Question 42 (please note full
document is attached to Q46)

Question 42 Is Option 2A your preferred option
for delivering the growth needs of the Borough?

» This would represent massive over development
of Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4
(see Q4 to 7).

* No consideration has been given critical
planning considerations such as recent and
on-going build against targets and local
impact given different topographies and
(inadequate) supporting

» The current Core Strategy covers the 25 year
period 2006 to 2031 and the technical
appendix to the latest “Authority Monitoring
Report & Progress on the Dacorum
Development Programme” reveals that in the
first 5 years (2006-11) of the plan
Berkhamsted delivered 10 years worth of
new housing stock and by 2016 the rate of
development had exceeded Core Strategy
targets by a massive 34%. All this without
any improvements in

Compare this to the rest of the Borough. Tring have done
their bit (5% above target rate), while small villages and
countryside locations have also hit targets. However,
this is in stark contrast to Hemel Hempstead, which is
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where the Inspector agreed was the correct place to
focus development. Development in Hemel has been at
a pretty constant rate over the first 10 years of the CS,
unfortunately at rate some 21% below the target figure.
So, all the shortfall that DBC claim we need to pick up
in the new plan comes from failure to concentrate on the
Hemel developments.

* Berkhamsted should most not be punished
because the town has developed at a faster rate
than required by the plan. Just like a pint pot, once
it is full it is full and adding extra just makes for
one almighty

* As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core
Strategy report, development in Berkhamsted
“has to be balanced against the need to
protect the town’s historic character and
setting” and the excessive growth in
Berkhamsted proposed in this option does
not do

» Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear
— “demand for housing alone will not change Green
Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) —
and the commitment to protecting Green Belt has
been repeated many times, including by the
Chancellor in his recent budget speech. The
reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers
who generate the highest profit margins building
in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason to
focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green
Belt boundary changes.

Question 42
LP1O010829

Grant Imlah

No

Moreover i am aware that The Berkhamsted Residents
Action Group (BRAG) have responded in full to the
‘Issues & Options’ consultation. To avoid full repetition
of the extensive points made in the BRAG response, we
request you accept this as confirmation that we wish
DBC to duplicate BRAG’s responses under our name.

However, we would like to take this opportunity
emphasize just a few of the most important points within
that response.

Sections of this consultation suggest that to support the
5 year housing land supply would immediately require
Green Belt releases. Obviously 5 year housing land
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supply needs to be located but the consultation
document indicates that DBC have ill-conceived ideas
of how to do this. The headline principle should include
the wording, “within urban capacity”. Export to another
Council area should not be rejected, specifically the St
Albans land east of Hemel. There are many more
permutations for growth distribution, but clearly DBC
have carried out a simple arithmetic exercise and
restricted the options offered to fit with favoured
promoted land sites. Over the first 10 years of the current
Core Strategy Berkhamsted have exceeded by a
massive 34%. All this without any improvements in
infrastructure. In contrast, Hemel has developed at a
rate some 21% below the target figure. All the shortfall
that DBC claim we need to pick up in the new plan
comes from failure to concentrate on the Hemel
developments. Such disparities within Dacorum must
be taken into account when assessing development
numbers and site options. Hemel Hempstead,
Berkhamsted and Tring have quite different
topographical characteristics and infrastructure
constraints/needs which should be recognized when
considering housing allocations between them. Housing
distribution should not be a proportional arithmetical
exercise. Development should go where it can be most
suitably placed and least harmful. Any additional
development over and above that already planned for
in Berkhamsted would be disastrous given the town’s
infrastructure constraints and current deficits. As the
Planning Inspector stated in his Core Strategy report,
development in Berkhamsted “has to be balanced
against the need to protect the town’s historic character
and setting” and excessive growth in Berkhamsted
proposed in all but one of the options on the table does
not do this. Central Government’s policy on Green Belt
is clear — “demand for housing alone will not change
Green Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) — and the
commitment to protecting Green Belt has been repeated
many times, including by the Chancellor in his recent
budget speech. The reason the rate of build in
Berkhamsted is so high is a simple function of demand
from the developers who generate the highest profit
margins building in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a
reason to focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green Belt
boundary changes. Of the options put forward, Option
1B is the only one that would be acceptable for
Berkhamsted.

BRAG response to Question 42 (please note full
document is attached to Q46)

Question 42 Is Option 2A your preferred option
for delivering the growth needs of the Borough?

» This would represent massive over development
of Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4
(see Q4 to 7).

* No consideration has been given critical
planning considerations such as recent and
on-going build against targets and local
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» The current Core Strategy covers the 25 year
period 2006 to 2031 and the technical
appendix to the latest “Authority Monitoring
Report & Progress on the Dacorum
Development Programme” reveals that in the
first 5 years (2006-11) of the plan
Berkhamsted delivered 10 years worth of
new housing stock and by 2016 the rate of
development had exceeded Core Strategy
targets by a massive 34%. All this without
any improvements in

Compare this to the rest of the Borough. Tring have done
their bit (5% above target rate), while small villages and
countryside locations have also hit targets. However,
this is in stark contrast to Hemel Hempstead, which is
where the Inspector agreed was the correct place to
focus development. Development in Hemel has been at
a pretty constant rate over the first 10 years of the CS,
unfortunately at rate some 21% below the target figure.
So, all the shortfall that DBC claim we need to pick up
in the new plan comes from failure to concentrate on the
Hemel developments.

* Berkhamsted should most not be punished
because the town has developed at a faster rate
than required by the plan. Just like a pint pot, once
it is full it is full and adding extra just makes for
one almighty

» As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core
Strategy report, development in Berkhamsted
“has to be balanced against the need to
protect the town’s historic character and
setting” and the excessive growth in
Berkhamsted proposed in this option does
not do

« Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear
— “demand for housing alone will not change Green
Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) —
and the commitment to protecting Green Belt has
been repeated many times, including by the
Chancellor in his recent budget speech. The
reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers
who generate the highest profit margins building
in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason to
focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green
Belt boundary changes.

Question 42
LP1O10881

Sheila Dawkins
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No

| have studied the above plan, accessed the BRAG
website, and attended the Berkhamsted Citizens
Association Visioning Evening on 15 November and the
Berkhamsted Town Council presentation on 22
November.

The Berkhamsted Residents Action Group (BRAG) has
responded in full to the ‘Issues & Options’ consultation.
To avoid full repetition of the extensive points made in
the BRAG response, | request you accept this as
confirmation that | wish DBC to duplicate BRAG’s
responses under my name. However, | would like to
take this opportunity emphasize just a few of the most
important points within that response.

Sections of this consultation suggest that to support the
5 year housing land supply would immediately require
Green Belt releases. Obviously 5 year housing land
supply needs to be located but the consultation
document indicates that DBC have ill-conceived ideas
of how to do this. The headline principle should include
the wording, “within urban capacity”. Export to another
Council area should not be rejected, specifically the St
Albans land east of Hemel. There are many more
permutations for growth distribution, but clearly DBC
have carried out a simple arithmetic exercise and
restricted the options offered to fit with favoured
promoted land sites. Over the first 10 years of the current
Core Strategy Berkhamsted have exceeded by a
massive 34%. All this without any improvements in
infrastructure. In contrast, Hemel has developed at a
rate some 21% below the target figure. All the shortfall
that DBC claim we need to pick up in the new plan
comes from failure to concentrate on the Hemel
developments. Such disparities within Dacorum must
be taken into account when assessing development
numbers and site options. Hemel Hempstead,
Berkhamsted and Tring have quite different
topographical characteristics and infrastructure
constraints/needs which should be recognized when
considering housing allocations between them. Housing
distribution should not be a proportional arithmetical
exercise. Development should go where it can be most
suitably placed and least harmful. Any additional
development over and above that already planned for
in Berkhamsted would be disastrous given the town's
infrastructure constraints and current deficits. As the
Planning Inspector stated in his Core Strategy report,
development in Berkhamsted “has to be balanced
against the need to protect the town'’s historic character
and setting” and excessive growth in Berkhamsted
proposed in all but one of the options on the table does
not do this. Central Government’s policy on Green Belt
is clear — “demand for housing alone will not change
Green Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) — and the
commitment to protecting Green Belt has been repeated
many times, including by the Chancellor in his recent
budget speech. The reason the rate of build in



Berkhamsted is so high is a simple function of demand
from the developers who generate the highest profit
margins building in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a
reason to focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green Belt
boundary changes. Of the options put forward, Option
1B is the only one that would be acceptable for
Berkhamsted.

BRAG response to Question 42 (please note full
document is attached to Q46)

Question 42 Is Option 2A your preferred option
for delivering the growth needs of the Borough?

» This would represent massive over development
of Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4
(see Q4 to 7).

* No consideration has been given critical
planning considerations such as recent and
on-going build against targets and local
impact given different topographies and
(inadequate) supporting

» The current Core Strategy covers the 25 year
period 2006 to 2031 and the technical
appendix to the latest “Authority Monitoring
Report & Progress on the Dacorum
Development Programme” reveals that in the
first 5 years (2006-11) of the plan
Berkhamsted delivered 10 years worth of
new housing stock and by 2016 the rate of
development had exceeded Core Strategy
targets by a massive 34%. All this without
any improvements in

Compare this to the rest of the Borough. Tring have done
their bit (5% above target rate), while small villages and
countryside locations have also hit targets. However,
this is in stark contrast to Hemel Hempstead, which is
where the Inspector agreed was the correct place to
focus development. Development in Hemel has been at
a pretty constant rate over the first 10 years of the CS,
unfortunately at rate some 21% below the target figure.
So, all the shortfall that DBC claim we need to pick up
in the new plan comes from failure to concentrate on the
Hemel developments.

» Berkhamsted should most not be punished
because the town has developed at a faster rate
than required by the plan. Just like a pint pot, once
it is full it is full and adding extra just makes for
one almighty

» As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core
Strategy report, development in Berkhamsted
“has to be balanced against the need to
protect the town’s historic character and
setting” and the excessive growth in
Berkhamsted proposed in this option does
not do

» Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear
— “demand for housing alone will not change Green
Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) —
and the commitment to protecting Green Belt has
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been repeated many times, including by the
Chancellor in his recent budget speech. The
reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers
who generate the highest profit margins building
in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason to
focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green
Belt boundary changes.

Question 42
LP1010929

Jean Thomas

No

Sections of this consultation suggest that to support the
5 year housing land supply would immediately require
Green Belt releases. Obviously 5 year housing land
supply needs to be located but the consultation
document indicates that DBC have ill-conceived ideas
of how to do this. The headline principle should include
the wording, “within urban capacity”.

Export to another Council area should not be rejected,
specifically the St Albans land east of Hemel. There are
many more permutations for growth distribution, but
clearly DBC have carried out a simple arithmetic exercise
and restricted the options offered to fit with favoured
promoted land sites.

Hemel Hempstead developments are 21% below the
target figure. This shortfall should be taken into account
in the new plans when assessing development numbers
and site options.

Hemel Hempstead, Berkhamsted and Tring have quite
different topographical characteristics and infrastructure
constraints/needs which should be recognized when
considering housing allocations between them. Housing
distribution should not be a proportional arithmetical
exercise. Development should go where it can be most
suitably placed and least harmful. Any additional
development over and above that already planned for
in Berkhamsted would be disastrous given the town’s
infrastructure constraints and current deficits. As the
Planning Inspector stated in his Core Strategy report,
development in Berkhamsted “has to be balanced
against the need to protect the town’s historic character
and setting” and excessive growth in Berkhamsted
proposed in all but one of the options on the table does
not do this. Central Government’s policy on Green Belt
is clear — “demand for housing alone will not change
Green Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) — and the
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commitment to protecting Green Belt has been repeated
many times, including by the Chancellor in his recent
budget speech.

The reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers who
generate the highest profit margins building in
Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason to focus even
more development on Berkhamsted and under
Government policy cannot lead to Green Belt boundary
changes. Of the options put forward, Option 1B is the
only one that would be acceptable for Berkhamsted.

Question 42
LP1010980
Christopher Stafford

No

The Berkhamsted Residents Action Group (BRAG) has
responded in full to the ‘Issues & Options’ consultation.
To avoid full repetition of the extensive points made in
the BRAG response, | request you accept this as
confirmation that | wish DBC to duplicate BRAG'’s
responses under my name.

However, | would like to take this opportunity emphasize
just a few of the most important points within that
response.

Q36 to 45. Sections of this consultation suggest
that to support the 5 year housing land supply
would immediately require Green Belt releases.
Obviously 5 year housing land supply needs to be
located but the consultation document indicates
that DBC have ill-conceived ideas of how to do this.
The headline principle should include the wording,
“within urban capacity”. Export to another Council
area should not be rejected, specifically the St
Albans land east of Hemel. There are many more
permutations for growth distribution, but clearly
DBC have carried out a simple arithmetic exercise
and restricted the options offered to fit with
favoured promoted land sites. Over the first 10
years of the current Core Strategy Berkhamsted
have exceeded by a massive 34%. All this without
any improvements in infrastructure. In contrast,
Hemel has developed at a rate some 21% below
the target figure. All the shortfall that DBC claim
we need to pick up in the new plan comes from
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failure to concentrate on the Hemel developments.
Such disparities within Dacorum must be taken into
account when assessing development numbers and
site options. Hemel Hempstead, Berkhamsted and
Tring have quite different topographical
characteristics and infrastructure constraints/needs
which should be recognized when considering
housing allocations between them. Housing
distribution should not be a proportional
arithmetical exercise. Development should go
where it can be most suitably placed and least
harmful. Any additional development over and
above that already planned for in Berkhamsted
would be disastrous given the town's infrastructure
constraints and current deficits. As the

Planning Inspector stated in his Core Strategy
report, development in Berkhamsted “has to be
balanced against the need to protect the town’s
historic character and setting” and excessive
growth in Berkhamsted proposed in all but one

of the options on the table does not do this. Central
Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear —
“demand for housing alone will not change Green
Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) — and
the commitment to protecting Green Belt has been
repeated many times, including by the Chancellor
in his recent budget speech. The reason the rate
of build in Berkhamsted is so high is a simple
function of demand from the developers who
generate the highest profit margins building in
Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason to focus
even more development on Berkhamsted and
under Government policy cannot lead to Green
Belt boundary changes.

BRAG response to Question 42 (please note full
document is attached to Q46)

Question 42 Is Option 2A your preferred option
for delivering the growth needs of the Borough?

» This would represent massive over development
of Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4
(see Q4 to 7).

* No consideration has been given critical
planning considerations such as recent and
on-going build against targets and local
impact given different topographies and
(inadequate) supporting

» The current Core Strategy covers the 25 year
period 2006 to 2031 and the technical
appendix to the latest “Authority Monitoring
Report & Progress on the Dacorum
Development Programme” reveals that in the
first 5 years (2006-11) of the plan
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Berkhamsted delivered 10 years worth of
new housing stock and by 2016 the rate of
development had exceeded Core Strategy
targets by a massive 34%. All this without
any improvements in

Compare this to the rest of the Borough. Tring have done
their bit (5% above target rate), while small villages and
countryside locations have also hit targets. However,
this is in stark contrast to Hemel Hempstead, which is
where the Inspector agreed was the correct place to
focus development. Development in Hemel has been at
a pretty constant rate over the first 10 years of the CS,
unfortunately at rate some 21% below the target figure.
So, all the shortfall that DBC claim we need to pick up
in the new plan comes from failure to concentrate on the
Hemel developments.

» Berkhamsted should most not be punished
because the town has developed at a faster rate
than required by the plan. Just like a pint pot, once
it is full it is full and adding extra just makes for
one almighty

» As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core
Strategy report, development in Berkhamsted
“has to be balanced against the need to
protect the town’s historic character and
setting” and the excessive growth in
Berkhamsted proposed in this option does
not do

« Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear
— “demand for housing alone will not change Green
Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) —
and the commitment to protecting Green Belt has
been repeated many times, including by the
Chancellor in his recent budget speech. The
reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers
who generate the highest profit margins building
in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason to
focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green
Belt boundary changes.

Question 42
LP1011029
Mrs Patti Whittle

No

The Berkhamsted Residents Action Group (BRAG) has
responded in full to the ‘Issues & Options’ consultation.
To avoid full repetition of the extensive points made in
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the BRAG response, | request you accept this as
confirmation that | wish DBC to duplicate BRAG’s
responses under my name. However, | would like to take
this opportunity emphasize just a few of the most
important points within that response

Q36 to 45. Sections of this consultation suggest that to
support the 5 year housing land supply would
immediately require Green Belt releases. Obviously 5
year housing land supply needs to be located but the
consultation document indicates that DBC have
ill-conceived ideas of how to do this. The headline
principle should include the wording, “within urban
capacity”. Export to another Council area should not be
rejected, specifically the St Albans land east of Hemel.
There are many more permutations for growth
distribution, but clearly DBC have carried out a simple
arithmetic exercise and restricted the options offered to
fit with favoured promoted land sites. Over the first 10
years of the current Core Strategy Berkhamsted have
exceeded by a massive 34%. All this without any
improvements in infrastructure. In contrast, Hemel has
developed at a rate some 21% below the target figure.
All the shortfall that DBC claim we need to pick up in the
new plan comes from failure to concentrate on the Hemel
developments. Such disparities within Dacorum must
be taken into account when assessing development
numbers and site options. Hemel Hempstead,
Berkhamsted and Tring have quite different
topographical characteristics and infrastructure
constraints/needs which should be recognized when
considering housing allocations between them. Housing
distribution should not be a proportional arithmetical
exercise. Development should go where it can be most
suitably placed and least harmful. Any additional
development over and above that already planned for
in Berkhamsted would be disastrous given the town's
infrastructure constraints and current deficits. As the
Planning Inspector stated in his Core Strategy report,
development in Berkhamsted “has to be balanced
against the need to protect the town’s historic character
and setting” and excessive growth in Berkhamsted
proposed in all but one of the options on the table does
not do this. Central Government’s policy on Green Belt
is clear — “demand for housing alone will not change
Green Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) — and the
commitment to protecting Green Belt has been repeated
many times, including by the Chancellor in his recent
budget speech. The reason the rate of build in
Berkhamsted is so high is a simple function of demand
from the developers who generate the highest profit
margins building in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a
reason to focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green Belt
boundary changes.

Of the options put forward, Option 1B is the only one
that would be acceptable for Berkhamsted.

BRAG response to Question 42 (please note full
document is attached to Q46)

Is Option 2A your preferred option for delivering the
growth needs of the Borough?
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» This would represent massive over development
of Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4
(see Q4 to 7).

* No consideration has been given critical
planning considerations such as recent and
on-going build against targets and local
impact given different topographies and
(inadequate) supporting

» The current Core Strategy covers the 25 year
period 2006 to 2031 and the technical
appendix to the latest “Authority Monitoring
Report & Progress on the Dacorum
Development Programme” reveals that in the
first 5 years (2006-11) of the plan
Berkhamsted delivered 10 years worth of
new housing stock and by 2016 the rate of
development had exceeded Core Strategy
targets by a massive 34%. All this without
any improvements in

Compare this to the rest of the Borough. Tring have done
their bit (5% above target rate), while small villages and
countryside locations have also hit targets. However,
this is in stark contrast to Hemel Hempstead, which is
where the Inspector agreed was the correct place to
focus development. Development in Hemel has been at
a pretty constant rate over the first 10 years of the CS,
unfortunately at rate some 21% below the target figure.
So, all the shortfall that DBC claim we need to pick up
in the new plan comes from failure to concentrate on the
Hemel developments.

* Berkhamsted should most not be punished
because the town has developed at a faster rate
than required by the plan. Just like a pint pot, once
it is full it is full and adding extra just makes for
one almighty

» As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core
Strategy report, development in Berkhamsted
“has to be balanced against the need to
protect the town’s historic character and
setting” and the excessive growth in
Berkhamsted proposed in this option does
not do

« Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear
— “demand for housing alone will not change Green
Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) —
and the commitment to protecting Green Belt has
been repeated many times, including by the
Chancellor in his recent budget speech. The
reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers
who generate the highest profit margins building
in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason to
focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green
Belt boundary changes

Question 42
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LPIO11076
J M Thomas

No

Sections of this consultation suggest that to support the
5 year housing land supply would immediately require
Green Belt releases. Obviously 5 year housing land
supply needs to be located but the consultation
document indicates that DBC have ill-conceived ideas
of how to do this. The headline principle should include
the wording, “within urban capacity”.

Export to another Council area should not be rejected,
specifically the St Albans land east of Hemel. There are
many more permutations for growth distribution, but
clearly DBC have carried out a simple arithmetic exercise
and restricted the options offered to fit with favoured
promoted land sites.

Hemel Hempstead developments are 21% below the
target figure. This shortfall should be taken into account
in the new plans when assessing development numbers
and site options.

Hemel Hempstead, Berkhamsted and Tring have quite
different topographical characteristics and infrastructure
constraints/needs which should be recognized when
considering housing allocations between them. Housing
distribution should not be a proportional arithmetical
exercise. Development should go where it can be most
suitably placed and least harmful. Any additional
development over and above that already planned for
in Berkhamsted would be disastrous given the town’s
infrastructure constraints and current deficits. As the
Planning Inspector stated in his Core Strategy report,
development in Berkhamsted “has to be balanced
against the need to protect the town'’s historic character
and setting” and excessive growth in Berkhamsted
proposed in all but one of the options on the table does
not do this. Central Government’s policy on Green Belt
is clear — “demand for housing alone will not change
Green Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) — and the
commitment to protecting Green Belt has been repeated
many times, including by the Chancellor in his recent
budget speech.

The reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers who
generate the highest profit margins building in
Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason to focus even
more development on Berkhamsted and under
Government policy cannot lead to Green Belt boundary
changes. Of the options put forward, Option 1B is the
only one that would be acceptable for Berkhamsted.
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Question 42
LPIO11108

Denis Maclure

No

see [preferred option] Question 40
(below)

Of the options put forward, Option 1B is the only
one that would be acceptable for Berkhamsted.

Sections of the consultation suggest that to support the
5-year housing land supply would immediately require
Green Belt releases. Obviously 5 year housing land
supply needs to be located but the consultation
document indicates that DBC have ill-conceived ideas
of how to do this. The headline principle should include
the wording, “within urban capacity”.

Export to another Council area should not be rejected,
specifically the St Albans land east of Hemel. There are
many more permutations for growth distribution, but
clearly DBC have carried out a simple arithmetic exercise
and restricted the options offered to fit with favoured
promoted land sites.

Over the first 10 years of the current Core Strategy
Berkhamsted have exceeded by a massive 34%. All this
without any improvements in infrastructure. In contrast,
Hemel has developed at a rate some 21% below the
target figure. All the shortfall that DBC claim we need to
pick up in the new plan comes from failure to concentrate
on the Hemel developments.

Such disparities within Dacorum must be taken into
account when assessing development numbers and site
options. Hemel Hempstead, Berkhamsted and Tring
have quite different topographical characteristics and
infrastructure constraints/needs which should be
recognized when considering housing allocations
between them.

Housing distribution should not be a proportional
arithmetical exercise. Development should go where it
can be most suitably placed and least harmful. Any
additional development over and above that already
planned for in Berkhamsted would be disastrous given
the town's infrastructure constraints and current deficits.
As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core Strategy
report, development in Berkhamsted “has to be balanced
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against the need to protect the town’s historic character
and setting” and excessive growth in Berkhamsted
proposed in all but one of the options on the table does
not do this.

Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear:
“demand for housing alone will not change Green Belt
boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of State for
Housing and Planning, June 2016), and the commitment
to protecting Green Belt has been repeated many times,
including by the Chancellor in his recent budget speech.
The reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers who
generate the highest profit margins building in
Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason to focus even
more development on Berkhamsted and under
Government policy cannot lead to Green Belt boundary
changes.

Question 42
LPIO11156

Cally Emmas

No

» This would represent massive over development
of Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4
(see Q4 to 7).

* No consideration has been given critical planning
considerations such as recent and on-going build
against targets and local impact given different
topographies and (inadequate) supporting
infrastructure.

» The current Core Strategy covers the 25 year
period 2006 to 2031 and the technical appendix
to the latest “Authority Monitoring Report &
Progress on the Dacorum Development
Programme” reveals that in the first 5 years
(2006-11) of the plan Berkhamsted delivered 10
years worth of new housing stock and by 2016 the
rate of development had exceeded Core Strategy
targets by a massive 34%. All this without any
improvements in infrastructure.

Compare this to the rest of the Borough. Tring have
done their bit (5% above target rate), while small
villages and countryside locations have also hit
targets. However, this is in stark contrast to Hemel
Hempstead, which is where the Inspector agreed
was the correct place to focus development.
Development in Hemel has been at a pretty
constant rate over the first 10 years of the CS,



unfortunately at rate some 21% below the target
figure. So, all the shortfall that DBC claim we need
to pick up in the new plan comes from failure to
concentrate on the Hemel developments.

» Berkhamsted should most not be punished
because the town has developed at a faster rate
than required by the plan. Just like a pint pot, once
it is full it is full and adding extra just makes for
one almighty mess.

» As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core
Strategy report, development in Berkhamsted “has
to be balanced against the need to protect the
town’s historic character and setting” and the
excessive growth in Berkhamsted proposed in this
option does not do this.

» Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear
— “demand for housing alone will not change Green
Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) —
and the commitment to protecting Green Belt has
been repeated many times, including by the
Chancellor in his recent budget speech. The
reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers
who generate the highest profit margins building
in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason to
focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green
Belt boundary changes.
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The Berkhamsted Residents Action Group (BRAG) has
responded in full to the ‘Issues & Options’ consultation.
To avoid full repetition of the extensive points made in
the BRAG response, | request you accept this as
confirmation that | wish DBC to duplicate BRAG’s
responses under my name

However, | would like to take this opportunity
emphasize just a few of the most important points
within that response.

Sections of this consultation suggest that to support
the 5 year housing land supply would immediately
require Green Belt releases. Obviously 5 year
housing land supply needs to be located but the
consultation document indicates that DBC have
ill-conceived ideas of how to do this. The headline
principle should include the wording, “within urban
capacity”. Export to another Council area should
not be rejected, specifically the St Albans land east
of Hemel. There are many more permutations for
growth distribution, but clearly DBC have carried
out a simple arithmetic exercise and restricted the
options offered to fit with favoured promoted land
sites. Over the first 10 years of the current Core
Strategy Berkhamsted have exceeded by a massive
34%. All this without any improvements in
infrastructure. In contrast, Hemel has developed at
a rate some 21% below the target figure. All the
shortfall that DBC claim we need to pick up in the
new plan comes from failure to concentrate on the
Hemel developments. Such disparities within
Dacorum must be taken into account when
assessing development numbers and site options.
Hemel Hempstead, Berkhamsted and Tring have
quite different topographical characteristics and
infrastructure constraints/needs which should be
recognized when considering housing allocations
between them. Housing distribution should not be
a proportional arithmetical exercise. Development
should go where it can be most suitably placed and
least harmful. Any additional development over and
above that already planned for in Berkhamsted
would be disastrous given the town's infrastructure
constraints and current deficits. As the Planning
Inspector stated in his Core Strategy report,
development in Berkhamsted “has to be balanced
against the need to protect the town’s historic
character and setting” and excessive growth in
Berkhamsted proposed in all but one of the options
on the table does not do this. Central Government’s
policy on Green Belt is clear — “demand for housing
alone will not change Green Belt boundaries” (letter
to MPs from Minister of State for Housing and
Planning — June 2016) — and the commitment to
protecting Green Belt has been repeated many
times, including by the Chancellor in his recent
budget speech. The reason the rate of build in



Berkhamsted is so high is a simple function of
demand from the developers who generate the
highest profit margins building in Berkhamsted. This
demand is not a reason to focus even more
development on Berkhamsted and under
Government policy cannot lead to Green Belt
boundary changes.

BRAG response to Question 42 (please note full
document is attached to Q46)

Question 42 Is Option 2A your preferred option
for delivering the growth needs of the Borough?

» This would represent massive over development
of Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4
(see Q4 to 7).

* No consideration has been given critical
planning considerations such as recent and
on-going build against targets and local
impact given different topographies and
(inadequate) supporting

» The current Core Strategy covers the 25 year
period 2006 to 2031 and the technical
appendix to the latest “Authority Monitoring
Report & Progress on the Dacorum
Development Programme” reveals that in the
first 5 years (2006-11) of the plan
Berkhamsted delivered 10 years worth of
new housing stock and by 2016 the rate of
development had exceeded Core Strategy
targets by a massive 34%. All this without
any improvements in

Compare this to the rest of the Borough. Tring have done
their bit (5% above target rate), while small villages and
countryside locations have also hit targets. However,
this is in stark contrast to Hemel Hempstead, which is
where the Inspector agreed was the correct place to
focus development. Development in Hemel has been at
a pretty constant rate over the first 10 years of the CS,
unfortunately at rate some 21% below the target figure.
So, all the shortfall that DBC claim we need to pick up
in the new plan comes from failure to concentrate on the
Hemel developments.

» Berkhamsted should most not be punished
because the town has developed at a faster rate
than required by the plan. Just like a pint pot, once
it is full it is full and adding extra just makes for
one almighty

» As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core
Strategy report, development in Berkhamsted
“has to be balanced against the need to
protect the town’s historic character and
setting” and the excessive growth in
Berkhamsted proposed in this option does
not do

» Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear
— “demand for housing alone will not change Green
Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) —
and the commitment to protecting Green Belt has
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been repeated many times, including by the
Chancellor in his recent budget speech. The
reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers
who generate the highest profit margins building
in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason to
focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green

Belt boundary changes.
Include files
Number Question 42
ID LPIO11300
Full Name Kate Locke
Company / Organisation
Position
Agent Name
Company / Organisation
Position
Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here No
Your response - Please add your response here In addition | would reiterate the extensive points made

in the BRAG response to the ‘Issues & Options’
consultation. | request you accept this as confirmation
that | wish DBC to duplicate BRAG’s responses under
my name. The Berkhamsted Residents Action Group
(BRAG) has responded in full.

In addition, | like to take this opportunity emphasize just
a few of the most important points within that response.

Sections of this consultation suggest that to support the
5 year housing land supply would immediately require
Green Belt releases. Obviously 5 year housing land
supply needs to be located but the consultation
document indicates that DBC have ill-conceived ideas
of how to do this. The headline principle should include
the wording, “within urban capacity”. Export to another
Council area should not be rejected, specifically the St
Albans land east of Hemel. There are many more
permutations for growth distribution, but clearly DBC
have carried out a simple arithmetic exercise and
restricted the options offered to fit with favoured
promoted land sites. Over the first 10 years of the current
Core Strategy Berkhamsted have exceeded by a
massive 34%. All this without any improvements in
infrastructure. In contrast, Hemel has developed at a
rate some 21% below the target figure. All the shortfall
that DBC claim we need to pick up in the new plan
comes from failure to concentrate on the Hemel
developments. Such disparities within Dacorum must
be taken into account when assessing development
numbers and site options. Hemel Hempstead,
Berkhamsted and Tring have quite different
topographical characteristics and infrastructure
constraints/needs which should be recognized when
considering housing allocations between them. Housing
distribution should not be a proportional arithmetical
exercise. Development should go where it can be most
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suitably placed and least harmful. Any additional
development over and above that already planned for
in Berkhamsted would be disastrous given the town's
infrastructure constraints and current deficits. As the
Planning Inspector stated in his Core Strategy report,
development in Berkhamsted “has to be balanced
against the need to protect the town’s historic character
and setting” and excessive growth in Berkhamsted
proposed in all but one of the options on the table does
not do this. Central Government’s policy on Green Belt
is clear — “demand for housing alone will not change
Green Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) — and the
commitment to protecting Green Belt has been repeated
many times, including by the Chancellor in his recent
budget speech. The reason the rate of build in
Berkhamsted is so high is a simple function of demand
from the developers who generate the highest profit
margins building in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a
reason to focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green Belt
boundary changes.

BRAG response to Question 42 (please note full
document is attached to Q46)

Question 42 Is Option 2A your preferred option
for delivering the growth needs of the Borough?

» This would represent massive over development
of Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4
(see Q4 to 7).

* No consideration has been given critical
planning considerations such as recent and
on-going build against targets and local
impact given different topographies and
(inadequate) supporting

» The current Core Strategy covers the 25 year
period 2006 to 2031 and the technical
appendix to the latest “Authority Monitoring
Report & Progress on the Dacorum
Development Programme” reveals that in the
first 5 years (2006-11) of the plan
Berkhamsted delivered 10 years worth of
new housing stock and by 2016 the rate of
development had exceeded Core Strategy
targets by a massive 34%. All this without
any improvements in

Compare this to the rest of the Borough. Tring have done
their bit (5% above target rate), while small villages and
countryside locations have also hit targets. However,
this is in stark contrast to Hemel Hempstead, which is
where the Inspector agreed was the correct place to
focus development. Development in Hemel has been at
a pretty constant rate over the first 10 years of the CS,
unfortunately at rate some 21% below the target figure.
So, all the shortfall that DBC claim we need to pick up
in the new plan comes from failure to concentrate on the
Hemel developments.

» Berkhamsted should most not be punished
because the town has developed at a faster rate
than required by the plan. Just like a pint pot, once
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it is full it is full and adding extra just makes for
one almighty
» As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core

Strategy report, development in Berkhamsted
“has to be balanced against the need to
protect the town’s historic character and
setting” and the excessive growth in
Berkhamsted proposed in this option does
not do

» Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear
— “demand for housing alone will not change Green
Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) —
and the commitment to protecting Green Belt has
been repeated many times, including by the
Chancellor in his recent budget speech. The
reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers
who generate the highest profit margins building
in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason to
focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green
Belt boundary changes.

Question 42
LP1O11389

Ms Lorraine Gilmore

No

BRAG has responded in full to the ‘Issues & Options’
consultation. To avoid repetition of the extensive
points made in the BRAG response, | request you
accept this email as confirmation that | wish
Dacorum Borough Council (DBC) to duplicate
BRAG's responses under my name. However, |
would like to take this opportunity emphasise
spme of the most important points within that
response.

Sections of this consultation suggest that to support
the 5 year housing land supply would immediately
require Green Belt releases. Obviously 5 year
housing land supply needs to be located but the
consultation document indicates that DBC have
ill-conceived ideas of how to do this. The headline
principle should include the wording, “within urban
capacity”. Export to another Council area should
not be rejected, specifically the St Albans land east
of Hemel. There are many more permutations for



growth distribution, but clearly DBC have carried
out a simple arithmetic exercise and restricted the
options offered to fit with favoured promoted land
sites. Over the first 10 years of the current Core
Strategy Berkhamsted have exceeded by a massive
34%. All this without any improvements in
infrastructure. In contrast, Hemel has developed
at a rate some 21% below the target figure. All the
shortfall that DBC claim we need to pick up in the
new plan comes from failure to concentrate on the
Hemel developments. Such disparities within
Dacorum must be taken into account when
assessing development numbers and site options.
Hemel Hempstead, Berkhamsted and Tring have
quite different topographical characteristics and
infrastructure constraints/needs which should be
recognized when considering housing allocations
between them. Housing distribution should not be
a proportional arithmetical exercise. Development
should go where it can be most suitably placed and
least harmful. Any additional development over
and above that already planned for in Berkhamsted
would be disastrous given the town’s infrastructure
constraints and current deficits. As the Planning
Inspector stated in his Core Strategy report,
development in Berkhamsted “has to be balanced
against the need to protect the town’s historic
character and setting” and excessive growth in
Berkhamsted proposed in all but one of the options
on the table does not do this. Central Government’s
policy on Green Belt is clear — “demand for housing
alone will not change Green Belt boundaries” (letter
to MPs from Minister of State for Housing and
Planning — June 2016) — and the commitment to
protecting Green Belt has been repeated many
times, including by the Chancellor in his recent
budget speech. The reason the rate of build in
Berkhamsted is so high is a simple function of
demand from the developers who generate the
highest profit margins building in Berkhamsted.
This demand is not a reason to focus even more
development on Berkhamsted and under
Government policy cannot lead to Green Belt
boundary changes. Of the options put

forward, Option 1B is the only one that would be
acceptable for Berkhamsted.

BRAG response to Question 42 (please note full
document is attached to Q46)

Question 42 Is Option 2A your preferred option
for delivering the growth needs of the Borough?

« This would represent massive over development
of Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
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policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4
(see Q4 to 7).

* No consideration has been given critical
planning considerations such as recent and
on-going build against targets and local
impact given different topographies and
(inadequate) supporting

» The current Core Strategy covers the 25 year
period 2006 to 2031 and the technical
appendix to the latest “Authority Monitoring
Report & Progress on the Dacorum
Development Programme” reveals that in the
first 5 years (2006-11) of the plan
Berkhamsted delivered 10 years worth of
new housing stock and by 2016 the rate of
development had exceeded Core Strategy
targets by a massive 34%. All this without
any improvements in

Compare this to the rest of the Borough. Tring have done
their bit (5% above target rate), while small villages and
countryside locations have also hit targets. However,
this is in stark contrast to Hemel Hempstead, which is
where the Inspector agreed was the correct place to
focus development. Development in Hemel has been at
a pretty constant rate over the first 10 years of the CS,
unfortunately at rate some 21% below the target figure.
So, all the shortfall that DBC claim we need to pick up
in the new plan comes from failure to concentrate on the
Hemel developments.

* Berkhamsted should most not be punished
because the town has developed at a faster rate
than required by the plan. Just like a pint pot, once
it is full it is full and adding extra just makes for
one almighty

» As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core
Strategy report, development in Berkhamsted
“has to be balanced against the need to
protect the town’s historic character and
setting” and the excessive growth in
Berkhamsted proposed in this option does
not do

« Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear
— “demand for housing alone will not change Green
Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) —
and the commitment to protecting Green Belt has
been repeated many times, including by the
Chancellor in his recent budget speech. The
reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers
who generate the highest profit margins building
in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason to
focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green
Belt boundary changes.

Question 42
LP1011439
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Conian

No

| am writing in response to the current consultation to
register my views on the proposals.

As the Berkhamsted Residents Action Group (BRAG)
has responded in full to the ‘Issues & Options’
consultation and to avoid repetition of the extensive
points made in the BRAG response, | request you accept
this as confirmation that | wish DBC to duplicate BRAG’s
responses under my name.

However, | would like to take this opportunity emphasize
just a few of the most important points within that
response, to add some of my own comments.

Sections of this consultation suggest that to support the
5 year housing land supply would immediately require
Green Belt releases. Obviously 5 year housing land
supply needs to be located but the consultation
document indicates that DBC have ill-conceived ideas
of how to do this. The headline principle should include
the wording, “within urban capacity”. Export to another
Council area should not be rejected, specifically the St
Albans land east of Hemel. There are many more
permutations for growth distribution, but clearly DBC
have carried out a simple arithmetic exercise and
restricted the options offered to fit with favoured
promoted land sites. Over the first 10 years of the current
Core Strategy Berkhamsted have exceeded by a
massive 34%. All this without any improvements in
infrastructure. In contrast, Hemel has developed at a
rate some 21% below the target figure, whilst also
attracting high levels of infrastructure investment. All
the shortfall that DBC claim we need to pick up in the
new plan comes from failure to concentrate on the Hemel
developments. Such disparities within Dacorum must
be taken into account when assessing development
numbers and site options. Hemel Hempstead,
Berkhamsted and Tring have quite different
topographical characteristics and infrastructure
constraints/needs which should be recognized when
considering housing allocations between them. Housing
distribution should not be a proportional arithmetical
exercise. Development should go where it can be most
suitably placed and least harmful. Any additional
development over and above that already planned for
in Berkhamsted would be disastrous given the town’s
infrastructure constraints and current deficits. As the
Planning Inspector stated in his Core Strategy report,
development in Berkhamsted “has to be balanced
against the need to protect the town’s historic character
and setting” and excessive growth in Berkhamsted
proposed in all but one of the options on the table does
not do this. Central Government’s policy on Green Belt
is clear — “demand for housing alone will not change
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Green Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) — and the
commitment to protecting Green Belt has been repeated
many times, including by the Chancellor in his recent
budget speech. The reason the rate of build in
Berkhamsted is so high is a simple function of demand
from the developers who generate the highest profit
margins building in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a
reason to focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green Belt
boundary changes. Of the options put forward, Option
4B is the only one that would be acceptable for
Berkhamsted.

BRAG response to Question 42 (please note full
document is attached to Q46)

Is Option 2A your preferred option for delivering the
growth needs of the Borough?

« This would represent massive over development
of Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4
(see Q4 to 7).

* No consideration has been given critical
planning considerations such as recent and
on-going build against targets and local
impact given different topographies and
(inadequate) supporting

» The current Core Strategy covers the 25 year
period 2006 to 2031 and the technical
appendix to the latest “Authority Monitoring
Report & Progress on the Dacorum
Development Programme” reveals that in the
first 5 years (2006-11) of the plan
Berkhamsted delivered 10 years worth of
new housing stock and by 2016 the rate of
development had exceeded Core Strategy
targets by a massive 34%. All this without
any improvements in

Compare this to the rest of the Borough. Tring have done
their bit (5% above target rate), while small villages and
countryside locations have also hit targets. However,
this is in stark contrast to Hemel Hempstead, which is
where the Inspector agreed was the correct place to
focus development. Development in Hemel has been at
a pretty constant rate over the first 10 years of the CS,
unfortunately at rate some 21% below the target figure.
So, all the shortfall that DBC claim we need to pick up
in the new plan comes from failure to concentrate on the
Hemel developments.

» Berkhamsted should most not be punished
because the town has developed at a faster rate
than required by the plan. Just like a pint pot, once
it is full it is full and adding extra just makes for
one almighty

» As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core
Strategy report, development in Berkhamsted
“has to be balanced against the need to
protect the town’s historic character and
setting” and the excessive growth in
Berkhamsted proposed in this option does
not do



» Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear
— “demand for housing alone will not change Green
Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) —
and the commitment to protecting Green Belt has
been repeated many times, including by the
Chancellor in his recent budget speech. The
reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers
who generate the highest profit margins building
in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason to
focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green
Belt boundary changes
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LPIO11499
Mr Alan Ledger

No

| have a strong preference for Option 1B. Other options
represent an unacceptable over- development of
Berkhamsted that is completely disproportionate to the
size of our town and its facilities. Hemel Hempstead is
better able to accommodate growth than

Berkhamsted.
Include files
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Option 2A would result in massive over-development of
both Berkhamsted and Tring, changing their respective
historic and individual character and settings forever,
requiring the removal of large areas of land from the
Green Belt and the consequent destruction of the natural
environment, and represents completely unsustainable
development.
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LPIO11573

Ms Anna Barnard

No

I do not wish to suggest that any one option of proposed
development numbers is preferable as | am of the
opinion that none of them are acceptable as the whole
exercise is premature given the government’s recent
consultation and the relative newness of the Adopted
Local Plan.

Question 42
LPIO11627

Janet and James Honour

No

The Berkhamsted Residents Action Group (BRAG) has
responded in full to the ‘Issues & Options’ consultation.
To avoid full repetition of the extensive points made in
the BRAG response, we request you accept this as
confirmation that we wish DBC to duplicate BRAG’s
responses under our names.

However, we would like to take this opportunity
emphasize just a few of the most important points within
that response.

Q36 to 45. Sections of this consultation suggest that to
support the 5 year housing land supply would
immediately require Green Belt releases. Obviously 5
year housing land supply needs to be located but the
consultation document indicates that DBC have
ill-conceived ideas of how to do this. The headline
principle should include the wording, “within urban
capacity”. Export to another Council area should not be
rejected, specifically the St Albans land east of Hemel.
There are many more permutations for growth
distribution, but clearly DBC have carried out a simple
arithmetic exercise and restricted the options offered to
fit with favoured promoted land sites. Over the first 10
years of the current Core Strategy Berkhamsted

have exceeded by a massive 34%. All this without any
improvements in infrastructure. In contrast, Hemel has
developed at a rate some 21% below the target figure.
All the shortfall that DBC claim we need to pick up in the
new plan comes from failure to concentrate on the Hemel




developments. Such disparities within Dacorum must
be taken into account when assessing development
numbers and site options. Hemel Hempstead,
Berkhamsted and Tring have quite different
topographical characteristics and infrastructure
constraints/needs which should be recognized when
considering housing allocations between them. Housing
distribution should not be a proportional arithmetical
exercise. Development should go where it can be most
suitably placed and least harmful. Any additional
development over and above that already planned for
in Berkhamsted would be disastrous given the town’s
infrastructure constraints and current deficits. As the
Planning Inspector stated in his Core Strategy report,
development in Berkhamsted “has to be balanced
against the need to protect the town’s historic character
and setting” and excessive growth in Berkhamsted
proposed in all but one of the options on the table does
not do this. Central Government’s policy on Green Belt
is clear — “demand for housing alone will not change
Green Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) — and the
commitment to protecting Green Belt has been repeated
many times, including by the Chancellor in his recent
budget speech. The reason the rate of build in
Berkhamsted is so high is a simple function of demand
from the developers who generate the highest profit
margins building in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a
reason to focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green Belt
boundary changes.

BRAG response to Question 42 (please note full
document is attached to Q46)

Question 42 Is Option 2A your preferred option
for delivering the growth needs of the Borough?

» This would represent massive over development
of Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4
(see Q4 to 7).

* No consideration has been given critical
planning considerations such as recent and
on-going build against targets and local
impact given different topographies and
(inadequate) supporting

» The current Core Strategy covers the 25 year
period 2006 to 2031 and the technical
appendix to the latest “Authority Monitoring
Report & Progress on the Dacorum
Development Programme” reveals that in the
first 5 years (2006-11) of the plan
Berkhamsted delivered 10 years worth of
new housing stock and by 2016 the rate of
development had exceeded Core Strategy
targets by a massive 34%. All this without
any improvements in

Compare this to the rest of the Borough. Tring have done
their bit (5% above target rate), while small villages and
countryside locations have also hit targets. However,
this is in stark contrast to Hemel Hempstead, which is
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where the Inspector agreed was the correct place to
focus development. Development in Hemel has been at
a pretty constant rate over the first 10 years of the CS,
unfortunately at rate some 21% below the target figure.
So, all the shortfall that DBC claim we need to pick up
in the new plan comes from failure to concentrate on the
Hemel developments.

* Berkhamsted should most not be punished
because the town has developed at a faster rate
than required by the plan. Just like a pint pot, once
it is full it is full and adding extra just makes for
one almighty

* As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core
Strategy report, development in Berkhamsted
“has to be balanced against the need to
protect the town’s historic character and
setting” and the excessive growth in
Berkhamsted proposed in this option does
not do

» Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear
— “demand for housing alone will not change Green
Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) —
and the commitment to protecting Green Belt has
been repeated many times, including by the
Chancellor in his recent budget speech. The
reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers
who generate the highest profit margins building
in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason to
focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green
Belt boundary changes

Question 42
LPIO11781
Edmund Hobley

No

The Berkhamsted Residents Action Group (BRAG)
has responded in full to the ‘Issues & Options’
consultation. To avoid full repetition of the extensive
points made in the BRAG response, | request you
accept this as confirmation that | wish DBC to
duplicate BRAG’s responses under my name.
However, | would like to take this opportunity to
emphasize just a few of the most important points
within that response below.

Q36 to 45. Sections of this consultation suggest that to
support the 5 year housing land supply would
immediately require Green Belt releases. Obviously 5



year housing land supply needs to be located but the
consultation document indicates that DBC have
ill-conceived ideas of how to do this. The headline
principle should include the wording, “within urban
capacity”. Export to another Council area should not be
rejected, specifically the St Albans land east of Hemel.
There are many more permutations for growth
distribution, but clearly DBC have carried out a simple
arithmetic exercise and restricted the options offered to
fit with favoured promoted land sites. Over the first 10
years of the current Core Strategy, Berkhamsted has
exceeded targets for the rate of development by a
massive 34%. All this without any improvements in
infrastructure. In contrast, Hemel has developed at a
rate some 21% below the target figure. All the shortfall
that DBC claim we need to pick up in the new plan
comes from failure to concentrate on the Hemel
developments. Such disparities within Dacorum must
be taken into account when assessing development
numbers and site options. Hemel Hempstead,
Berkhamsted and Tring have quite different
topographical characteristics and infrastructure
constraints/needs which should be recognized when
considering housing allocations between them. Housing
distribution should not be a proportional arithmetical
exercise. Development should go where it can be most
suitably placed and least harmful. Any additional
development over and above that already planned for
in Berkhamsted would be disastrous given the town's
infrastructure constraints and current deficits. As the
Planning Inspector stated in his Core Strategy report,
development in Berkhamsted “has to be balanced
against the need to protect the town’s historic character
and setting” and excessive growth in Berkhamsted
proposed in all but one of the options on the table does
not do this. Central Government’s policy on Green Belt
is clear — “demand for housing alone will not change
Green Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) — and the
commitment to protecting Green Belt has been repeated
many times, including by the Chancellor in his recent
budget speech. The reason the rate of build in
Berkhamsted is so high is a simple function of demand
from the developers who generate the highest profit
margins building in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a
reason to focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green Belt
boundary changes.

Brag Response to question 42 (please note full
document is attached to Q46)

Question 42 Is Option 2A your preferred option
for delivering the growth needs of the Borough?

« This would represent massive over development
of Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4
(see Q4 to 7).

* No consideration has been given critical
planning considerations such as recent and
on-going build against targets and local
impact given different topographies and
(inadequate) supporting infrastructure.
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» The current Core Strategy covers the 25 year
period 2006 to 2031 and the technical
appendix to the latest “Authority Monitoring
Report & Progress on the Dacorum
Development Programme” reveals that in the
first 5 years (2006-11) of the plan
Berkhamsted delivered 10 years worth of
new housing stock and by 2016 the rate of
development had exceeded Core Strategy
targets by a massive 34%. All this without
any improvements in infrastructure.

Compare this to the rest of the Borough. Tring have done
their bit (5% above target rate), while small villages and
countryside locations have also hit targets. However,
this is in stark contrast to Hemel Hempstead, which is
where the Inspector agreed was the correct place to
focus development. Development in Hemel has been at
a pretty constant rate over the first 10 years of the CS,
unfortunately at rate some 21% below the target figure.
So, all the shortfall that DBC claim we need to pick up
in the new plan comes from failure to concentrate on the
Hemel developments.

» Berkhamsted should most not be punished
because the town has developed at a faster rate
than required by the plan. Just like a pint pot, once
it is full it is full and adding extra just makes for
one almighty mess.

» As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core
Strategy report, development in Berkhamsted
“has to be balanced against the need to
protect the town’s historic character and
setting” and the excessive growth in
Berkhamsted proposed in this option does
not do this

« Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear
— “demand for housing alone will not change Green
Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) —
and the commitment to protecting Green Belt has
been repeated many times, including by the
Chancellor in his recent budget speech. The
reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers
who generate the highest profit margins building
in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason to
focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green
Belt boundary changes.

Question 42
LP1011820

John Thomson
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Unnecessary to go to these lengths for the reasons
stated herein

Question 42
LP1O11868

Councillor Alan Anderson

No

Re options 1/ 2/ 3, support option 1 for the same
reasons as outlined under question 16:

It is the level of housing that most closely abides by
Government policy hierarchy on housing levels and
preventing the development of the Green Belt, as
required by the NPPF.

The other levels are not necessary, as they are not
required by the Government; flawed, as per the earlier
comment made under question 3 about trying to rely on
the Strategic Housing Market Assessment on its own;
and would needlessly increase the pressure on the
Green Belt.

The Government is not forcing the Council to allow the
higher amounts of development, and what the Council
is considering is not necessary and more damaging to
the Green Belt.

Re options A/ B / C, support option A for the following
three reasons.

1 It prevents the coalescence (merging) of the Hemel
Hempstead, Rucklers Lane and Kings Langley
settlements, and the extension of Hemel
Hempstead to the M25, as shown on the right (see
attached to Q39).

(Option B would put so much pressure on Hemel
Hempstead that it would engulf the Rucklers Lane
settlement, and option C would extend Kings Langley
so close to Hemel Hempstead it wouldn’t be possible to
prevent eventual coalescence with the town.)

* |t spreads the development in the most sustainable
locations, staying true to the Settlement Hierarchy
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policy mentioned/supported earlier in the
consultation. (Option B would put too much
pressure on Hemel Hempstead, and option C
would spread the development to less sustainable
locations, leading for example to traffic deadlock
outside the towns.)

1 It prevents the damage which would be done to
the town and village characters of

Hemel Hempstead and Kings Langley. (Option B would
affect the nature of Hemel Hempstead as a town, and
option C would destroy Kings Langley’s village
character.)
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LPI011931

Janet Mason

Berkhamsted Town Council

Town Clerk

No

This would represent massive over-development of
Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives, policies
and local aspirations set out in Section 4 (see Q4 to 7)
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The Markyate Parish Council has made its comments
earlier in the consultation. We do not believe that
any new housing should be considered until the
water suppy issue is resolved. We do not believe
Markyate is appropriate for any further building save
to meet local needs.
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Include files

Number Question 42

ID LPIO12016

Full Name SUSAN ARUNDEL

Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here Yes

Your response - Please add your response here Taking all this into account, the only suitable Plan
is Option 2B.
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No

DBC should look at other towns far better equipped and
which have been designed and planned to cope with
expansion e.g. Hemel Hempstead.

Question 42
LP1012079
David Wilyman

No

The Berkhamsted Residents Action Group (BRAG) has
responded in full to the ‘Issues & Options’ consultation.
To avoid full repetition of the extensive points made in
the BRAG response, | request you accept this as
confirmation that | wish DBC to duplicate BRAG'’s
responses under my name.

However, | would like to take this opportunity emphasize
just a few of the most important points within that
response.

Sections of this consultation suggest that to support the
5 year housing land supply would immediately require
Green Belt releases. Obviously 5 year housing land
supply needs to be located but the consultation
document indicates that DBC have ill-conceived ideas
of how to do this. The headline principle should include
the wording, “within urban capacity”. Export to another
Council area should not be rejected, specifically the St
Albans land east of Hemel. There are many more
permutations for growth distribution, but clearly DBC
have carried out a simple arithmetic exercise and
restricted the options offered to fit with favoured
promoted land sites. Over the first 10 years of the current
Core Strategy Berkhamsted have exceeded by a
massive 34%. All this without any improvements in
infrastructure. In contrast, Hemel has developed at a
rate some 21% below the target figure. All the shortfall
that DBC claim we need to pick up in the new plan
comes from failure to concentrate on the Hemel
developments. Such disparities within Dacorum must
be taken into account when assessing development
numbers and site options. Hemel Hempstead,
Berkhamsted and Tring have quite different
topographical characteristics and infrastructure
constraints/needs which should be recognized when
considering housing allocations between them. Housing
distribution should not be a proportional arithmetical
exercise. Development should go where it can be most
suitably placed and least harmful. Any additional
development over and above that already planned for
in Berkhamsted would be disastrous given the town’s



infrastructure constraints and current deficits. As the
Planning Inspector stated in his Core Strategy report,
development in Berkhamsted “has to be balanced
against the need to protect the town’s historic character
and setting” and excessive growth in Berkhamsted
proposed in all but one of the options on the table does
not do this. Central Government’s policy on Green Belt
is clear — “demand for housing alone will not change
Green Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) — and the
commitment to protecting Green Belt has been repeated
many times, including by the Chancellor in his recent
budget speech. The reason the rate of build in
Berkhamsted is so high is a simple function of demand
from the developers who generate the highest profit
margins building in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a
reason to focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green Belt
boundary changes.

Of the options put forward, Option 1B is the only one
that would be acceptable for Berkhamsted.

Standard BRAG response to Question 42. Please note
full document is attached to Question 46

Question 42 Is Option 2A your preferred option
for delivering the growth needs of the Borough?

* This would represent massive over development
of Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4
(see Q4 to 7).

* No consideration has been given critical
planning considerations such as recent and
on-going build against targets and local
impact given different topographies and
(inadequate) supporting

* The current Core Strategy covers the 25 year
period 2006 to 2031 and the technical
appendix to the latest “Authority Monitoring
Report & Progress on the Dacorum
Development Programme” reveals that in the
first 5 years (2006-11) of the plan
Berkhamsted delivered 10 years worth of
new housing stock and by 2016 the rate of
development had exceeded Core Strategy
targets by a massive 34%. All this without
any improvements in

Compare this to the rest of the Borough. Tring have done
their bit (5% above target rate), while small villages and
countryside locations have also hit targets. However,
this is in stark contrast to Hemel Hempstead, which is
where the Inspector agreed was the correct place to
focus development. Development in Hemel has been at
a pretty constant rate over the first 10 years of the CS,
unfortunately at rate some 21% below the target figure.
So, all the shortfall that DBC claim we need to pick up
in the new plan comes from failure to concentrate on the
Hemel developments.

» Berkhamsted should most not be punished
because the town has developed at a faster rate
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than required by the plan. Just like a pint pot, once

it is full it is full and adding extra just makes for

one almighty

» As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core

Strategy report, development in Berkhamsted
“has to be balanced against the need to
protect the town’s historic character and
setting” and the excessive growth in
Berkhamsted proposed in this option does
not do

« Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear
— “demand for housing alone will not change Green
Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) —
and the commitment to protecting Green Belt has
been repeated many times, including by the
Chancellor in his recent budget speech. The
reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers
who generate the highest profit margins building
in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason to
focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green
Belt boundary changes.

Question 42
LP1O12177
Ray Dann

No

The Berkhamsted Residents Action Group (BRAG) has
responded in full to the ‘Issues & Options’ consultation.
To avoid full repetition of the extensive points made in
the BRAG response, | request you accept this as
confirmation that | wish DBC to duplicate BRAG'’s
responses under my name. However, | would like to take
this opportunity emphasize just a few of the most
important points within that response:-

Sections of this consultation suggest that to support the
5 year housing land supply would immediately require
Green Belt releases. Obviously 5 year housing land
supply needs to be located but the consultation
document indicates that DBC have ill-conceived ideas
of how to do this. The headline principle should include
the wording, “within urban capacity”. Export to another
Council area should not be rejected, specifically the St
Albans land east of Hemel. There are many more
permutations for growth distribution, but clearly DBC
have carried out a simple arithmetic exercise and
restricted the options offered to fit with favoured



promoted land sites. Over the first 10 years of the current
Core Strategy Berkhamsted have exceeded by a
massive 34%. All this without any improvements in
infrastructure. In contrast, Hemel has developed at a
rate some 21% below the target figure. All the shortfall
that DBC claim we need to pick up in the new plan
comes from failure to concentrate on the Hemel
developments. Such disparities within Dacorum must
be taken into account when assessing development
numbers and site options. Hemel Hempstead,
Berkhamsted and Tring have quite different
topographical characteristics and infrastructure
constraints/needs which should be recognized when
considering housing allocations between them. Housing
distribution should not be a proportional arithmetical
exercise. Development should go where it can be most
suitably placed and least harmful. Any additional
development over and above that already planned for
in Berkhamsted would be disastrous given the town's
infrastructure constraints and current deficits. As the
Planning Inspector stated in his Core Strategy report,
development in Berkhamsted “has to be balanced
against the need to protect the town’s historic character
and setting” and excessive growth in Berkhamsted
proposed in all but one of the options on the table does
not do this. Central Government’s policy on Green Belt
is clear — “demand for housing alone will not change
Green Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) — and the
commitment to protecting Green Belt has been repeated
many times, including by the Chancellor in his recent
budget speech. The reason the rate of build in
Berkhamsted is so high is a simple function of demand
from the developers who generate the highest profit
margins building in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a
reason to focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green Belt
boundary changes.

Of the options put forward, Option 1B is the only one
that would be acceptable for Berkhamsted.

Standard BRAG response to Question 42. Please note
full document is attached to Q46.

Question 42 Is Option 2A your preferred option
for delivering the growth needs of the Borough?

» This would represent massive over development
of Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4
(see Q4 to 7).

* No consideration has been given critical
planning considerations such as recent and
on-going build against targets and local
impact given different topographies and
(inadequate) supporting

» The current Core Strategy covers the 25 year
period 2006 to 2031 and the technical
appendix to the latest “Authority Monitoring
Report & Progress on the Dacorum
Development Programme” reveals that in the
first 5 years (2006-11) of the plan
Berkhamsted delivered 10 years worth of
new housing stock and by 2016 the rate of
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development had exceeded Core Strategy
targets by a massive 34%. All this without
any improvements in

Compare this to the rest of the Borough. Tring have done
their bit (5% above target rate), while small villages and
countryside locations have also hit targets. However,
this is in stark contrast to Hemel Hempstead, which is
where the Inspector agreed was the correct place to
focus development. Development in Hemel has been at
a pretty constant rate over the first 10 years of the CS,
unfortunately at rate some 21% below the target figure.
So, all the shortfall that DBC claim we need to pick up
in the new plan comes from failure to concentrate on the
Hemel developments.

» Berkhamsted should most not be punished
because the town has developed at a faster rate
than required by the plan. Just like a pint pot, once
it is full it is full and adding extra just makes for
one almighty

» As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core
Strategy report, development in Berkhamsted
“has to be balanced against the need to
protect the town’s historic character and
setting” and the excessive growth in
Berkhamsted proposed in this option does
not do

« Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear
— “demand for housing alone will not change Green
Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) —
and the commitment to protecting Green Belt has
been repeated many times, including by the
Chancellor in his recent budget speech. The
reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers
who generate the highest profit margins building
in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason to
focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green
Belt boundary changes.

Question 42
LPI012234
Douglas & Christina Billington

No

The Berkhamsted Residents Action Group (BRAG)
has responded in full to the ‘Issues & Options’
consultation. To avoid full repetition of the extensive
points made in the BRAG response, | request you



accept this as confirmation that | wish DBC to
duplicate BRAG’s responses under my name.

Q36 to 45. Sections of this consultation suggest that to
support the 5 year housing land supply would
immediately require Green Belt releases. Obviously 5
year housing land supply needs to be located but the
consultation document indicates that DBC have
ill-conceived ideas of how to do this. The headline
principle should include the wording, “within urban
capacity”. Export to another Council area should not be
rejected, specifically the St Albans land east of Hemel.
There are many more permutations for growth
distribution, but clearly DBC have carried out a simple
arithmetic exercise and restricted the options offered to
fit with favoured promoted land sites. Over the first 10
years of the current Core Strategy Berkhamsted have
exceeded by a massive 34%. All this without any
improvements in infrastructure. In contrast, Hemel has
developed at a rate some 21% below the target figure.
All the shortfall that DBC claim we need to pick up in the
new plan comes from failure to concentrate on the Hemel
developments. Such disparities within Dacorum must
be taken into account when assessing development
numbers and site options. Hemel Hempstead,
Berkhamsted and Tring have quite different
topographical characteristics and infrastructure
constraints/needs which should be recognized when
considering housing allocations between them. Housing
distribution should not be a proportional arithmetical
exercise. Development should go where it can be most
suitably placed and least harmful. Any additional
development over and above that already planned for
in Berkhamsted would be disastrous given the town's
infrastructure constraints and current deficits. As the
Planning Inspector stated in his Core Strategy report,
development in Berkhamsted “has to be balanced
against the need to protect the town’s historic character
and setting” and excessive growth in Berkhamsted
proposed in all but one of the options on the table does
not do this. Central Government’s policy on Green Belt
is clear — “demand for housing alone will not change
Green Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) — and the
commitment to protecting Green Belt has been repeated
many times, including by the Chancellor in his recent
budget speech. The reason the rate of build in
Berkhamsted is so high is a simple function of demand
from the developers who generate the highest profit
margins building in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a
reason to focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green Belt
boundary changes.

BRAG response to Question 42 (please note full
document is attached to Q46)

Question 42 Is Option 2A your preferred option
for delivering the growth needs of the Borough?

» This would represent massive over development
of Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4
(see Q4 to 7).
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* No consideration has been given critical
planning considerations such as recent and
on-going build against targets and local
impact given different topographies and
(inadequate) supporting infrastructure.

» The current Core Strategy covers the 25 year
period 2006 to 2031 and the technical
appendix to the latest “Authority Monitoring
Report & Progress on the Dacorum
Development Programme” reveals that in the
first 5 years (2006-11) of the plan
Berkhamsted delivered 10 years worth of
new housing stock and by 2016 the rate of
development had exceeded Core Strategy
targets by a massive 34%. All this without
any improvements in infrastructure.

Compare this to the rest of the Borough. Tring have done
their bit (5% above target rate), while small villages and
countryside locations have also hit targets. However,
this is in stark contrast to Hemel Hempstead, which is
where the Inspector agreed was the correct place to
focus development. Development in Hemel has been at
a pretty constant rate over the first 10 years of the CS,
unfortunately at rate some 21% below the target figure.
So, all the shortfall that DBC claim we need to pick up
in the new plan comes from failure to concentrate on the
Hemel developments.

* Berkhamsted should most not be punished
because the town has developed at a faster rate
than required by the plan. Just like a pint pot, once
it is full it is full and adding extra just makes for
one almighty mess.

» As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core
Strategy report, development in Berkhamsted
“has to be balanced against the need to
protect the town’s historic character and
setting” and the excessive growth in
Berkhamsted proposed in this option does
not do this.

« Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear
— “demand for housing alone will not change Green
Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) —
and the commitment to protecting Green Belt has
been repeated many times, including by the
Chancellor in his recent budget speech. The
reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers
who generate the highest profit margins building
in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason to
focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green
Belt boundary changes.

Question 42
LPIO12313
Richard Frankel
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The Berkhamsted Residents Action Group (BRAG) has
responded in full to the ‘Issues & Options’ consultation.
To avoid full repetition of the extensive points made in
the BRAG response, | request you accept this as
confirmation that | wish DBC to duplicate BRAG’s
responses under my name.

However, | would like to take this opportunity emphasize
just a few of the most important points within that
response.

Sections of this consultation suggest that to support the
5 year housing land supply would immediately require
Green Belt releases. Obviously 5 year housing land
supply needs to be located but the consultation
document indicates that DBC have ill-conceived ideas
of how to do this. The headline principle should include
the wording, “within urban capacity”. Export to another
Council area should not be rejected, specifically the St
Albans land east of Hemel. There are many more
permutations for growth distribution, but clearly DBC
have carried out a simple arithmetic exercise and
restricted the options offered to fit with favoured
promoted land sites. Over the first

10 years of the current Core Strategy Berkhamsted have
exceeded by a massive 34%. All this without any
improvements in infrastructure. In contrast, Hemel has
developed at a rate some 21% below the target figure.
All the shortfall that DBC claim we need to pick up in the
new plan comes from failure to concentrate on the Hemel
developments. Such disparities within Dacorum must
be taken into account when assessing development
numbers and site options. Hemel Hempstead,
Berkhamsted and Tring have quite different
topographical characteristics and infrastructure
constraints/needs which should be recognized when
considering housing allocations between them.

Housing distribution should not be a proportional
arithmetical exercise. Development should go where it
can be most suitably placed and least harmful. Any
additional development over and above that already
planned for in Berkhamsted would be disastrous given
the town's infrastructure constraints and current deficits.
As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core Strategy
report, development in Berkhamsted “has to be balanced
against the need to protect the town'’s historic character
and setting” and excessive growth in Berkhamsted
proposed in all but one of the options on the table does
not do this. Central Government’s policy on Green Belt
is clear — “demand for housing alone will not change
Green Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June
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2016) — and the commitment to protecting Green Belt
has been repeated many times, including by the
Chancellor in his recent budget speech. The reason the
rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high is a simple
function of demand from the developers who generate
the highest profit margins building in Berkhamsted. This
demand is not a reason to focus even more development
on Berkhamsted and under Government policy cannot
lead to Green Belt boundary changes. Of the options
put forward, Option 1B is the only one that would be
acceptable for Berkhamsted.

Standard BRAG response to Question 42. Please note
full document is attached to Question 46.

Question 42 Is Option 2A your preferred option
for delivering the growth needs of the Borough?

« This would represent massive over development
of Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4
(see Q4 to 7).

* No consideration has been given critical
planning considerations such as recent and
on-going build against targets and local
impact given different topographies and
(inadequate) supporting

» The current Core Strategy covers the 25 year
period 2006 to 2031 and the technical
appendix to the latest “Authority Monitoring
Report & Progress on the Dacorum
Development Programme” reveals that in the
first 5 years (2006-11) of the plan
Berkhamsted delivered 10 years worth of
new housing stock and by 2016 the rate of
development had exceeded Core Strategy
targets by a massive 34%. All this without
any improvements in

Compare this to the rest of the Borough. Tring have done
their bit (5% above target rate), while small villages and
countryside locations have also hit targets. However,
this is in stark contrast to Hemel Hempstead, which is
where the Inspector agreed was the correct place to
focus development. Development in Hemel has been at
a pretty constant rate over the first 10 years of the CS,
unfortunately at rate some 21% below the target figure.
So, all the shortfall that DBC claim we need to pick up
in the new plan comes from failure to concentrate on the
Hemel developments.

» Berkhamsted should most not be punished
because the town has developed at a faster rate
than required by the plan. Just like a pint pot, once
it is full it is full and adding extra just makes for
one almighty

» As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core
Strategy report, development in Berkhamsted
“has to be balanced against the need to
protect the town’s historic character and
setting” and the excessive growth in
Berkhamsted proposed in this option does
not do

» Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear
— “demand for housing alone will not change Green



Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) —
and the commitment to protecting Green Belt has
been repeated many times, including by the
Chancellor in his recent budget speech. The
reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers
who generate the highest profit margins building
in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason to
focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green
Belt boundary changes.
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Question 42
LP1012361
Robert Bright

No

| support option 1A but the other options | object to on
the grounds that the required infrastructure is non
existent and they are unsustainable
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Number Question 42

ID LP1012381
Full Name Mr Brian Kazer

Company / Organisation

Tring in Transition
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Include files

No

No. Although the total figure is objectively determined,
being based on projected population growth, the
proportion for Tring is substantially higher than calculated
on projected population growth for the town. We
calculate the figure for Tring at around 1,120 new homes
including the 500 in the urban envelope. That means
620 homes for Tring green belt.

Number
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Company / Organisation

Question 42
LPIO12404

mSs rona morris
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This would represent massive over development of
Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives, policies
and local aspirations.
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Question 42
LP1O12457
Judy Halden

No

The Berkhamsted Residents Action Group (BRAG) has
responded in full to the ‘Issues & Options’ consultation.
To avoid full repetition of the extensive points made in
the BRAG response, | request you accept this as
confirmation that | wish DBC to duplicate BRAG'’s
responses under my name. However, | would like to take
this opportunity emphasize just a few of the most
important points within that response.

Sections of this consultation suggest that to support the
5 year housing land supply would immediately require
Green Belt releases. Obviously 5 year housing land
supply needs to be located but the consultation
document indicates that DBC have ill-conceived ideas
of how to do this. The headline principle should include
the wording, “within urban capacity”. Export to another
Council area should not be rejected, specifically the St
Albans land east of Hemel. There are many more
permutations for growth distribution, but clearly DBC
have carried out a simple arithmetic exercise and
restricted the options offered to fit with favoured
promoted land sites. Over the first 10 years of the current
Core Strategy Berkhamsted have exceeded by a
massive 34%. All this without any improvements in
infrastructure. In contrast, Hemel has developed at a
rate some 21% below the target figure. All the shortfall
that DBC claim we need to pick up in the new plan
comes from failure to concentrate on the Hemel
developments. Such disparities within Dacorum must
be taken into account when assessing development
numbers and site options. Hemel Hempstead,
Berkhamsted and Tring have quite different
topographical characteristics and infrastructure
constraints/needs which should be recognized when
considering housing allocations between them. Housing



distribution should not be a proportional arithmetical
exercise. Development should go where it can be most
suitably placed and least harmful. Any additional
development over and above that already planned for
in Berkhamsted would be disastrous given the town's
infrastructure constraints and current deficits. As the
Planning Inspector stated in his Core Strategy report,
development in Berkhamsted “has to be balanced
against the need to protect the town’s historic character
and setting” and excessive growth in Berkhamsted
proposed in all but one of the options on the table does
not do this. Central Government’s policy on Green Belt
is clear — “demand for housing alone will not change
Green Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) — and the
commitment to protecting Green Belt has been repeated
many times, including by the Chancellor in his recent
budget speech. The reason the rate of build in
Berkhamsted is so high is a simple function of demand
from the developers who generate the highest profit
margins building in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a
reason to focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green Belt
boundary changes.

Of the options put forward, Option 1B is the only one
that would be acceptable for Berkhamsted.

Standard BRAG response to Question 42. Please note
full document is attached to Question 46.

Question 42 Is Option 2A your preferred option
for delivering the growth needs of the Borough?

* This would represent massive over development
of Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4
(see Q4 to 7).

* No consideration has been given critical
planning considerations such as recent and
on-going build against targets and local
impact given different topographies and
(inadequate) supporting

* The current Core Strategy covers the 25 year
period 2006 to 2031 and the technical
appendix to the latest “Authority Monitoring
Report & Progress on the Dacorum
Development Programme” reveals that in the
first 5 years (2006-11) of the plan
Berkhamsted delivered 10 years worth of
new housing stock and by 2016 the rate of
development had exceeded Core Strategy
targets by a massive 34%. All this without
any improvements in

Compare this to the rest of the Borough. Tring have done
their bit (5% above target rate), while small villages and
countryside locations have also hit targets. However,
this is in stark contrast to Hemel Hempstead, which is
where the Inspector agreed was the correct place to
focus development. Development in Hemel has been at
a pretty constant rate over the first 10 years of the CS,
unfortunately at rate some 21% below the target figure.
So, all the shortfall that DBC claim we need to pick up
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in the new plan comes from failure to concentrate on the
Hemel developments.

» Berkhamsted should most not be punished
because the town has developed at a faster rate
than required by the plan. Just like a pint pot, once
it is full it is full and adding extra just makes for
one almighty

* As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core
Strategy report, development in Berkhamsted
“has to be balanced against the need to
protect the town’s historic character and
setting” and the excessive growth in
Berkhamsted proposed in this option does
not do

» Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear
— “demand for housing alone will not change Green
Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) —
and the commitment to protecting Green Belt has
been repeated many times, including by the
Chancellor in his recent budget speech. The
reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers
who generate the highest profit margins building
in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason to
focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green
Belt boundary changes.

Question 42
LP1012505
Meenakshi Jefferys

No

The Berkhamsted Residents Action Group (BRAG)
has responded in full to the ‘Issues & Options’
consultation. To avoid full repetition of the extensive
points made in the BRAG response, | request you
accept this as confirmation that | wish DBC to
duplicate BRAG’s responses under my name.

However, | would like to take this opportunity
emphasize just a few of the most important points
within that response.

Q36 to 45. Sections of this consultation suggest that to
support the 5 year housing land supply would
immediately require Green Belt releases. Obviously 5
year housing land supply needs to be located but the
consultation document indicates that DBC have
ill-conceived ideas of how to do this. The headline
principle should include the wording, “within urban
capacity”. Export to another Council area should not be



rejected, specifically the St Albans land east of Hemel.
There are many more permutations for growth
distribution, but clearly DBC have carried out a simple
arithmetic exercise and restricted the options offered to
fit with favoured promoted land sites. Over the first 10
years of the current Core Strategy Berkhamsted have
exceeded by a massive 34%. All this without

any improvements in infrastructure. In contrast, Hemel
has developed at a rate some 21% below the target
figure. All the shortfall that DBC claim we need to pick
up in the new plan comes from failure to concentrate on
the Hemel developments. Such disparities within
Dacorum must be taken into account when assessing
development numbers and site options. Hemel
Hempstead, Berkhamsted and Tring have quite different
topographical characteristics and infrastructure
constraints/needs which should be recognized when
considering housing allocations between them. Housing
distribution should not be a proportional arithmetical
exercise. Development should go where it can be most
suitably placed and least harmful. Any additional
development over and above that already planned for
in Berkhamsted would be disastrous given the town's
infrastructure constraints and current deficits. As the
Planning Inspector stated in his Core Strategy report,
development in Berkhamsted “has to be balanced
against the need to protect the town’s historic character
and setting” and excessive growth in Berkhamsted
proposed in all but one of the options on the table does
not do this. Central Government’s policy on Green Belt
is clear — “demand for housing alone will not change
Green Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) — and the
commitment to protecting Green Belt has been repeated
many times, including by the Chancellor in his recent
budget speech. The reason the rate of build in
Berkhamsted is so high is a simple function of demand
from the developers who generate the highest profit
margins building in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a
reason to focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green Belt
boundary changes.

BRAG response to Question 42 (please note full
document is attached to Q46)

Question 42 Is Option 2A your preferred option
for delivering the growth needs of the Borough?

» This would represent massive over development
of Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4
(see Q4 to 7).

* No consideration has been given critical
planning considerations such as recent and
on-going build against targets and local
impact given different topographies and
(inadequate) supporting infrasturcure.

» The current Core Strategy covers the 25 year
period 2006 to 2031 and the technical
appendix to the latest “Authority Monitoring
Report & Progress on the Dacorum
Development Programme” reveals that in the
first 5 years (2006-11) of the plan
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Berkhamsted delivered 10 years worth of
new housing stock and by 2016 the rate of
development had exceeded Core Strategy
targets by a massive 34%. All this without
any improvements in infrastructure.

Compare this to the rest of the Borough. Tring have done
their bit (5% above target rate), while small villages and
countryside locations have also hit targets. However,
this is in stark contrast to Hemel Hempstead, which is
where the Inspector agreed was the correct place to
focus development. Development in Hemel has been at
a pretty constant rate over the first 10 years of the CS,
unfortunately at rate some 21% below the target figure.
So, all the shortfall that DBC claim we need to pick up
in the new plan comes from failure to concentrate on the
Hemel developments.

» Berkhamsted should most not be punished
because the town has developed at a faster rate
than required by the plan. Just like a pint pot, once
it is full it is full and adding extra just makes for
one almighty mess.

» As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core
Strategy report, development in Berkhamsted
“has to be balanced against the need to
protect the town’s historic character and
setting” and the excessive growth in
Berkhamsted proposed in this option does
not do this.

« Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear
— “demand for housing alone will not change Green
Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) —
and the commitment to protecting Green Belt has
been repeated many times, including by the
Chancellor in his recent budget speech. The
reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers
who generate the highest profit margins building
in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason to
focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green
Belt boundary changes.

Question 42
LPIO12552

Mrs Jane Barrett

No

The Berkhamsted Residents Action Group (BRAG) has
responded in full to the ‘Issues & Options’ consultation.
To avoid full repetition of the extensive points made in



the BRAG response, | request you accept this as
confirmation that | wish DBC to duplicate BRAG’s
responses under my name.

However, | would like to take this opportunity emphasize
just a few of the most important points within that
response.

Sections of this consultation suggest that to support the
5 year housing land supply would immediately require
Green Belt releases. Obviously 5 year housing land
supply needs to be located but the consultation
document indicates that DBC have ill-conceived ideas
of how to do this. The headline principle should include
the wording, “within urban capacity”. Export to another
Council area should not be rejected, specifically the St
Albans land east of Hemel. There are many more
permutations for growth distribution, but clearly DBC
have carried out a simple arithmetic exercise and
restricted the options offered to fit with favoured
promoted land sites. Over the first 10 years of the current
Core Strategy Berkhamsted have exceeded by a
massive 34%. All this without any improvements in
infrastructure. In contrast, Hemel has developed at a
rate some 21% below the target figure. All the shortfall
that DBC claim we need to pick up in the new plan
comes from failure to concentrate on the Hemel
developments. Such disparities within Dacorum must
be taken into account when assessing development
numbers and site options. Hemel Hempstead,
Berkhamsted and Tring have quite different
topographical characteristics and infrastructure
constraints/needs which should be recognized when
considering housing allocations between them. Housing
distribution should not be a proportional arithmetical
exercise. Development should go where it can be most
suitably placed and least harmful. Any additional
development over and above that already planned for
in Berkhamsted would be disastrous given the town's
infrastructure constraints and current deficits. As the
Planning Inspector stated in his Core Strategy report,
development in Berkhamsted “has to be balanced
against the need to protect the town'’s historic character
and setting” and excessive growth in Berkhamsted
proposed in all but one of the options on the table does
not do this. Central Government’s policy on Green Belt
is clear — “demand for housing alone will not change
Green Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) — and the
commitment to protecting Green Belt has been repeated
many times, including by the Chancellor in his recent
budget speech. The reason the rate of build in
Berkhamsted is so high is a simple function of demand
from the developers who generate the highest profit
margins building in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a
reason to focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green Belt
boundary changes. Of the options put forward, Option
1B is the only one that would be acceptable for
Berkhamsted.

Standard BRAG response for Question 42. Please note
full document is attached to Question 46.
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Question 42 Is Option 2A your preferred option
for delivering the growth needs of the Borough?

» This would represent massive over development
of Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4
(see Q4 to 7).

* No consideration has been given critical
planning considerations such as recent and
on-going build against targets and local
impact given different topographies and
(inadequate) supporting

» The current Core Strategy covers the 25 year
period 2006 to 2031 and the technical
appendix to the latest “Authority Monitoring
Report & Progress on the Dacorum
Development Programme” reveals that in the
first 5 years (2006-11) of the plan
Berkhamsted delivered 10 years worth of
new housing stock and by 2016 the rate of
development had exceeded Core Strategy
targets by a massive 34%. All this without
any improvements in

Compare this to the rest of the Borough. Tring have done
their bit (5% above target rate), while small villages and
countryside locations have also hit targets. However,
this is in stark contrast to Hemel Hempstead, which is
where the Inspector agreed was the correct place to
focus development. Development in Hemel has been at
a pretty constant rate over the first 10 years of the CS,
unfortunately at rate some 21% below the target figure.
So, all the shortfall that DBC claim we need to pick up
in the new plan comes from failure to concentrate on the
Hemel developments.

* Berkhamsted should most not be punished
because the town has developed at a faster rate
than required by the plan. Just like a pint pot, once
it is full it is full and adding extra just makes for
one almighty

* As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core
Strategy report, development in Berkhamsted
“has to be balanced against the need to
protect the town’s historic character and
setting” and the excessive growth in
Berkhamsted proposed in this option does
not do

» Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear
— “demand for housing alone will not change Green
Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) —
and the commitment to protecting Green Belt has
been repeated many times, including by the
Chancellor in his recent budget speech. The
reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers
who generate the highest profit margins building
in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason to
focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green
Belt boundary changes.
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Question 42
LP1012602

mr paul healy

No

The Berkhamsted Residents Action Group (BRAG) has
responded in full to the ‘Issues & Options’ consultation.
To avoid full repetition of the extensive points made in
the BRAG response, | request you accept this as
confirmation that | wish DBC to duplicate BRAG’s
responses under my name. However, | would like to take
this opportunity emphasize just a few of the most
important points within that response.

Sections of this consultation suggest that to support the
5 year housing land supply would immediately require
Green Belt releases. Obviously 5 year housing land
supply needs to be located but the consultation
document indicates that DBC have ill-conceived ideas
of how to do this. The headline principle should include
the wording, “within urban capacity”. Export to another
Council area should not be rejected, specifically the St
Albans land east of Hemel. There are many more
permutations for growth distribution, but clearly DBC
have carried out a simple arithmetic exercise and
restricted the options offered to fit with favoured
promoted land sites. Over the first 10 years of the current
Core Strategy Berkhamsted have exceeded by a
massive 34%. All this without any improvements in
infrastructure. In contrast, Hemel has developed at a
rate some 21% below the target figure. All the shortfall
that DBC claim we need to pick up in the new plan
comes from failure to concentrate on the Hemel
developments. Such disparities within Dacorum must
be taken into account when assessing development
numbers and site options. Hemel Hempstead,
Berkhamsted and Tring have quite different
topographical characteristics and infrastructure
constraints/needs which should be recognized when
considering housing allocations between them. Housing
distribution should not be a proportional arithmetical
exercise. Development should go where it can be most
suitably placed and least harmful. Any additional
development over and above that already planned for
in Berkhamsted would be disastrous given the town's
infrastructure constraints and current deficits. As the
Planning Inspector stated in his Core Strategy report,
development in Berkhamsted “has to be balanced
against the need to protect the town'’s historic character
and setting” and excessive growth in Berkhamsted
proposed in all but one of the options on the table does
not do this. Central Government’s policy on Green Belt
is clear — “demand for housing alone will not change
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Green Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) — and the
commitment to protecting Green Belt has been repeated
many times, including by the Chancellor in his recent
budget speech. The reason the rate of build in
Berkhamsted is so high is a simple function of demand
from the developers who generate the highest profit
margins building in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a
reason to focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green Belt
boundary changes. Of the options put forward, Option
1B is the only one that would be acceptable for
Berkhamsted.

BRAG response to Question 42 (please note full
document is attached to Q46)

Question 42 Is Option 2A your preferred option
for delivering the growth needs of the Borough?

« This would represent massive over development
of Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4
(see Q4 to 7).

* No consideration has been given critical
planning considerations such as recent and
on-going build against targets and local
impact given different topographies and
(inadequate) supporting

» The current Core Strategy covers the 25 year
period 2006 to 2031 and the technical
appendix to the latest “Authority Monitoring
Report & Progress on the Dacorum
Development Programme” reveals that in the
first 5 years (2006-11) of the plan
Berkhamsted delivered 10 years worth of
new housing stock and by 2016 the rate of
development had exceeded Core Strategy
targets by a massive 34%. All this without
any improvements in

Compare this to the rest of the Borough. Tring have done
their bit (5% above target rate), while small villages and
countryside locations have also hit targets. However,
this is in stark contrast to Hemel Hempstead, which is
where the Inspector agreed was the correct place to
focus development. Development in Hemel has been at
a pretty constant rate over the first 10 years of the CS,
unfortunately at rate some 21% below the target figure.
So, all the shortfall that DBC claim we need to pick up
in the new plan comes from failure to concentrate on the
Hemel developments.

» Berkhamsted should most not be punished
because the town has developed at a faster rate
than required by the plan. Just like a pint pot, once
it is full it is full and adding extra just makes for
one almighty

» As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core
Strategy report, development in Berkhamsted
“has to be balanced against the need to
protect the town’s historic character and
setting” and the excessive growth in
Berkhamsted proposed in this option does
not do
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» Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear
— “demand for housing alone will not change Green
Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) —
and the commitment to protecting Green Belt has
been repeated many times, including by the
Chancellor in his recent budget speech. The
reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers
who generate the highest profit margins building
in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason to
focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green
Belt boundary changes.

Question 42
LP1012652

Merrick Marshall

No

The Berkhamsted Residents Action Group (BRAG) have
responded in full to the ‘Issues & Options’ consultation.
To avoid repetition of the extensive points made in the
BRAG response, | request you accept this as
confirmation that | wish DBC to duplicate BRAG’s
responses under my name.

However, | would like to take this opportunity emphasise
just a few of the most important points within that
response.

Sections of this consultation suggest that to support the
5 year housing land supply would immediately require
Green Belt releases. Obviously 5 year housing land
supply needs to be located but the consultation
document indicates that DBC have ill-conceived ideas
of how to do this. The headline principle should include
the wording, “within urban capacity”. Export to another
Council area should not be rejected, specifically the St
Albans land east of Hemel. There are many more
permutations for growth distribution, but clearly DBC
have carried out a simple arithmetic exercise and
restricted the options offered to fit with favoured
promoted land sites. Over the first 10 years of the current
Core Strategy Berkhamsted have exceeded by a
massive 34%. All this without any improvements in
infrastructure. In contrast, Hemel has developed at a
rate some 21% below the target figure. All the shortfall
that DBC claim we need to pick up in the new plan
comes from failure to concentrate on the Hemel
developments. Such disparities within Dacorum must
be taken into account when assessing development
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numbers and site options. Hemel Hempstead,
Berkhamsted and Tring have quite different
topographical characteristics and infrastructure
constraints/needs which should be recognized when
considering housing allocations between them. Housing
distribution should not be a proportional arithmetical
exercise. Development should go where it can be most
suitably placed and least harmful. Any additional
development over and above that already planned for
in Berkhamsted would be disastrous given the town’s
infrastructure constraints and current deficits. As the
Planning Inspector stated in his Core Strategy report,
development in Berkhamsted “has to be balanced
against the need to protect the town’s historic character
and setting” and excessive growth in Berkhamsted
proposed in all but one of the options on the table does
not do this. Central Government’s policy on Green Belt
is clear — “demand for housing alone will not change
Green Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) — and the
commitment to protecting Green Belt has been repeated
many times, including by the Chancellor in his recent
budget speech. The reason the rate of build in
Berkhamsted is so high is a simple function of demand
from the developers who generate the highest profit
margins building in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a
reason to focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green Belt
boundary changes.

Of the options put forward, Option 1B is the only one
that would be acceptable for Berkhamsted.

BRAG response to Question 42 (please note full
document is attached to Q46)

Question 42 Is Option 2A your preferred option
for delivering the growth needs of the Borough?

» This would represent massive over development
of Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4
(see Q4 to 7).

* No consideration has been given critical
planning considerations such as recent and
on-going build against targets and local
impact given different topographies and
(inadequate) supporting

» The current Core Strategy covers the 25 year
period 2006 to 2031 and the technical
appendix to the latest “Authority Monitoring
Report & Progress on the Dacorum
Development Programme” reveals that in the
first 5 years (2006-11) of the plan
Berkhamsted delivered 10 years worth of
new housing stock and by 2016 the rate of
development had exceeded Core Strategy
targets by a massive 34%. All this without
any improvements in

Compare this to the rest of the Borough. Tring have done
their bit (5% above target rate), while small villages and
countryside locations have also hit targets. However,
this is in stark contrast to Hemel Hempstead, which is
where the Inspector agreed was the correct place to
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focus development. Development in Hemel has been at
a pretty constant rate over the first 10 years of the CS,
unfortunately at rate some 21% below the target figure.
So, all the shortfall that DBC claim we need to pick up
in the new plan comes from failure to concentrate on the
Hemel developments.

* Berkhamsted should most not be punished
because the town has developed at a faster rate
than required by the plan. Just like a pint pot, once
it is full it is full and adding extra just makes for
one almighty

* As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core
Strategy report, development in Berkhamsted
“has to be balanced against the need to
protect the town’s historic character and
setting” and the excessive growth in
Berkhamsted proposed in this option does
not do

» Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear
— “demand for housing alone will not change Green
Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) —
and the commitment to protecting Green Belt has
been repeated many times, including by the
Chancellor in his recent budget speech. The
reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers
who generate the highest profit margins building
in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason to
focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green
Belt boundary changes.

Question 42
LPIO12700
Monika & Casper Gibilaro

No

The Berkhamsted Residents Action Group (BRAG)
has responded in full to the ‘Issues & Options’
consultation. To avoid full repetition of the extensive
points made in the BRAG response, | request you
accept this as confirmation that | wish DBC to
duplicate BRAG’s responses under our name

Q36 to 45. Sections of this consultation suggest that to
support the 5 year housing land supply would
immediately require Green Belt releases. Obviously 5
year housing land supply needs to be located but the
consultation document indicates that DBC have
ill-conceived ideas of how to do this. The headline
principle should include the wording, “within urban
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capacity”. Export to another Council area should not be
rejected, specifically the St Albans land east of Hemel.
There are many more permutations for growth
distribution, but clearly DBC have carried out a simple
arithmetic exercise and restricted the options offered to
fit with favoured promoted land sites. Over the first 10
years of the current Core Strategy Berkhamsted have
exceeded by a massive 34%. All this without any
improvements in infrastructure. In contrast, Hemel has
developed at a rate some 21% below the target figure.
All the shortfall that DBC claim we need to pick up in the
new plan comes from failure to concentrate on the Hemel
developments. Such disparities within Dacorum must
be taken into account when assessing development
numbers and site options. Hemel Hempstead,
Berkhamsted and Tring have quite different
topographical characteristics and infrastructure
constraints/needs which should be recognized when
considering housing allocations between them. Housing
distribution should not be a proportional arithmetical
exercise. Development should go where it can be most
suitably placed and least harmful. Any additional
development over and above that already planned for
in Berkhamsted would be disastrous given the town’s
infrastructure constraints and current deficits. As the
Planning Inspector stated in his Core Strategy report,
development in Berkhamsted “has to be balanced
against the need to protect the town’s historic character
and setting” and excessive growth in Berkhamsted
proposed in all but one of the options on the table does
not do this. Central Government’s policy on Green Belt
is clear — “demand for housing alone will not change
Green Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) — and the
commitment to protecting Green Belt has been repeated
many times, including by the Chancellor in his recent
budget speech. The reason the rate of build in
Berkhamsted is so high is a simple function of demand
from the developers who generate the highest profit
margins building in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a
reason to focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green Belt
boundary changes. Of the options put forward, Option
4B is the only one that would be acceptable for
Berkhamsted.

BRAG response to Question 42 (please note full
document is attached to Q46)

Question 42 Is Option 2A your preferred option
for delivering the growth needs of the Borough?

» This would represent massive over development
of Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4
(see Q4 to 7).

* No consideration has been given critical
planning considerations such as recent and
on-going build against targets and local
impact given different topographies and
(inadequate) supporting infrastructure.

» The current Core Strategy covers the 25 year
period 2006 to 2031 and the technical
appendix to the latest “Authority Monitoring
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Report & Progress on the Dacorum
Development Programme” reveals that in the
first 5 years (2006-11) of the plan
Berkhamsted delivered 10 years worth of
new housing stock and by 2016 the rate of
development had exceeded Core Strategy
targets by a massive 34%. All this without
any improvements in infrastructure.

Compare this to the rest of the Borough. Tring have done
their bit (5% above target rate), while small villages and
countryside locations have also hit targets. However,
this is in stark contrast to Hemel Hempstead, which is
where the Inspector agreed was the correct place to
focus development. Development in Hemel has been at
a pretty constant rate over the first 10 years of the CS,
unfortunately at rate some 21% below the target figure.
So, all the shortfall that DBC claim we need to pick up
in the new plan comes from failure to concentrate on the
Hemel developments.

» Berkhamsted should most not be punished
because the town has developed at a faster rate
than required by the plan. Just like a pint pot, once
it is full it is full and adding extra just makes for
one almighty mess.

» As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core
Strategy report, development in Berkhamsted
“has to be balanced against the need to
protect the town’s historic character and
setting” and the excessive growth in
Berkhamsted proposed in this option does
not do this.

« Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear
— “demand for housing alone will not change Green
Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) —
and the commitment to protecting Green Belt has
been repeated many times, including by the
Chancellor in his recent budget speech. The
reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers
who generate the highest profit margins building
in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason to
focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green
Belt boundary changes.

Question 42
LP1012748

Lorna Ginn

No
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Here are my comments on the new Local Plan

The Berkhamsted Residents Action Group (BRAG) has
responded in full to the ‘Issues & Options’ consultation. To
avoid full repetition of the extensive points made in the BRAG
response, | request you accept this as confirmation that | wish
DBC to duplicate BRAG's responses under my name.

However, | would like to take this opportunity emphasize just
a few of the most important points within that response.

Sections of this consultation suggest that to support
the 5 year housing land supply would immediately
require Green Belt releases. Obviously 5 year
housing land supply needs to be located but the
consultation document indicates that DBC have
ill-conceived ideas of how to do this. The headline
principle should include the wording, “within urban
capacity”. Export to another Council area should
not be rejected, specifically the St Albans land east
of Hemel. There are many more permutations for
growth distribution, but clearly DBC have carried
out a simple arithmetic exercise and restricted the
options offered to fit with favoured promoted land
sites. Over the first 10 years of the current Core
Strategy Berkhamsted have exceeded by a
massive 34%. All this without any improvements
in infrastructure. In contrast, Hemel has developed
at a rate some 21% below the target figure. All the
shortfall that DBC claim we need to pick up in the
new plan comes from failure to concentrate on the
Hemel developments. Such disparities within
Dacorum must be taken into account when
assessing development numbers and site options.
Hemel Hempstead, Berkhamsted and Tring have
quite different topographical characteristics and
infrastructure constraints/needs which should be
recognized when considering housing allocations
between them. Housing distribution should not be
a proportional arithmetical exercise. Development
should go where it can be most suitably placed and
least harmful. Any additional development over and
above that already planned for in Berkhamsted
would be disastrous given the town’s infrastructure
constraints and current deficits. As the Planning
Inspector stated in his Core Strategy report,
development in Berkhamsted “has to be balanced
against the need to protect the town’s historic
character and setting” and excessive growth in
Berkhamsted proposed in all but one of the options
on the table does not do this. Central Government’s
policy on Green Belt is clear — “demand for housing
alone will not change Green Belt boundaries” (letter
to MPs from Minister of State for Housing and
Planning — June 2016) — and the commitment to
protecting Green Belt has been repeated many
times, including by the Chancellor in his recent



budget speech. The reason the rate of build in
Berkhamsted is so high is a simple function of
demand from the developers who generate the
highest profit margins building in Berkhamsted. This
demand is not a reason to focus even more
development on Berkhamsted and under
Government policy cannot lead to Green Belt
boundary changes. Of the options put

forward, Option 1B is the only one that would
be acceptable for Berkhamsted.

BRAG response to Question 42 (please note full
document is attached to Q46)

Question 42 Is Option 2A your preferred option
for delivering the growth needs of the Borough?

» This would represent massive over development
of Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4
(see Q4 to 7).

* No consideration has been given critical
planning considerations such as recent and
on-going build against targets and local
impact given different topographies and
(inadequate) supporting

» The current Core Strategy covers the 25 year
period 2006 to 2031 and the technical
appendix to the latest “Authority Monitoring
Report & Progress on the Dacorum
Development Programme” reveals that in the
first 5 years (2006-11) of the plan
Berkhamsted delivered 10 years worth of
new housing stock and by 2016 the rate of
development had exceeded Core Strategy
targets by a massive 34%. All this without
any improvements in

Compare this to the rest of the Borough. Tring have done
their bit (5% above target rate), while small villages and
countryside locations have also hit targets. However,
this is in stark contrast to Hemel Hempstead, which is
where the Inspector agreed was the correct place to
focus development. Development in Hemel has been at
a pretty constant rate over the first 10 years of the CS,
unfortunately at rate some 21% below the target figure.
So, all the shortfall that DBC claim we need to pick up
in the new plan comes from failure to concentrate on the
Hemel developments.

» Berkhamsted should most not be punished
because the town has developed at a faster rate
than required by the plan. Just like a pint pot, once
it is full it is full and adding extra just makes for
one almighty

» As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core
Strategy report, development in Berkhamsted
“has to be balanced against the need to
protect the town’s historic character and
setting” and the excessive growth in
Berkhamsted proposed in this option does
not do

» Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear
— “demand for housing alone will not change Green
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Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) —
and the commitment to protecting Green Belt has
been repeated many times, including by the
Chancellor in his recent budget speech. The
reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers
who generate the highest profit margins building
in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason to
focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green
Belt boundary changes.

Question 42
LPIO12797
Mr Raymond Phipps

No

| wish to comment as follows to the Strategic Options
Consultations. In general | follow the comments
made by BRAG.

BRAG response to Question 42 (please note full
document is attached to Q46)

Question 42 Is Option 2A your preferred option
for delivering the growth needs of the Borough?

* This would represent massive over development
of Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4
(see Q4 to 7).

* No consideration has been given critical
planning considerations such as recent and
on-going build against targets and local
impact given different topographies and
(inadequate) supporting infrastructure.

* The current Core Strategy covers the 25 year
period 2006 to 2031 and the technical
appendix to the latest “Authority Monitoring
Report & Progress on the Dacorum
Development Programme” reveals that in the
first 5 years (2006-11) of the plan
Berkhamsted delivered 10 years worth of
new housing stock and by 2016 the rate of
development had exceeded Core Strategy
targets by a massive 34%. All this without
any improvements in infrastructure.

Compare this to the rest of the Borough. Tring have done
their bit (5% above target rate), while small villages and
countryside locations have also hit targets. However,
this is in stark contrast to Hemel Hempstead, which is
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where the Inspector agreed was the correct place to
focus development. Development in Hemel has been at
a pretty constant rate over the first 10 years of the CS,
unfortunately at rate some 21% below the target figure.
So, all the shortfall that DBC claim we need to pick up
in the new plan comes from failure to concentrate on the
Hemel developments.

* Berkhamsted should most not be punished
because the town has developed at a faster rate
than required by the plan. Just like a pint pot, once
it is full it is full and adding extra just makes for
one almighty mess.

* As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core
Strategy report, development in Berkhamsted
“has to be balanced against the need to
protect the town’s historic character and
setting” and the excessive growth in
Berkhamsted proposed in this option does
not do this.

» Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear
— “demand for housing alone will not change Green
Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) —
and the commitment to protecting Green Belt has
been repeated many times, including by the
Chancellor in his recent budget speech. The
reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers
who generate the highest profit margins building
in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason to
focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green
Belt boundary changes.

Question 42
LP1012844

Ingrid Carola McKenna

No

The Berkhamsted Residents Action Group (BRAG) has
responded in full to the ‘Issues & Options’ consultation.
To avoid full repetition of the extensive points made in
the BRAG response, | request you accept this as
confirmation that | wish DBC to duplicate BRAG’s
responses under my name.

In addition, | draw attention to some of the most
important points within that response.
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Sections of this consultation suggest that to support the
5 year housing land supply would immediately require
Green Belt releases. Obviously 5 year housing land
supply needs to be located but the consultation
document indicates that DBC have ill-conceived ideas
of how to do this. The headline principle should include
the wording, “within urban capacity”. Export to another
Council area should not be rejected, specifically the St
Albans land east of Hemel. There are many more
permutations for growth distribution, but it seems clear
that DBC have carried out a simple arithmetic exercise
and restricted the options offered to fit with favoured
promoted land sites. Over the first 10 years of the current
Core Strategy Berkhamsted have exceeded by a
massive 34%. All this without any improvements in
infrastructure. In contrast, Hemel has developed at a
rate some 21% below the target figure. All the shortfall
that DBC claim we need to pick up in the new plan
comes from failure to concentrate on the Hemel
developments. Such disparities within Dacorum must
be taken into account when assessing development
numbers and site options. Hemel Hempstead,
Berkhamsted and Tring have quite different
topographical characteristics and infrastructure
constraints/needs which should be recognized when
considering housing allocations between them. Housing
distribution should not be a proportional arithmetical
exercise. Development should go where it can be most
suitably placed and least harmful. Any additional
development over and above that already planned for
in Berkhamsted would be disastrous given the town's
infrastructure constraints and current deficits. As the
Planning Inspector stated in his Core Strategy report,
development in Berkhamsted “has to be balanced
against the need to protect the town’s historic character
and setting” and excessive growth in Berkhamsted
proposed in all but one of the options on the table does
not do this. Central Government’s policy on Green Belt
is clear — “demand for housing alone will not change
Green Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) — and the
commitment to protecting Green Belt has been repeated
many times, including by the Chancellor in his recent
budget speech.

The reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so
high is a simple function of demand from the
developers who generate the highest profit margins
building in Berkhamsted. Beyond short term financial
profit developers have no interest in the wellbeing
of the town, the local council and its residents. Once
having built and taken their profit developers leave
the residents and local council to deal with the
fallout.

Such demand from developers is Absolutely the
Wrong reason to focus even more development on
Berkhamsted.



Further, under Government policy it cannot lead to
Green Belt boundary changes.

Of the options put forward, Option 1B is the only one
that would be acceptable for Berkhamsted.

BRAG response to Question 42 (please note full
document is attached to Q46)

Question 42 Is Option 2A your preferred option
for delivering the growth needs of the Borough?

* This would represent massive over development
of Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4
(see Q4 to 7).

* No consideration has been given critical
planning considerations such as recent and
on-going build against targets and local
impact given different topographies and
(inadequate) supporting

* The current Core Strategy covers the 25 year
period 2006 to 2031 and the technical
appendix to the latest “Authority Monitoring
Report & Progress on the Dacorum
Development Programme” reveals that in the
first 5 years (2006-11) of the plan
Berkhamsted delivered 10 years worth of
new housing stock and by 2016 the rate of
development had exceeded Core Strategy
targets by a massive 34%. All this without
any improvements in

Compare this to the rest of the Borough. Tring have done
their bit (5% above target rate), while small villages and
countryside locations have also hit targets. However,
this is in stark contrast to Hemel Hempstead, which is
where the Inspector agreed was the correct place to
focus development. Development in Hemel has been at
a pretty constant rate over the first 10 years of the CS,
unfortunately at rate some 21% below the target figure.
So, all the shortfall that DBC claim we need to pick up
in the new plan comes from failure to concentrate on the
Hemel developments.

» Berkhamsted should most not be punished
because the town has developed at a faster rate
than required by the plan. Just like a pint pot, once
it is full it is full and adding extra just makes for
one almighty

» As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core
Strategy report, development in Berkhamsted
“has to be balanced against the need to
protect the town’s historic character and
setting” and the excessive growth in
Berkhamsted proposed in this option does
not do

» Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear
— “demand for housing alone will not change Green
Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) —
and the commitment to protecting Green Belt has
been repeated many times, including by the
Chancellor in his recent budget speech. The
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reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers
who generate the highest profit margins building
in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason to
focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green
Belt boundary changes.

Question 42
LP1012892
Mr Stephen Lally

No

Rather than repeat the BRAG response, with which
| completely agree, | will highlight some key points
that are important to me.

BRAG response to Question 42 (please note full
document is attached to Q46)

Question 42 Is Option 2A your preferred option
for delivering the growth needs of the Borough?

* This would represent massive over development
of Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4
(see Q4 to 7).

* No consideration has been given critical
planning considerations such as recent and
on-going build against targets and local
impact given different topographies and
(inadequate) supporting infrastructure.

* The current Core Strategy covers the 25 year
period 2006 to 2031 and the technical
appendix to the latest “Authority Monitoring
Report & Progress on the Dacorum
Development Programme” reveals that in the
first 5 years (2006-11) of the plan
Berkhamsted delivered 10 years worth of
new housing stock and by 2016 the rate of
development had exceeded Core Strategy
targets by a massive 34%. All this without
any improvements in infrastructure.

Compare this to the rest of the Borough. Tring have done
their bit (5% above target rate), while small villages and
countryside locations have also hit targets. However,
this is in stark contrast to Hemel Hempstead, which is
where the Inspector agreed was the correct place to
focus development. Development in Hemel has been at
a pretty constant rate over the first 10 years of the CS,
unfortunately at rate some 21% below the target figure.
So, all the shortfall that DBC claim we need to pick up
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in the new plan comes from failure to concentrate on the
Hemel developments.

» Berkhamsted should most not be punished
because the town has developed at a faster rate
than required by the plan. Just like a pint pot, once
it is full it is full and adding extra just makes for
one almighty mess.

* As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core
Strategy report, development in Berkhamsted
“has to be balanced against the need to
protect the town’s historic character and
setting” and the excessive growth in
Berkhamsted proposed in this option does
not do this.

» Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear
— “demand for housing alone will not change Green
Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) —
and the commitment to protecting Green Belt has
been repeated many times, including by the
Chancellor in his recent budget speech. The
reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers
who generate the highest profit margins building
in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason to
focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green
Belt boundary changes.

Question 42
LPIO12946
Jon Whittle

No

The Berkhamsted Residents Action Group (BRAG) has
responded in full to the ‘Issues & Options’ consultation.
To avoid full repetition of the extensive points made in
the BRAG response, | request you accept this as
confirmation that | wish DBC to duplicate BRAG’s
responses under my name. However, | would like to take
this opportunity emphasize just a few of the most
important points within that response.

Sections of this consultation suggest that to support the
5 year housing land supply would immediately require
Green Belt releases. Obviously 5 year housing land
supply needs to be located but the consultation
document indicates that DBC have ill-conceived ideas
of how to do this. The headline principle should include
the wording, “within urban capacity”. Export to another
Council area should not be rejected, specifically the St

187



188

Albans land east of Hemel. There are many more
permutations for growth distribution, but clearly DBC
have carried out a simple arithmetic exercise and
restricted the options offered to fit with favoured
promoted land sites. Over the first 10 years of the current
Core Strategy Berkhamsted have exceeded by a
massive 34%. All this without any improvements in
infrastructure. In contrast, Hemel has developed at a
rate some 21% below the target figure. All the shortfall
that DBC claim we need to pick up in the new plan
comes from failure to concentrate on the Hemel
developments. Such disparities within Dacorum must
be taken into account when assessing development
numbers and site options. Hemel Hempstead,
Berkhamsted and Tring have quite different
topographical characteristics and infrastructure
constraints/needs which should be recognized when
considering housing allocations between them. Housing
distribution should not be a proportional arithmetical
exercise. Development should go where it can be most
suitably placed and least harmful. Any additional
development over and above that already planned for
in Berkhamsted would be disastrous given the town's
infrastructure constraints and current deficits. As the
Planning Inspector stated in his Core Strategy report,
development in Berkhamsted “has to be balanced
against the need to protect the town’s historic character
and setting” and excessive growth in Berkhamsted
proposed in all but one of the options on the table does
not do this. Central Government’s policy on Green Belt
is clear — “demand for housing alone will not change
Green Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) — and the
commitment to protecting Green Belt has been repeated
many times, including by the Chancellor in his recent
budget speech. The reason the rate of build in
Berkhamsted is so high is a simple function of demand
from the developers who generate the highest profit
margins building in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a
reason to focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green Belt
boundary changes.

Of the options put forward, Option 1B is the only one
that would be acceptable for Berkhamsted.

BRAG response to Question 42 (please note full
document is attached to Q46)

Question 42 Is Option 2A your preferred option
for delivering the growth needs of the Borough?

» This would represent massive over development
of Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4
(see Q4 to 7).

* No consideration has been given critical
planning considerations such as recent and
on-going build against targets and local
impact given different topographies and
(inadequate) supporting

» The current Core Strategy covers the 25 year
period 2006 to 2031 and the technical
appendix to the latest “Authority Monitoring
Report & Progress on the Dacorum
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Development Programme” reveals that in the
first 5 years (2006-11) of the plan
Berkhamsted delivered 10 years worth of
new housing stock and by 2016 the rate of
development had exceeded Core Strategy
targets by a massive 34%. All this without
any improvements in

Compare this to the rest of the Borough. Tring have done
their bit (5% above target rate), while small villages and
countryside locations have also hit targets. However,
this is in stark contrast to Hemel Hempstead, which is
where the Inspector agreed was the correct place to
focus development. Development in Hemel has been at
a pretty constant rate over the first 10 years of the CS,
unfortunately at rate some 21% below the target figure.
So, all the shortfall that DBC claim we need to pick up
in the new plan comes from failure to concentrate on the
Hemel developments.

» Berkhamsted should most not be punished
because the town has developed at a faster rate
than required by the plan. Just like a pint pot, once
it is full it is full and adding extra just makes for
one almighty

» As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core
Strategy report, development in Berkhamsted
“has to be balanced against the need to
protect the town’s historic character and
setting” and the excessive growth in
Berkhamsted proposed in this option does
not do

« Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear
— “demand for housing alone will not change Green
Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) —
and the commitment to protecting Green Belt has
been repeated many times, including by the
Chancellor in his recent budget speech. The
reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers
who generate the highest profit margins building
in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason to
focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green
Belt boundary changes.

Question 42
LP1012995

Edward Keane

No
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The Berkhamsted Residents Action Group (BRAG)
has responded in full to the ‘Issues & Options’
consultation. To avoid full repetition of the extensive
points made in the BRAG response, | request you
accept this as confirmation that | wish DBC to
duplicate BRAG’s responses under my name.

However, | would like to take this opportunity
emphasize just a few of the most important points
within that response.

Q36 to 45. Sections of this consultation suggest that to
support the 5 year housing land supply would
immediately require Green Belt releases. Obviously 5
year housing land supply needs to be located but the
consultation document indicates that DBC have
ill-conceived ideas of how to do this. The headline
principle should include the wording, “within urban
capacity”. Export to another Council area should not be
rejected, specifically the St Albans land east of Hemel.
There are many more permutations for growth
distribution, but clearly DBC have carried out a simple
arithmetic exercise and restricted the options offered to
fit with favoured promoted land sites. Over the first 10
years of the current Core Strategy Berkhamsted have
exceeded by a massive 34%. All this without any
improvements in infrastructure. In contrast, Hemel has
developed at a rate some 21% below the target figure.
All the shortfall that DBC claim we need to pick up in the
new plan comes from failure to concentrate on the Hemel
developments. Such disparities within Dacorum must
be taken into account when assessing development
numbers and site options. Hemel Hempstead,
Berkhamsted and Tring have quite different
topographical characteristics and infrastructure
constraints/needs which should be recognized when
considering housing allocations between them. Housing
distribution should not be a proportional arithmetical
exercise. Development should go where it can be most
suitably placed and least harmful. Any additional
development over and above that already planned for
in Berkhamsted would be disastrous given the town's
infrastructure constraints and current deficits. As the
Planning Inspector stated in his Core Strategy report,
development in Berkhamsted “has to be balanced
against the need to protect the town’s historic character
and setting” and excessive growth in Berkhamsted
proposed in all but one of the options on the table does
not do this. Central Government’s policy on Green Belt
is clear — “demand for housing alone will not change
Green Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) — and the
commitment to protecting Green Belt has been repeated
many times, including by the Chancellor in his recent
budget speech. The reason the rate of build in
Berkhamsted is so high is a simple function of demand
from the developers who generate the highest profit
margins building in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a
reason to focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green Belt
boundary changes.

BRAG response to Question 42 (please note full
document is attached to Q46)
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Question 42 Is Option 2A your preferred option
for delivering the growth needs of the Borough?

» This would represent massive over development
of Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4
(see Q4 to 7).

* No consideration has been given critical
planning considerations such as recent and
on-going build against targets and local
impact given different topographies and
(inadequate) supporting infrastructure.

» The current Core Strategy covers the 25 year
period 2006 to 2031 and the technical
appendix to the latest “Authority Monitoring
Report & Progress on the Dacorum
Development Programme” reveals that in the
first 5 years (2006-11) of the plan
Berkhamsted delivered 10 years worth of
new housing stock and by 2016 the rate of
development had exceeded Core Strategy
targets by a massive 34%. All this without
any improvements in infrastructure.

Compare this to the rest of the Borough. Tring have done
their bit (5% above target rate), while small villages and
countryside locations have also hit targets. However,
this is in stark contrast to Hemel Hempstead, which is
where the Inspector agreed was the correct place to
focus development. Development in Hemel has been at
a pretty constant rate over the first 10 years of the CS,
unfortunately at rate some 21% below the target figure.
So, all the shortfall that DBC claim we need to pick up
in the new plan comes from failure to concentrate on the
Hemel developments.

* Berkhamsted should most not be punished
because the town has developed at a faster rate
than required by the plan. Just like a pint pot, once
it is full it is full and adding extra just makes for
one almighty mess.

* As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core
Strategy report, development in Berkhamsted
“has to be balanced against the need to
protect the town’s historic character and
setting” and the excessive growth in
Berkhamsted proposed in this option does
not do this.

» Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear
— “demand for housing alone will not change Green
Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) —
and the commitment to protecting Green Belt has
been repeated many times, including by the
Chancellor in his recent budget speech. The
reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers
who generate the highest profit margins building
in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason to
focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green
Belt boundary changes.
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Question 42
LP1O13044

Bettina Deuse

No

The Berkhamsted Residents Action Group (BRAG) has
responded in full to the ‘Issues & Options’ consultation.
To avoid full repetition of the extensive points made in
the BRAG response, | request you accept this as
confirmation that | wish DBC to duplicate BRAG’s
responses under my name. However, | would like to take
this opportunity to emphasize just a few of the most
important points within that response below.

Q36 to 45. Sections of this consultation suggest that to
support the 5 year housing land supply would
immediately require Green Belt releases. Obviously 5
year housing land supply needs to be located but the
consultation document indicates that DBC have
ill-conceived ideas of how to do this. The headline
principle should include the wording, “within urban
capacity”. Export to another Council area should not be
rejected, specifically the St Albans land east of Hemel.
There are many more permutations for growth
distribution, but clearly DBC have carried out a simple
arithmetic exercise and restricted the options offered to
fit with favoured promoted land sites. Over the first 10
years of the current Core Strategy, Berkhamsted has
exceeded targets for the rate of development by a
massive 34%. All this without any improvements in
infrastructure. In contrast, Hemel has developed at a
rate some 21% below the target figure. All the shortfall
that DBC claim we need to pick up in the new plan
comes from failure to concentrate on the Hemel
developments. Such disparities within Dacorum must
be taken into account when assessing development
numbers and site options. Hemel Hempstead,
Berkhamsted and Tring have quite different
topographical characteristics and infrastructure
constraints/needs which should be recognized when
considering housing allocations between them. Housing
distribution should not be a proportional arithmetical
exercise. Development should go where it can be most
suitably placed and least harmful. Any additional
development over and above that already planned for
in Berkhamsted would be disastrous given the town's
infrastructure constraints and current deficits. As the
Planning Inspector stated in his Core Strategy report,
development in Berkhamsted “has to be balanced
against the need to protect the town’s historic character
and setting” and excessive growth in Berkhamsted
proposed in all but one of the options on the table does
not do this. Central Government’s policy on Green Belt
is clear — “demand for housing alone will not change



Green Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) — and the
commitment to protecting Green Belt has been repeated
many times, including by the Chancellor in his recent
budget speech. The reason the rate of build in
Berkhamsted is so high is a simple function of demand
from the developers who generate the highest profit
margins building in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a
reason to focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green Belt
boundary changes.

BRAG response to question 42 below (full BRAG
response see question 46)

Question 42 Is Option 2A your preferred option
for delivering the growth needs of the Borough?

« This would represent massive over development
of Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4
(see Q4 to 7).

* No consideration has been given critical
planning considerations such as recent and
on-going build against targets and local
impact given different topographies and
(inadequate) supporting

» The current Core Strategy covers the 25 year
period 2006 to 2031 and the technical
appendix to the latest “Authority Monitoring
Report & Progress on the Dacorum
Development Programme” reveals that in the
first 5 years (2006-11) of the plan
Berkhamsted delivered 10 years worth of
new housing stock and by 2016 the rate of
development had exceeded Core Strategy
targets by a massive 34%. All this without
any improvements in

Compare this to the rest of the Borough. Tring have done
their bit (5% above target rate), while small villages and
countryside locations have also hit targets. However,
this is in stark contrast to Hemel Hempstead, which is
where the Inspector agreed was the correct place to
focus development. Development in Hemel has been at
a pretty constant rate over the first 10 years of the CS,
unfortunately at rate some 21% below the target figure.
So, all the shortfall that DBC claim we need to pick up
in the new plan comes from failure to concentrate on the
Hemel developments.

» Berkhamsted should most not be punished
because the town has developed at a faster rate
than required by the plan. Just like a pint pot, once
it is full it is full and adding extra just makes for
one almighty

» As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core
Strategy report, development in Berkhamsted
“has to be balanced against the need to
protect the town’s historic character and
setting” and the excessive growth in
Berkhamsted proposed in this option does
not do

» Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear
— “demand for housing alone will not change Green
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Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) —
and the commitment to protecting Green Belt has
been repeated many times, including by the
Chancellor in his recent budget speech. The
reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers
who generate the highest profit margins building
in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason to
focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green
Belt boundary changes

Question 42
LPIO13097
Mr Paul Tinworth

No

| wish to express my full agreement with the
response from the Berkhamsted Residents Action
Group regarding Dacorum's Local Plan.

BRAG response to Question 42 (please note full
document is attached to Q46)

Question 42 Is Option 2A your preferred option
for delivering the growth needs of the Borough?

* This would represent massive over development
of Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4
(see Q4 to 7).

* No consideration has been given critical
planning considerations such as recent and
on-going build against targets and local
impact given different topographies and
(inadequate) supporting infrastructure.

* The current Core Strategy covers the 25 year
period 2006 to 2031 and the technical
appendix to the latest “Authority Monitoring
Report & Progress on the Dacorum
Development Programme” reveals that in the
first 5 years (2006-11) of the plan
Berkhamsted delivered 10 years worth of
new housing stock and by 2016 the rate of
development had exceeded Core Strategy
targets by a massive 34%. All this without
any improvements in infrastructure.

Compare this to the rest of the Borough. Tring have done
their bit (5% above target rate), while small villages and
countryside locations have also hit targets. However,
this is in stark contrast to Hemel Hempstead, which is
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where the Inspector agreed was the correct place to
focus development. Development in Hemel has been at
a pretty constant rate over the first 10 years of the CS,
unfortunately at rate some 21% below the target figure.
So, all the shortfall that DBC claim we need to pick up
in the new plan comes from failure to concentrate on the
Hemel developments.

* Berkhamsted should most not be punished
because the town has developed at a faster rate
than required by the plan. Just like a pint pot, once
it is full it is full and adding extra just makes for
one almighty mess.

* As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core
Strategy report, development in Berkhamsted
“has to be balanced against the need to
protect the town’s historic character and
setting” and the excessive growth in
Berkhamsted proposed in this option does
not do this.

» Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear
— “demand for housing alone will not change Green
Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) —
and the commitment to protecting Green Belt has
been repeated many times, including by the
Chancellor in his recent budget speech. The
reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers
who generate the highest profit margins building
in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason to
focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green
Belt boundary changes.

Question 42
LPIO13145
Hilary Dann

No

The Berkhamsted Residents Action Group (BRAG)
has responded in full to the ‘Issues & Options’
consultation. To avoid full repetition of the extensive
points made in the BRAG response, | request you
accept this as confirmation that | wish DBC to
duplicate BRAG’s responses under my name.
However, | would like to take this opportunity
emphasize just a few of the most important points
within that response:-

Q36 to 45. Sections of this consultation suggest that to
support the 5 year housing land supply would
immediately require Green Belt releases. Obviously 5
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year housing land supply needs to be located but the
consultation document indicates that DBC have
ill-conceived ideas of how to do this. The headline
principle should include the wording, “within urban
capacity”. Export to another Council area should not be
rejected, specifically the St Albans land east of Hemel.
There are many more permutations for growth
distribution, but clearly DBC have carried out a simple
arithmetic exercise and restricted the options offered to
fit with favoured promoted land sites. Over the first 10
years of the current Core Strategy Berkhamsted have
exceeded by a massive 34%. All this without any
improvements in infrastructure. In contrast, Hemel has
developed at a rate some 21% below the target figure.
All the shortfall that DBC claim we need to pick up in the
new plan comes from failure to concentrate on the Hemel
developments. Such disparities within Dacorum must
be taken into account when assessing development
numbers and site options. Hemel Hempstead,
Berkhamsted and Tring have quite different
topographical characteristics and infrastructure
constraints/needs which should be recognized when
considering housing allocations between them. Housing
distribution should not be a proportional arithmetical
exercise. Development should go where it can be most
suitably placed and least harmful. Any additional
development over and above that already planned for
in Berkhamsted would be disastrous given the town's
infrastructure constraints and current deficits. As the
Planning Inspector stated in his Core Strategy report,
development in Berkhamsted “has to be balanced
against the need to protect the town’s historic character
and setting” and excessive growth in Berkhamsted
proposed in all but one of the options on the table does
not do this. Central Government’s policy on Green Belt
is clear — “demand for housing alone will not change
Green Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) — and the
commitment to protecting Green Belt has been repeated
many times, including by the Chancellor in his recent
budget speech. The reason the rate of build in
Berkhamsted is so high is a simple function of demand
from the developers who generate the highest profit
margins building in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a
reason to focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green Belt
boundary changes.

BRAG response to Question 42 (please note full
document is attached to Q46)

Question 42 Is Option 2A your preferred option
for delivering the growth needs of the Borough?

« This would represent massive over development
of Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4
(see Q4 to 7).

* No consideration has been given critical
planning considerations such as recent and
on-going build against targets and local
impact given different topographies and
(inadequate) supporting infrastructure.
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» The current Core Strategy covers the 25 year
period 2006 to 2031 and the technical
appendix to the latest “Authority Monitoring
Report & Progress on the Dacorum
Development Programme” reveals that in the
first 5 years (2006-11) of the plan
Berkhamsted delivered 10 years worth of
new housing stock and by 2016 the rate of
development had exceeded Core Strategy
targets by a massive 34%. All this without
any improvements in infrastructure.

Compare this to the rest of the Borough. Tring have done
their bit (5% above target rate), while small villages and
countryside locations have also hit targets. However,
this is in stark contrast to Hemel Hempstead, which is
where the Inspector agreed was the correct place to
focus development. Development in Hemel has been at
a pretty constant rate over the first 10 years of the CS,
unfortunately at rate some 21% below the target figure.
So, all the shortfall that DBC claim we need to pick up
in the new plan comes from failure to concentrate on the
Hemel developments.

» Berkhamsted should most not be punished
because the town has developed at a faster rate
than required by the plan. Just like a pint pot, once
it is full it is full and adding extra just makes for
one almighty mess.

» As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core
Strategy report, development in Berkhamsted
“has to be balanced against the need to
protect the town’s historic character and
setting” and the excessive growth in
Berkhamsted proposed in this option does
not do this.

« Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear
— “demand for housing alone will not change Green
Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) —
and the commitment to protecting Green Belt has
been repeated many times, including by the
Chancellor in his recent budget speech. The
reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers
who generate the highest profit margins building
in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason to
focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green
Belt boundary changes.

Question 42
LP1013239
Mr Colin Riddle
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Yes

Therefore | chose option A that does not involve
developing the Green Belt in and around Kings Langley.

Question 42
LP1013273
D. Phillips

No

| fully concur with the comments attached from BRAG.

The Berkhamsted Residents Action Group (BRAG) has
responded in full to the 'Issues & Options' consultation.
To avoid fill repetition of the extensive points made in
the BRAG response, | request you accept this as
confirmation that | wish DBC to duplicate BRAG's
responses under my name.

However, | would like to take this opportunity emphasize
just a few of the most important points within that
response.

Sections of this consultation suggest that to support the
5 year housing land supply would immediately require
Green Belt releases. Obviously 5 year housing land
supply needs to be located but the consultation
document indicated that DBC have ill-conceived ideas
of how to do this. The headline principle should include
the wording, 'within urban capacity'. Export to another
Council area should not be rejected, specifically the St
Albans land East of Hemel. There are many more
permutations for growth distribution, but clearly DBC
have carried out a simple arithmetic exercise and
restricted the options offered to fit with promoted land
sites. Over the first 10 years of the current Core Strategy
Berkhamsted have exceeded by a massive 34%. All this
without any improvements to infrastructure. In contrast,
Hemel has developed at a rate of 21% below the target
figure. All the shortfall that DBC claim we need to pick
up in the new plan comes from a failure to concentrate
on the Hemel developments. Such disparities within
Dacorum must be taken into account when assessing
development numbers and site options. Hemel
Hempstead, Berkhamsted and Tring have quite different
topographical characteristics and infrastructure
constraints/needs which should be recognized when
considering housing allocations between them. Housing
distibution should not be a proportional arithmetical
exercise. Development should go where it can be most
suitably placed and least harmful. Any additional
development over and above that already planned for
in Berkhamsted would be disastrous given the town's




infrastructure constraints and current deficits. As the
planning inspector stated in his Core Strategy report,
development in Berkhamsted 'has to be balanced against
the need to protect the toen's historic character and
setting' and excessive growth in Berkhamsted proposed
in all but one of the options on the table does not do this.
Central Government's policy on Green Belt is clear -
'‘demand for housing alone will not change Green Belt
boundaries' (letter to MPs from Minister of State for
Housing and Planning - June 2016) - and the
commitment to protecting Green Belt has been repeated
many times, including by the Chancellor in his recent
speech. The reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is
so high is a simple function of demand from the
developers who generate the highest profit margins
building in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason
to focus even more development on Berkhamsted and
under Government policy cannot lead to Green Belt
boundary changes. Of the options put forward, Option
1B is the only one that would be acceptable for
Berkhamsted.

BRAG response to Question 42 (please note full
document is attached to Q46)

Question 42 Is Option 2A your preferred option
for delivering the growth needs of the Borough?

» This would represent massive over development
of Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4
(see Q4 to 7).

* No consideration has been given critical planning
considerations such as recent and on-going build
against targets and local impact given different
topographies and (inadequate) supporting
infrastructure.

» The current Core Strategy covers the 25 year
period 2006 to 2031 and the technical appendix
to the latest “Authority Monitoring Report &
Progress on the Dacorum Development
Programme” reveals that in the first 5 years
(2006-11) of the plan Berkhamsted delivered 10
years worth of new housing stock and by 2016 the
rate of development had exceeded Core Strategy
targets by a massive 34%. All this without any
improvements in infrastructure.

Compare this to the rest of the Borough.
Tring have done their bit (5% above target rate),
while small villages and countryside locations have
also hit targets. However, this is in stark contrast
to Hemel Hempstead, which is where the Inspector
agreed was the correct place to focus
development. Development in Hemel has been at
a pretty constant rate over the first 10 years of the
CS, unfortunately at rate some 21% below the
target figure. So, all the shortfall that DBC claim
we need to pick up in the new plan comes from
failure to concentrate on the Hemel developments.

» Berkhamsted should most not be punished
because the town has developed at a faster rate
than required by the plan. Just like a pint pot, once
it is full it is full and adding extra just makes for
one almighty mess.

199



» As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core
Strategy report, development in Berkhamsted “has
to be balanced against the need to protect the
town’s historic character and setting” and the
excessive growth in Berkhamsted proposed in this
option does not do this.

» Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear
— “demand for housing alone will not change Green
Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) —
and the commitment to protecting Green Belt has
been repeated many times, including by the
Chancellor in his recent budget speech. The
reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers
who generate the highest profit margins building
in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason to
focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green
Belt boundary changes.

Include files

Number

ID

Full Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

Include files

Question 42
LPIO13342
Mrs Christine Pettit

No

In response to your consultation my opinion is as
follows.

The three broad options:

Options 1&2 are achievable without building on greenbelt
sites. There is a constant infilling and change of use of
buildings on a small scale which could achieve these
figures without major new developments. For example
planned houses replacing unused garages in Rucklers
Lane, Kings Langley and the conversion of offices to
flats in Hamilton House on the Marlowes.

Subdivisions A, B & C

My preferred option is 'A" using brownfield sites wherever
possible. Bearing in mind that every town and village
needs to be surrounded by green space for recreation,
wildlife, to provide the 'lungs' of the area and to preserve
the identity of each settlement.

Number
ID

Full Name

Question 42
LPIO13426
Mr Alan Mitchell

Company / Organisation
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Question 42
LP1013427
Mrs Christine Mitchell

No

1A is my preferred option
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The Berkhamsted Residents Action Group (BRAG) has
responded in full to the ‘Issues & Options’ consultation.
To avoid full repetition of the extensive points made in
the BRAG response, we request you accept this as
confirmation that | wish DBC to duplicate BRAG’s
responses under my name.

However, we would like to take this opportunity
emphasize just a few of the most important points within
that response

This would represent massive over development of
Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives, policies
and local aspirations set out in Section 4

No consideration has been given critical planning
considerations such as recent and on-going build against
targets and local impact given different topographies
and (inadequate) supporting infrastructure.

As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core Strategy
report, development in Berkhamsted “has to be balanced
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against the need to protect the town’s historic character
and setting” and the excessive growth in Berkhamsted
proposed in this option does not do this.

Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear —
“demand for housing alone will not change Green Belt
boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of State for
Housing and Planning — June 2016) — and the
commitment to protecting Green Belt has been repeated
many times.

BRAG response to Question 42 (please note full
document is attached to Q46)

Question 42 Is Option 2A your preferred option
for delivering the growth needs of the Borough?

» This would represent massive over development
of Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4
(see Q4 to 7).

* No consideration has been given critical
planning considerations such as recent and
on-going build against targets and local
impact given different topographies and
(inadequate) supporting

» The current Core Strategy covers the 25 year
period 2006 to 2031 and the technical
appendix to the latest “Authority Monitoring
Report & Progress on the Dacorum
Development Programme” reveals that in the
first 5 years (2006-11) of the plan
Berkhamsted delivered 10 years worth of
new housing stock and by 2016 the rate of
development had exceeded Core Strategy
targets by a massive 34%. All this without
any improvements in

Compare this to the rest of the Borough. Tring have done
their bit (5% above target rate), while small villages and
countryside locations have also hit targets. However,
this is in stark contrast to Hemel Hempstead, which is
where the Inspector agreed was the correct place to
focus development. Development in Hemel has been at
a pretty constant rate over the first 10 years of the CS,
unfortunately at rate some 21% below the target figure.
So, all the shortfall that DBC claim we need to pick up
in the new plan comes from failure to concentrate on the
Hemel developments.

* Berkhamsted should most not be punished
because the town has developed at a faster rate
than required by the plan. Just like a pint pot, once
it is full it is full and adding extra just makes for
one almighty

* As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core
Strategy report, development in Berkhamsted
“has to be balanced against the need to
protect the town’s historic character and
setting” and the excessive growth in
Berkhamsted proposed in this option does
not do

» Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear
— “demand for housing alone will not change Green
Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of



State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) —
and the commitment to protecting Green Belt has
been repeated many times, including by the
Chancellor in his recent budget speech. The
reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers
who generate the highest profit margins building
in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason to
focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green
Belt boundary changes.
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Question 42
LPIO13527
Deborah Smith

No

The Berkhamsted Residents Action Group (BRAG) has responded in full
to the ‘Issues & Options’ consultation. To avoid full repetition of the
extensive points made in the BRAG response, | request you accept this
as confirmation that | wish DBC to duplicate BRAG's responses under my
name.

However, | would like to take this opportunity emphasize just a few of the
most important points within that response.

Sections of this consultation suggest that to support the
5 year housing land supply would immediately require
Green Belt releases. Obviously 5 year housing land
supply needs to be located but the consultation
document indicates that DBC have ill-conceived ideas
of how to do this. The headline principle should include
the wording, “within urban capacity”. Export to another
Council area should not be rejected, specifically the St
Albans land east of Hemel. There are many more
permutations for growth distribution, but clearly DBC
have carried out a simple arithmetic exercise and
restricted the options offered to fit with favoured
promoted land sites. Over the first 10 years of the current
Core Strategy Berkhamsted have exceeded by a
massive 34%. All this without any improvements in
infrastructure. In contrast, Hemel has developed at a
rate some 21% below the target figure. All the shortfall
that DBC claim we need to pick up in the new plan
comes from failure to concentrate on the Hemel
developments. Such disparities within Dacorum must
be taken into account when assessing development
numbers and site options. Hemel Hempstead,
Berkhamsted and Tring have quite different
topographical characteristics and infrastructure
constraints/needs which should be recognized when
considering housing allocations between them. Housing
distribution should not be a proportional arithmetical
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exercise. Development should go where it can be most
suitably placed and least harmful. Any additional
development over and above that already planned for
in Berkhamsted would be disastrous given the town’s
infrastructure constraints and current deficits. As the
Planning Inspector stated in his Core Strategy report,
development in Berkhamsted “has to be balanced
against the need to protect the town’s historic character
and setting” and excessive growth in Berkhamsted
proposed in all but one of the options on the table does
not do this. Central Government’s policy on Green Belt
is clear — “demand for housing alone will not change
Green Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) — and the
commitment to protecting Green Belt has been repeated
many times, including by the Chancellor in his recent
budget speech. The reason the rate of build in
Berkhamsted is so high is a simple function of demand
from the developers who generate the highest profit
margins building in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a
reason to focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green Belt
boundary changes. Of the options put forward, Option
4B is the only one that would be acceptable for
Berkhamsted.

BRAG response to Question 42 (please note full
document is attached to Q46)

Question 42 Is Option 2A your preferred option
for delivering the growth needs of the Borough?

» This would represent massive over development
of Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4
(see Q4 to 7).

* No consideration has been given critical
planning considerations such as recent and
on-going build against targets and local
impact given different topographies and
(inadequate) supporting

» The current Core Strategy covers the 25 year
period 2006 to 2031 and the technical
appendix to the latest “Authority Monitoring
Report & Progress on the Dacorum
Development Programme” reveals that in the
first 5 years (2006-11) of the plan
Berkhamsted delivered 10 years worth of
new housing stock and by 2016 the rate of
development had exceeded Core Strategy
targets by a massive 34%. All this without
any improvements in

Compare this to the rest of the Borough. Tring have done
their bit (5% above target rate), while small villages and
countryside locations have also hit targets. However,
this is in stark contrast to Hemel Hempstead, which is
where the Inspector agreed was the correct place to
focus development. Development in Hemel has been at
a pretty constant rate over the first 10 years of the CS,
unfortunately at rate some 21% below the target figure.
So, all the shortfall that DBC claim we need to pick up
in the new plan comes from failure to concentrate on the
Hemel developments.
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» Berkhamsted should most not be punished
because the town has developed at a faster rate
than required by the plan. Just like a pint pot, once
it is full it is full and adding extra just makes for
one almighty

» As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core
Strategy report, development in Berkhamsted
“has to be balanced against the need to
protect the town’s historic character and
setting” and the excessive growth in
Berkhamsted proposed in this option does
not do

« Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear
— “demand for housing alone will not change Green
Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) —
and the commitment to protecting Green Belt has
been repeated many times, including by the
Chancellor in his recent budget speech. The
reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers
who generate the highest profit margins building
in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason to
focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green
Belt boundary changes.
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Question 42
LPIO13585
Mr Alan O'Neill

No

The Berkhamsted Residents Action Group (BRAG) has
responded in full to the ‘Issues & Options’ consultation.

To avoid full repetition of the extensive points made in
the BRAG response, | request you accept this as
confirmation that | wish DBC to duplicate BRAG’s
responses under my name. However, | would like to take
this opportunity emphasize just a few of the most
important points within that response.

Sections of this consultation suggest that to support the
5 year housing land supply would immediately require
Green Belt releases

Over the first 10 years of the current Core Strategy
Berkhamsted have exceeded by a massive 34%. All this
without any improvements in infrastructure. In contrast,
Hemel has developed at a rate some 21% below the
target figure. All the shortfall that DBC claim we need to
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pick up in the new plan comes from failure to concentrate
on the Hemel developments.

Development in Berkhamsted “has to be balanced
against the need to protect the town’s historic character
and setting” and excessive growth in Berkhamsted
proposed in all but one of the options on the table does
not do this.

The reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers who
generate the highest profit margins building in
Berkhamsted.

Of the options put forward, Option 1B is the only one
that would be acceptable for Berkhamsted.

BRAG response to Question 42 (please note full
document is attached to Q46)

Question 42 Is Option 2A your preferred option
for delivering the growth needs of the Borough?

« This would represent massive over development
of Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4
(see Q4 to 7).

* No consideration has been given critical
planning considerations such as recent and
on-going build against targets and local
impact given different topographies and
(inadequate) supporting

» The current Core Strategy covers the 25 year
period 2006 to 2031 and the technical
appendix to the latest “Authority Monitoring
Report & Progress on the Dacorum
Development Programme” reveals that in the
first 5 years (2006-11) of the plan
Berkhamsted delivered 10 years worth of
new housing stock and by 2016 the rate of
development had exceeded Core Strategy
targets by a massive 34%. All this without
any improvements in

Compare this to the rest of the Borough. Tring have done
their bit (5% above target rate), while small villages and
countryside locations have also hit targets. However,
this is in stark contrast to Hemel Hempstead, which is
where the Inspector agreed was the correct place to
focus development. Development in Hemel has been at
a pretty constant rate over the first 10 years of the CS,
unfortunately at rate some 21% below the target figure.
So, all the shortfall that DBC claim we need to pick up
in the new plan comes from failure to concentrate on the
Hemel developments.

» Berkhamsted should most not be punished
because the town has developed at a faster rate
than required by the plan. Just like a pint pot, once
it is full it is full and adding extra just makes for
one almighty

» As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core
Strategy report, development in Berkhamsted
“has to be balanced against the need to
protect the town’s historic character and
setting” and the excessive growth in
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Berkhamsted proposed in this option does
not do

« Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear
— “demand for housing alone will not change Green
Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) —
and the commitment to protecting Green Belt has
been repeated many times, including by the
Chancellor in his recent budget speech. The
reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers
who generate the highest profit margins building
in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason to
focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green
Belt boundary changes.

Question 42
LPIO13635
Sue O'Neill

No

The Berkhamsted Residents Action Group (BRAG) has
responded in full to the ‘Issues & Options’ consultation.

To avoid full repetition of the extensive points made in
the BRAG response, | request you accept this as
confirmation that | wish DBC to duplicate BRAG’s
responses under my name. However, | would like to take
this opportunity emphasize just a few of the most
important points within that response.

Q36 to 45. Sections of this consultation suggest that to
support the 5 year housing land supply would
immediately require Green Belt releases Over the first
10 years of the current Core Strategy Berkhamsted have
exceeded by a massive 34%. All this without any
improvements in infrastructure. In contrast, Hemel has
developed at a rate some 21% below the target figure.
All the shortfall that DBC claim we need to pick up in the
new plan comes from failure to concentrate on the Hemel
developments.

Development in Berkhamsted “has to be balanced
against the need to protect the town'’s historic character
and setting” and excessive growth in Berkhamsted
proposed in all but one of the options on the table does
not do this.

The reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers who
generate the highest profit margins building in
Berkhamsted.

207



208

Of the options put forward, Option 1B is the only one
that would be acceptable for Berkhamsted.

BRAG response to Question 42 (please note full
document is attached to Q46)

Question 42 Is Option 2A your preferred option
for delivering the growth needs of the Borough?

» This would represent massive over development
of Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4
(see Q4 to 7).

* No consideration has been given critical
planning considerations such as recent and
on-going build against targets and local
impact given different topographies and
(inadequate) supporting

» The current Core Strategy covers the 25 year
period 2006 to 2031 and the technical
appendix to the latest “Authority Monitoring
Report & Progress on the Dacorum
Development Programme” reveals that in the
first 5 years (2006-11) of the plan
Berkhamsted delivered 10 years worth of
new housing stock and by 2016 the rate of
development had exceeded Core Strategy
targets by a massive 34%. All this without
any improvements in

Compare this to the rest of the Borough. Tring have done
their bit (5% above target rate), while small villages and
countryside locations have also hit targets. However,
this is in stark contrast to Hemel Hempstead, which is
where the Inspector agreed was the correct place to
focus development. Development in Hemel has been at
a pretty constant rate over the first 10 years of the CS,
unfortunately at rate some 21% below the target figure.
So, all the shortfall that DBC claim we need to pick up
in the new plan comes from failure to concentrate on the
Hemel developments.

» Berkhamsted should most not be punished
because the town has developed at a faster rate
than required by the plan. Just like a pint pot, once
it is full it is full and adding extra just makes for
one almighty

» As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core
Strategy report, development in Berkhamsted
“has to be balanced against the need to
protect the town’s historic character and
setting” and the excessive growth in
Berkhamsted proposed in this option does
not do

» Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear
— “demand for housing alone will not change Green
Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) —
and the commitment to protecting Green Belt has
been repeated many times, including by the
Chancellor in his recent budget speech. The
reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers
who generate the highest profit margins building
in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason to



focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green
Belt boundary changes.
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Question 42
LP1013697
Tim Uden

No

The Berkhamsted Residents Action Group (BRAG) have
responded in full to the ‘Issues & Options’ consultation.
To avoid full repetition of the extensive points made in
the BRAG response, | request you accept this as
confirmation that we wish DBC to duplicate BRAG’s
responses under my name.

However, | would like to take this opportunity emphasize
just a few of the most important points within that
response.

Sections of this consultation suggest that to support the
5 year housing land supply would immediately require
Green Belt releases. Obviously 5 year housing land
supply needs to be located but the consultation
document indicates that DBC have ill-conceived ideas
of how to do this. The headline principle should include
the wording, “within urban capacity”. Export to another
Council area should not be rejected, specifically the St
Albans land east of Hemel. There are many more
permutations for growth distribution, but clearly DBC
have carried out a simple arithmetic exercise and
restricted the options offered to fit with favoured
promoted land sites.

Over the first 10 years of the current Core Strategy
Berkhamsted have exceeded by a massive 34%. All this
without any improvements in infrastructure. In contrast,
Hemel has developed at a rate some 21% below the
target figure. All the shortfall that DBC claim we need to
pick up in the new plan comes from failure to concentrate
on the Hemel developments. Such disparities within
Dacorum must be taken into account when assessing
development numbers and site options. Hemel
Hempstead, Berkhamsted and Tring have quite different
topographical characteristics and infrastructure
constraints/needs which should be recognized when
considering housing allocations between them. Housing
distribution should not be a proportional arithmetical
exercise. Development should go where it can be most
suitably placed and least harmful. Any additional
development over and above that already planned for
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in Berkhamsted would be disastrous given the town’s
infrastructure constraints and current deficits. As the
Planning Inspector stated in his Core Strategy report,
development in Berkhamsted “has to be balanced
against the need to protect the town’s historic character
and setting” and excessive growth in Berkhamsted
proposed in all but one of the options on the table does
not do this. Central Government’s policy on Green Belt
is clear — “demand for housing alone will not change
Green Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) — and the
commitment to protecting Green Belt has been repeated
many times, including by the Chancellor in his recent
budget speech. The reason the rate of build in
Berkhamsted is so high is a simple function of demand
from the developers who generate the highest profit
margins building in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a
reason to focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green Belt
boundary changes. Of the options put forward, Option
1B is the only one that would be acceptable for
Berkhamsted.

BRAG response to Question 42 (please note full
document is attached to Q46)

Question 42 Is Option 2A your preferred option
for delivering the growth needs of the Borough?

» This would represent massive over development
of Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4
(see Q4 to 7).

* No consideration has been given critical
planning considerations such as recent and
on-going build against targets and local
impact given different topographies and
(inadequate) supporting

» The current Core Strategy covers the 25 year
period 2006 to 2031 and the technical
appendix to the latest “Authority Monitoring
Report & Progress on the Dacorum
Development Programme” reveals that in the
first 5 years (2006-11) of the plan
Berkhamsted delivered 10 years worth of
new housing stock and by 2016 the rate of
development had exceeded Core Strategy
targets by a massive 34%. All this without
any improvements in

Compare this to the rest of the Borough. Tring have done
their bit (5% above target rate), while small villages and
countryside locations have also hit targets. However,
this is in stark contrast to Hemel Hempstead, which is
where the Inspector agreed was the correct place to
focus development. Development in Hemel has been at
a pretty constant rate over the first 10 years of the CS,
unfortunately at rate some 21% below the target figure.
So, all the shortfall that DBC claim we need to pick up
in the new plan comes from failure to concentrate on the
Hemel developments.

» Berkhamsted should most not be punished
because the town has developed at a faster rate
than required by the plan. Just like a pint pot, once
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it is full it is full and adding extra just makes for
one almighty
» As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core

Strategy report, development in Berkhamsted
“has to be balanced against the need to
protect the town’s historic character and
setting” and the excessive growth in
Berkhamsted proposed in this option does
not do

« Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear
— “demand for housing alone will not change Green
Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) —
and the commitment to protecting Green Belt has
been repeated many times, including by the
Chancellor in his recent budget speech. The
reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers
who generate the highest profit margins building
in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason to
focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green
Belt boundary changes.

Question 42
LPIO13762
Edward Hatley

No

The Berkhamsted Residents Action Group (BRAG) has
responded in full to the ‘Issues & Options’ consultation.
To avoid full repetition of the extensive points made in
the BRAG response, | request that you accept this as
confirmation that | wish DBC to duplicate BRAG'’s
responses under my name.

However, | would like to take this opportunity emphasize
just a few of the most important points within that
response.

Sections of this consultation suggest that, to support the
5 year housing land supply, will require Green Belt
releases immediately. Obviously, a 5 year housing land
supply needs to be properly identified but the
consultation document indicates that DBC have
ill-conceived ideas of how to do this.

The headline principle should include the wording, “within
urban capacity”. Export to another Council area should
not be rejected, specifically the St Albans land east of
Hemel.
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There are many more permutations for growth
distribution, but DBC appear to have carried out a simple
arithmetic exercise and restricted the options offered to
fit with favoured promoted land sites.

Over the first 10 years of the current Core Strategy,
Berkhamsted has exceeded the target by a massive
34% without any improvements in infrastructure. The
problems with parking (which the proposed ill-conceived
multi-storey car park will not solve), insufficient medical
facilities and the impact on our schools are just a few of
the areas that need addressing.

In contrast, Hemel has developed at a rate some 21%
below the target figure. The entire shortfall that DBC
claim we need to pick up in the new plan comes from
failure to concentrate on the Hemel developments. Such
disparities within Dacorum must be taken into account
when assessing development numbers and site options.

Hemel Hempstead, Berkhamsted and Tring have quite
different topographical characteristics and infrastructure
constraints/needs that should be recognized when
considering housing allocations between them.

Housing distribution should not be a proportional
arithmetical exercise. Development should go where it
can be most suitably placed and least harmful.

Any additional development over and above that already
planned for in Berkhamsted would be disastrous given
the town'’s infrastructure constraints and current deficits.
The Planning Inspector stated in his Core Strategy
report, development in Berkhamsted “has to be balanced
against the need to protect the town'’s historic character
and setting”. The excessive growth in Berkhamsted
proposed in all but one of the options on the table does
not do this.

Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear —
“demand for housing alone will not change Green Belt
boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of State for
Housing and Planning — June 2016) — and the
commitment to protecting Green Belt has been repeated
many times, including by the Chancellor in his recent
budget speech.

The reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers who
generate the highest profit margins building in
Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason to focus even
more development on Berkhamsted and under
Government policy cannot lead to Green Belt boundary
changes.

Of the options put forward, Option 1B is the only one
that would be acceptable for Berkhamsted.

BRAG response to Question 42 (please note full
document is attached to Q46)

Question 42 Is Option 2A your preferred option
for delivering the growth needs of the Borough?

* This would represent massive over development
of Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4
(see Q4 to 7).
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* No consideration has been given critical
planning considerations such as recent and
on-going build against targets and local
impact given different topographies and
(inadequate) supporting

» The current Core Strategy covers the 25 year
period 2006 to 2031 and the technical
appendix to the latest “Authority Monitoring
Report & Progress on the Dacorum
Development Programme” reveals that in the
first 5 years (2006-11) of the plan
Berkhamsted delivered 10 years worth of
new housing stock and by 2016 the rate of
development had exceeded Core Strategy
targets by a massive 34%. All this without
any improvements in

Compare this to the rest of the Borough. Tring have done
their bit (5% above target rate), while small villages and
countryside locations have also hit targets. However,
this is in stark contrast to Hemel Hempstead, which is
where the Inspector agreed was the correct place to
focus development. Development in Hemel has been at
a pretty constant rate over the first 10 years of the CS,
unfortunately at rate some 21% below the target figure.
So, all the shortfall that DBC claim we need to pick up
in the new plan comes from failure to concentrate on the
Hemel developments.

* Berkhamsted should most not be punished
because the town has developed at a faster rate
than required by the plan. Just like a pint pot, once
it is full it is full and adding extra just makes for
one almighty

» As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core
Strategy report, development in Berkhamsted
“has to be balanced against the need to
protect the town’s historic character and
setting” and the excessive growth in
Berkhamsted proposed in this option does
not do

« Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear
— “demand for housing alone will not change Green
Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) —
and the commitment to protecting Green Belt has
been repeated many times, including by the
Chancellor in his recent budget speech. The
reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers
who generate the highest profit margins building
in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason to
focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green
Belt boundary changes.

Question 42
LPIO13813
Mr Roger Didham
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No

The Berkhamsted Residents Action Group (BRAG) has
responded in full to the ‘Issues & Options’ consultation. To
avoid full repetition of the extensive points made in the BRAG
response, | request you accept this as confirmation that | wish
DBC to duplicate BRAG'’s responses under my name.

However, | would like to take this opportunity emphasize just
a few of the most important points within that response.

Sections of this consultation suggest that to support the 5 year
housing land supply would immediately require Green Belt
releases. Obviously 5 year housing land supply needs to be
located but the consultation document indicates that DBC have
ill-conceived ideas of how to do this. The headline principle
should include the wording, “within urban capacity”. Export to
another Council area should not be rejected, specifically the
St Albans land east of Hemel. There are many more
permutations for growth distribution, but clearly DBC have
carried out a simple arithmetic exercise and restricted the
options offered to fit with favoured promoted land sites. Over
the first 10 years of the current Core Strategy Berkhamsted
haveexceeded by a massive 34%. All this without any
improvements in infrastructure. In contrast, Hemel has
developed at a rate some 21% below the target figure. All the
shortfall that DBC claim we need to pick up in the new plan
comes from failure to concentrate on the Hemel developments.
Such disparities within Dacorum must be taken into account
when assessing development numbers and site options. Hemel
Hempstead, Berkhamsted and Tring have quite different
topographical characteristics and infrastructure
constraints/needs which should be recognized when
considering housing allocations between them. Housing
distribution should not be a proportional arithmetical exercise.
Development should go where it can be most suitably placed
and least harmful. Any additional development over and above
that already planned for in Berkhamsted would be disastrous
given the town’s infrastructure constraints and current deficits.
As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core Strategy report,
development in Berkhamsted “has to be balanced against the
need to protect the town’s historic character and setting” and
excessive growth in Berkhamsted proposed in all but one of
the options on the table does not do this. Central Government’s
policy on Green Belt is clear — “demand for housing alone will
not change Green Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister
of State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) — and the
commitment to protecting Green Belt has been repeated many
times, including by the Chancellor in his recent budget speech.
The reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high is a
simple function of demand from the developers who generate
the highest profit margins building in Berkhamsted. This
demand is not a reason to focus even more development on
Berkhamsted and under Government policy cannot lead to
Green Belt boundary changes. Of the options put

forward, Option 1B is the only one that would be acceptable
for Berkhamsted.



BRAG response to Question 42 (please note full
document is attached to Q46)

Question 42 Is Option 2A your preferred option
for delivering the growth needs of the Borough?

* This would represent massive over development
of Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4
(see Q4 to 7).

* No consideration has been given critical
planning considerations such as recent and
on-going build against targets and local
impact given different topographies and
(inadequate) supporting

* The current Core Strategy covers the 25 year
period 2006 to 2031 and the technical
appendix to the latest “Authority Monitoring
Report & Progress on the Dacorum
Development Programme” reveals that in the
first 5 years (2006-11) of the plan
Berkhamsted delivered 10 years worth of
new housing stock and by 2016 the rate of
development had exceeded Core Strategy
targets by a massive 34%. All this without
any improvements in

Compare this to the rest of the Borough. Tring have done
their bit (5% above target rate), while small villages and
countryside locations have also hit targets. However,
this is in stark contrast to Hemel Hempstead, which is
where the Inspector agreed was the correct place to
focus development. Development in Hemel has been at
a pretty constant rate over the first 10 years of the CS,
unfortunately at rate some 21% below the target figure.
So, all the shortfall that DBC claim we need to pick up
in the new plan comes from failure to concentrate on the
Hemel developments.

» Berkhamsted should most not be punished
because the town has developed at a faster rate
than required by the plan. Just like a pint pot, once
it is full it is full and adding extra just makes for
one almighty

* As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core
Strategy report, development in Berkhamsted
“has to be balanced against the need to
protect the town’s historic character and
setting” and the excessive growth in
Berkhamsted proposed in this option does
not do

» Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear
— “demand for housing alone will not change Green
Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) —
and the commitment to protecting Green Belt has
been repeated many times, including by the
Chancellor in his recent budget speech. The
reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers
who generate the highest profit margins building
in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason to
focus even more development on Berkhamsted
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and under Government policy cannot lead to Green
Belt boundary changes.
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Question 42
LPIO13868

Alex Dann

No

The Berkhamsted Residents Action Group (BRAG)
has responded in full to the ‘Issues & Options’
consultation. To avoid full repetition of the
extensive points made in the BRAG response, I
request you accept this as confirmation that I wish
DBC to duplicate BRAG’s responses under my
name. However, I would like to take this
opportunity emphasize just a few of the most
important points within that response:-

Sections of this consultation suggest that to support
the 5 year housing land supply would immediately
require Green Belt releases. Obviously 5 year
housing land supply needs to be located but the
consultation document indicates that DBC have
ill-conceived ideas of how to do this. The headline
principle should include the wording, “within urban
capacity”. Export to another Council area should
not be rejected, specifically the St Albans land east
of Hemel. There are many more permutations for
growth distribution, but clearly DBC have carried
out a simple arithmetic exercise and restricted the
options offered to fit with favoured promoted land
sites. Over the first 10 years of the current Core
Strategy Berkhamsted have exceeded by a massive
34%. All this without any improvements in
infrastructure. In contrast, Hemel has developed at
a rate some 21% below the target figure. All the
shortfall that DBC claim we need to pick up in the
new plan comes from failure to concentrate on the
Hemel developments. Such disparities within
Dacorum must be taken into account when assessing
development numbers and site options. Hemel
Hempstead, Berkhamsted and Tring have quite
different topographical characteristics and
infrastructure constraints/needs which should be



recognized when considering housing allocations
between them. Housing distribution should not be
a proportional arithmetical exercise. Development
should go where it can be most suitably placed and
least harmful. Any additional development over and
above that already planned for in Berkhamsted
would be disastrous given the town's infrastructure
constraints and current deficits. As the Planning
Inspector stated in his Core Strategy report,
development in Berkhamsted “has to be balanced
against the need to protect the town’s historic
character and setting” and excessive growth in
Berkhamsted proposed in all but one of the options
on the table does not do this. Central Government’s
policy on Green Belt is clear — “demand for housing
alone will not change Green Belt boundaries™ (letter
to MPs from Minister of State for Housing and
Planning — June 2016) — and the commitment to
protecting Green Belt has been repeated many times,
including by the Chancellor in his recent budget
speech. The reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted
is so high is a simple function of demand from the
developers who generate the highest profit margins
building in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a
reason to focus even more development on
Berkhamsted and under Government policy cannot
lead to Green Belt boundary changes. Of the options
put forward, Option 1B is the only one that would
be acceptable for Berkhamsted.

BRAG response to Question 42 (please note full
document is attached to Q46)

Question 42 Is Option 2A your preferred option
for delivering the growth needs of the Borough?

» This would represent massive over development
of Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4
(see Q4 to 7).

* No consideration has been given critical
planning considerations such as recent and
on-going build against targets and local
impact given different topographies and
(inadequate) supporting

» The current Core Strategy covers the 25 year
period 2006 to 2031 and the technical
appendix to the latest “Authority Monitoring
Report & Progress on the Dacorum
Development Programme” reveals that in the
first 5 years (2006-11) of the plan
Berkhamsted delivered 10 years worth of
new housing stock and by 2016 the rate of
development had exceeded Core Strategy
targets by a massive 34%. All this without
any improvements in

Compare this to the rest of the Borough. Tring have done
their bit (5% above target rate), while small villages and
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countryside locations have also hit targets. However,
this is in stark contrast to Hemel Hempstead, which is
where the Inspector agreed was the correct place to
focus development. Development in Hemel has been at
a pretty constant rate over the first 10 years of the CS,
unfortunately at rate some 21% below the target figure.
So, all the shortfall that DBC claim we need to pick up
in the new plan comes from failure to concentrate on the
Hemel developments.

* Berkhamsted should most not be punished
because the town has developed at a faster rate
than required by the plan. Just like a pint pot, once
it is full it is full and adding extra just makes for
one almighty

* As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core
Strategy report, development in Berkhamsted
“has to be balanced against the need to
protect the town’s historic character and
setting” and the excessive growth in
Berkhamsted proposed in this option does
not do

» Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear
— “demand for housing alone will not change Green
Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) —
and the commitment to protecting Green Belt has
been repeated many times, including by the
Chancellor in his recent budget speech. The
reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers
who generate the highest profit margins building
in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason to
focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green
Belt boundary changes.

Include files

Number Question 42
ID LP1O13906
Full Name peter faulkner

Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here No

Your response - Please add your response here 1A is the only justifiable option
Your consultation refers to 3 distributions. Sustainable
development means minimising commuting to work,
schools and shops and only development in the 3 towns
in the borough achieves this.

Include files

Number  Questond2

ID LPIO14037
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Danny Jennings

No

| would like to register our joint support of the
opinions of Berkhamsted Town Council,
Berkhamsted Residents Action Group and the
Berkhamsted Citizens Association regarding
Dacorum'’s Local Plan.

BRAG response to Question 42 (please note full
document is attached to Q46)

Question 42 Is Option 2A your preferred option
for delivering the growth needs of the Borough?

* This would represent massive over development
of Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4
(see Q4 to 7).

* No consideration has been given critical
planning considerations such as recent and
on-going build against targets and local
impact given different topographies and
(inadequate) supporting infastructure.

* The current Core Strategy covers the 25 year
period 2006 to 2031 and the technical
appendix to the latest “Authority Monitoring
Report & Progress on the Dacorum
Development Programme” reveals that in the
first 5 years (2006-11) of the plan
Berkhamsted delivered 10 years worth of
new housing stock and by 2016 the rate of
development had exceeded Core Strategy
targets by a massive 34%. All this without
any improvements in infrastructure.

Compare this to the rest of the Borough. Tring have done
their bit (5% above target rate), while small villages and
countryside locations have also hit targets. However,
this is in stark contrast to Hemel Hempstead, which is
where the Inspector agreed was the correct place to
focus development. Development in Hemel has been at
a pretty constant rate over the first 10 years of the CS,
unfortunately at rate some 21% below the target figure.
So, all the shortfall that DBC claim we need to pick up
in the new plan comes from failure to concentrate on the
Hemel developments.

» Berkhamsted should most not be punished
because the town has developed at a faster rate
than required by the plan. Just like a pint pot, once
it is full it is full and adding extra just makes for
one almighty mess.

* As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core
Strategy report, development in Berkhamsted
“has to be balanced against the need to
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protect the town’s historic character and
setting” and the excessive growth in
Berkhamsted proposed in this option does
not do this.

» Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear
— “demand for housing alone will not change Green
Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) —
and the commitment to protecting Green Belt has
been repeated many times, including by the
Chancellor in his recent budget speech. The
reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers
who generate the highest profit margins building
in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason to
focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green
Belt boundary changes.

Question 42
LPIO14086
Mr John Goffey

No

In order to avoid duplication, we request that DBC
consider this response as supportive of all the
points raised by Berkhamsted Residents Action
Group (BRAG) in their comprehensive response
to the DBC Issues and Options document. We
would, in addition, like to add the following points
concerning Question 33 of the above document.

BRAG response to Question 42 (please note full
document is attached to Q46)

Question 42 Is Option 2A your preferred option
for delivering the growth needs of the Borough?

* This would represent massive over development
of Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4
(see Q4 to 7).

* No consideration has been given critical
planning considerations such as recent and
on-going build against targets and local
impact given different topographies and
(inadequate) supporting infrastructure.

» The current Core Strategy covers the 25 year
period 2006 to 2031 and the technical
appendix to the latest “Authority Monitoring
Report & Progress on the Dacorum



Development Programme” reveals that in the
first 5 years (2006-11) of the plan
Berkhamsted delivered 10 years worth of
new housing stock and by 2016 the rate of
development had exceeded Core Strategy
targets by a massive 34%. All this without
any improvements in infrastructure.

Compare this to the rest of the Borough. Tring have done
their bit (5% above target rate), while small villages and
countryside locations have also hit targets. However,
this is in stark contrast to Hemel Hempstead, which is
where the Inspector agreed was the correct place to
focus development. Development in Hemel has been at
a pretty constant rate over the first 10 years of the CS,
unfortunately at rate some 21% below the target figure.
So, all the shortfall that DBC claim we need to pick up
in the new plan comes from failure to concentrate on the
Hemel developments.

» Berkhamsted should most not be punished
because the town has developed at a faster rate
than required by the plan. Just like a pint pot, once
it is full it is full and adding extra just makes for
one almighty mess.

» As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core
Strategy report, development in Berkhamsted
“has to be balanced against the need to
protect the town’s historic character and
setting” and the excessive growth in
Berkhamsted proposed in this option does
not do this.

« Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear
— “demand for housing alone will not change Green
Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) —
and the commitment to protecting Green Belt has
been repeated many times, including by the
Chancellor in his recent budget speech. The
reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers
who generate the highest profit margins building
in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason to
focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green

Belt boundary changes.
Include files
Number Question 42
ID LP1014134
Full Name Sue Elleray

Company / Organisation
Position
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Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here No
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The Berkhamsted Residents Action Group (BRAG)
has responded in full to the ‘Issues & Options’
consultation. To avoid full repetition of the extensive
points made in the BRAG response, | request you
accept this as confirmation that | wish DBC to
duplicate BRAG’s responses under my name.
However, | would like to take this opportunity
emphasize just a few of the most important points
within that response.

Q36 to 45. Sections of this consultation suggest that to
support the 5 year housing land supply would
immediately require Green Belt releases. Obviously 5
year housing land supply needs to be located but the
consultation document indicates that DBC have
ill-conceived ideas of how to do this. The headline
principle should include the wording, “within urban
capacity”. Export to another Council area should not be
rejected, specifically the St Albans land east of Hemel.
There are many more permutations for growth
distribution, but clearly DBC have carried out a simple
arithmetic exercise and restricted the options offered to
fit with favoured promoted land sites. Over the first 10
years of the current Core Strategy Berkhamsted have
exceeded by a massive 34%. All this without

any improvements in infrastructure. In contrast, Hemel
has developed at a rate some 21% below the target
figure. All the shortfall that DBC claim we need to pick
up in the new plan comes from failure to concentrate on
the Hemel developments. Such disparities within
Dacorum must be taken into account when assessing
development numbers and site options. Hemel
Hempstead, Berkhamsted and Tring have quite different
topographical characteristics and infrastructure
constraints/needs which should be recognized when
considering housing allocations between them. Housing
distribution should not be a proportional arithmetical
exercise. Development should go where it can be most
suitably placed and least harmful. Any additional
development over and above that already planned for
in Berkhamsted would be disastrous given the town's
infrastructure constraints and current deficits. As the
Planning Inspector stated in his Core Strategy report,
development in Berkhamsted “has to be balanced
against the need to protect the town’s historic character
and setting” and excessive growth in Berkhamsted
proposed in all but one of the options on the table does
not do this. Central Government’s policy on Green Belt
is clear — “demand for housing alone will not change
Green Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) — and the
commitment to protecting Green Belt has been repeated
many times, including by the Chancellor in his recent
budget speech. The reason the rate of build in
Berkhamsted is so high is a simple function of demand
from the developers who generate the highest profit
margins building in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a
reason to focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green Belt
boundary changes. Of the options put forward, Option
1B is the only one that would be acceptable for
Berkhamsted.



BRAG response to Question 42 (please note full
document is attached to Q46)

Question 42 Is Option 2A your preferred option
for delivering the growth needs of the Borough?

* This would represent massive over development
of Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4
(see Q4 to 7).

* No consideration has been given critical
planning considerations such as recent and
on-going build against targets and local
impact given different topographies and
(inadequate) supporting infrastructure.

* The current Core Strategy covers the 25 year
period 2006 to 2031 and the technical
appendix to the latest “Authority Monitoring
Report & Progress on the Dacorum
Development Programme” reveals that in the
first 5 years (2006-11) of the plan
Berkhamsted delivered 10 years worth of
new housing stock and by 2016 the rate of
development had exceeded Core Strategy
targets by a massive 34%. All this without
any improvements in infrastructure.

Compare this to the rest of the Borough. Tring have done
their bit (5% above target rate), while small villages and
countryside locations have also hit targets. However,
this is in stark contrast to Hemel Hempstead, which is
where the Inspector agreed was the correct place to
focus development. Development in Hemel has been at
a pretty constant rate over the first 10 years of the CS,
unfortunately at rate some 21% below the target figure.
So, all the shortfall that DBC claim we need to pick up
in the new plan comes from failure to concentrate on the
Hemel developments.

» Berkhamsted should most not be punished
because the town has developed at a faster rate
than required by the plan. Just like a pint pot, once
it is full it is full and adding extra just makes for
one almighty mess.

* As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core
Strategy report, development in Berkhamsted
“has to be balanced against the need to
protect the town’s historic character and
setting” and the excessive growth in
Berkhamsted proposed in this option does
not do this.

» Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear
— “demand for housing alone will not change Green
Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) —
and the commitment to protecting Green Belt has
been repeated many times, including by the
Chancellor in his recent budget speech. The
reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers
who generate the highest profit margins building
in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason to
focus even more development on Berkhamsted
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and under Government policy cannot lead to Green
Belt boundary changes.

Question 42
LPIO14185
Mr Richard White

No

| disagree with the Dacorum Local Plan proposals
for the reasons stated in the BRAG response

BRAG response to Question 42 (please note full
document is attached to Q46)

Question 42 Is Option 2A your preferred option
for delivering the growth needs of the Borough?

* This would represent massive over development
of Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4
(see Q4 to 7).

* No consideration has been given critical
planning considerations such as recent and
on-going build against targets and local
impact given different topographies and
(inadequate) supporting infrastructure.

* The current Core Strategy covers the 25 year
period 2006 to 2031 and the technical
appendix to the latest “Authority Monitoring
Report & Progress on the Dacorum
Development Programme” reveals that in the
first 5 years (2006-11) of the plan
Berkhamsted delivered 10 years worth of
new housing stock and by 2016 the rate of
development had exceeded Core Strategy
targets by a massive 34%. All this without
any improvements in infrastructure.

Compare this to the rest of the Borough. Tring have done
their bit (5% above target rate), while small villages and
countryside locations have also hit targets. However,
this is in stark contrast to Hemel Hempstead, which is
where the Inspector agreed was the correct place to
focus development. Development in Hemel has been at
a pretty constant rate over the first 10 years of the CS,
unfortunately at rate some 21% below the target figure.
So, all the shortfall that DBC claim we need to pick up
in the new plan comes from failure to concentrate on the
Hemel developments.

» Berkhamsted should most not be punished
because the town has developed at a faster rate
than required by the plan. Just like a pint pot, once



it is full it is full and adding extra just makes for
one almighty mess.
» As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core

Strategy report, development in Berkhamsted
“has to be balanced against the need to
protect the town’s historic character and
setting” and the excessive growth in
Berkhamsted proposed in this option does
not do this.

* Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear
— “demand for housing alone will not change Green
Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) —
and the commitment to protecting Green Belt has
been repeated many times, including by the
Chancellor in his recent budget speech. The
reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers
who generate the highest profit margins building
in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason to
focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green

Belt boundary changes.
Include files
Number Question 42
ID LP1O14217
Full Name Arthur Jepsen
Company / Organisation
Position
Agent Name
Company / Organisation
Position
Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here Yes
Your response - Please add your response here | object to the proposed development on Green Belt in
around Kings Langley because:
Options 2 + 3 would infill the area so much that we would
almost be a suburb of Hemel Hempstead.
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Agent Name
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The Berkhamsted Residents Action Group (BRAG) has
responded in full to the ‘Issues & Options’ consultation. To
avoid full repetition of the extensive points made in the BRAG
response, | request you accept this as do confirmation that |
wish DBC to duplicate BRAG’s responses under my name.

However, | would like to take this opportunity emphasize just
a few of the most important points within that response.

Sections of this consultation suggest that to supportthe
5 year housing land supply would immediately require
Green Belt releases. Obviously 5 year housing land
supply needs to be located but the consultation

document indicates that DBC have ill-conceived ideas
of how to do this. The headline principle should include
the wording, “within urban capacity”. Export to another
Council area should not be rejected, specifically the St
Albans land east of Hemel. There are many more
permutations for growth distribution, but clearly DBC
have carried out a simple arithmetic exercise and
restricted the options offered to fit with favoured
promoted land sites.

Over the first 10 years of the current Core Strategy
Berkhamsted have exceeded by a massive 34%. All this
without any improvements in infrastructure. In contrast,
Hemel has developed at a rate some 21% below the
target figure. All the shortfall that DBC claim we need to
pick up in the new plan comes from failure to concentrate
on the Hemel developments. Such disparities within
Dacorum must be taken into account when assessing
development numbers and site options. Hemel
Hempstead, Berkhamsted and Tring have quite different
topographical characteristics and infrastructure
constraints/needs which should be recognized when
considering housing allocations between them. Housing
distribution should not be a proportional arithmetical
exercise. Development should go where it can be most
suitably placed and least harmful. Any additional
development over and above that already planned for
in Berkhamsted would be disastrous given the town's
infrastructure constraints and current deficits. As the
Planning Inspector stated in his Core Strategy report,
development in Berkhamsted “has to be balanced
against the need to protect the town’s historic character
and setting” and excessive growth in Berkhamsted
proposed in all but one of the options on the table does
not do this. Central Government’s policy on Green Belt
is clear —“demand for housing alone will not change
Green Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning —June 2016) —and the
commitment to protecting Green Belt has been repeated
many times, including by the Chancellor in his recent
budget speech. The reason the rate of build in
Berkhamsted is so high is a simple function of demand
from the developers who generate the highest profit
margins building in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a
reason to focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green Belt
boundary changes. Of the options put forward, Option1B
is the only one that would be acceptable for
Berkhamsted.



BRAG response to Question 42 (please note full
document is attached to Q46)

Question 42 Is Option 2A your preferred option
for delivering the growth needs of the Borough?

* This would represent massive over development
of Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4
(see Q4 to 7).

* No consideration has been given critical
planning considerations such as recent and
on-going build against targets and local
impact given different topographies and
(inadequate) supporting

* The current Core Strategy covers the 25 year
period 2006 to 2031 and the technical
appendix to the latest “Authority Monitoring
Report & Progress on the Dacorum
Development Programme” reveals that in the
first 5 years (2006-11) of the plan
Berkhamsted delivered 10 years worth of
new housing stock and by 2016 the rate of
development had exceeded Core Strategy
targets by a massive 34%. All this without
any improvements in

Compare this to the rest of the Borough. Tring have done
their bit (5% above target rate), while small villages and
countryside locations have also hit targets. However,
this is in stark contrast to Hemel Hempstead, which is
where the Inspector agreed was the correct place to
focus development. Development in Hemel has been at
a pretty constant rate over the first 10 years of the CS,
unfortunately at rate some 21% below the target figure.
So, all the shortfall that DBC claim we need to pick up
in the new plan comes from failure to concentrate on the
Hemel developments.

» Berkhamsted should most not be punished
because the town has developed at a faster rate
than required by the plan. Just like a pint pot, once
it is full it is full and adding extra just makes for
one almighty

* As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core
Strategy report, development in Berkhamsted
“has to be balanced against the need to
protect the town’s historic character and
setting” and the excessive growth in
Berkhamsted proposed in this option does
not do

» Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear
— “demand for housing alone will not change Green
Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) —
and the commitment to protecting Green Belt has
been repeated many times, including by the
Chancellor in his recent budget speech. The
reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers
who generate the highest profit margins building
in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason to
focus even more development on Berkhamsted
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and under Government policy cannot lead to Green
Belt boundary changes.
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Question 42
LPIO14414
Ray Tattle

No

The Berkhamsted Residents Action Group (BRAG) have
responded in full to the ‘Issues & Options’ consultation. To
avoid full repetition of the extensive points made in the BRAG
response, | request you accept this as confirmation that | wish
DBC to duplicate BRAG's responses under my name.

However, | would like to take this opportunity emphasize just
a few of the most important points within that response.

Sections of this consultation suggest that to support the
5 year housing land supply would immediately require
Green Belt releases. Obviously 5 year housing land
supply needs to be located but the consultation

document indicates that DBC have ill-conceived ideas
of how to do this. The headline principle should include
the wording, “within urban capacity”. Export to another
Council area should not be rejected, specifically the St
Albans land east of Hemel. There are many more
permutations for growth distribution, but clearly DBC
have carried out a simple arithmetic exercise and
restricted the options offered to fit with favoured
promoted land sites.

Over the first 10 years of the current Core Strategy
Berkhamsted have exceeded by a massive 34%. All this
without any improvements in infrastructure. In contrast,
Hemel has developed at a rate some 21% below the
target figure. All the shortfall that DBC claim we need to
pick up in the new plan comes from failure to concentrate
on the Hemel developments. Such disparities within
Dacorum must be taken into account when assessing
development numbers and site options. Hemel
Hempstead, Berkhamsted and Tring have quite different
topographical characteristics and infrastructure
constraints/needs which should be recognized when
considering housing allocations between them. Housing
distribution should not be a proportional arithmetical
exercise. Development should go where it can be most
suitably placed and least harmful. Any additional
development over and above that already planned for
in Berkhamsted would be disastrous given the town's
infrastructure constraints and current deficits. As the
Planning Inspector stated in his Core Strategy report,



development in Berkhamsted “has to be balanced
against the need to protect the town’s historic character
and setting” and excessive growth in Berkhamsted
proposed in all but one of the options on the table does
not do this. Central Government’s policy on Green Belt
is clear —“demand for housing alone will not change
Green Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning —June2016)—and the
commitment to protecting Green Belt has been repeated
many times, including by the Chancellor in his recent
budget speech. The reason the rate of build in
Berkhamsted is so high is a simple function of demand
from the developers who generate the highest profit
margins building in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a
reason to focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green Belt
boundary changes. Of the options put forward, Option
1B is the only one that would be acceptable for
Berkhamsted.

BRAG response to Question 42 (please note full
document is attached to Q46)

Question 42 Is Option 2A your preferred option
for delivering the growth needs of the Borough?

» This would represent massive over development
of Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4
(see Q4 to 7).

* No consideration has been given critical
planning considerations such as recent and
on-going build against targets and local
impact given different topographies and
(inadequate) supporting

» The current Core Strategy covers the 25 year
period 2006 to 2031 and the technical
appendix to the latest “Authority Monitoring
Report & Progress on the Dacorum
Development Programme” reveals that in the
first 5 years (2006-11) of the plan
Berkhamsted delivered 10 years worth of
new housing stock and by 2016 the rate of
development had exceeded Core Strategy
targets by a massive 34%. All this without
any improvements in

Compare this to the rest of the Borough. Tring have done
their bit (5% above target rate), while small villages and
countryside locations have also hit targets. However,
this is in stark contrast to Hemel Hempstead, which is
where the Inspector agreed was the correct place to
focus development. Development in Hemel has been at
a pretty constant rate over the first 10 years of the CS,
unfortunately at rate some 21% below the target figure.
So, all the shortfall that DBC claim we need to pick up
in the new plan comes from failure to concentrate on the
Hemel developments.

* Berkhamsted should most not be punished
because the town has developed at a faster rate
than required by the plan. Just like a pint pot, once
it is full it is full and adding extra just makes for
one almighty
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» As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core
Strategy report, development in Berkhamsted
“has to be balanced against the need to
protect the town’s historic character and
setting” and the excessive growth in
Berkhamsted proposed in this option does
not do

« Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear
— “demand for housing alone will not change Green
Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) —
and the commitment to protecting Green Belt has
been repeated many times, including by the
Chancellor in his recent budget speech. The
reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers
who generate the highest profit margins building
in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason to
focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green
Belt boundary changes.
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Question 42
LP1O014463
Giselle Okin

No

The Berkhamsted Residents Action Group (BRAG) have
responded in full to the ‘Issues & Options’ consultation. To
avoid full repetition of the extensive points made in the BRAG
response, | request you accept this as confirmation that | wish
DBC to duplicate BRAG'’s responses under my name.

BRAG response to Question 42 (please note full
document is attached to Q46)

Question 42 Is Option 2A your preferred option
for delivering the growth needs of the Borough?

» This would represent massive over development
of Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4
(see Q4 to 7).

* No consideration has been given critical
planning considerations such as recent and
on-going build against targets and local
impact given different topographies and
(inadequate) supporting

» The current Core Strategy covers the 25 year
period 2006 to 2031 and the technical
appendix to the latest “Authority Monitoring
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Report & Progress on the Dacorum
Development Programme” reveals that in the
first 5 years (2006-11) of the plan
Berkhamsted delivered 10 years worth of
new housing stock and by 2016 the rate of
development had exceeded Core Strategy
targets by a massive 34%. All this without
any improvements in

Compare this to the rest of the Borough. Tring have done
their bit (5% above target rate), while small villages and
countryside locations have also hit targets. However,
this is in stark contrast to Hemel Hempstead, which is
where the Inspector agreed was the correct place to
focus development. Development in Hemel has been at
a pretty constant rate over the first 10 years of the CS,
unfortunately at rate some 21% below the target figure.
So, all the shortfall that DBC claim we need to pick up
in the new plan comes from failure to concentrate on the
Hemel developments.

» Berkhamsted should most not be punished
because the town has developed at a faster rate
than required by the plan. Just like a pint pot, once
it is full it is full and adding extra just makes for
one almighty

» As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core
Strategy report, development in Berkhamsted
“has to be balanced against the need to
protect the town’s historic character and
setting” and the excessive growth in
Berkhamsted proposed in this option does
not do

« Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear
— “demand for housing alone will not change Green
Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) —
and the commitment to protecting Green Belt has
been repeated many times, including by the
Chancellor in his recent budget speech. The
reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers
who generate the highest profit margins building
in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason to
focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green
Belt boundary changes.

Question 42
LPIO14512
Mr David Griffin

No
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The Berkhamsted Residents Action Group (BRAG) has
responded in full to the ‘Issues & Options’ consultation.
To avoid full repetition of the extensive points made in
the BRAG response, | request you accept this as
confirmation that | wish DBC to duplicate BRAG’s
responses under my name.

However, | would like to take this opportunity emphasize
just a few of the most important points within that
response.

Sections of this consultation suggest that to support the
5 year housing land supply would immediately require
Green Belt releases. Obviously 5 year housing land
supply needs to be located but the

consultation document indicates that DBC have
ill-conceived ideas of how to do this. The headline
principle should include the wording, “within urban
capacity”. Export to another Council area should not be
rejected, specifically the St Albans land east of Hemel.
There are many more permutations for growth
distribution, but clearly DBC have carried out a simple
arithmetic exercise and restricted the options offered to
fit with favoured promoted land sites. Over the first 10
years of the current Core Strategy Berkhamsted have
exceeded by a massive 34%. All this without

any improvements in infrastructure. In contrast, Hemel
has developed at a rate some 21% below the target
figure. All the shortfall that DBC claim we need to pick
up in the new plan comes from failure to concentrate on
the Hemel developments. Such disparities within
Dacorum must be taken into account when assessing
development numbers and site options. Hemel
Hempstead, Berkhamsted and Tring have quite different
topographical characteristics and infrastructure
constraints/needs which should be recognized when
considering housing allocations between them.

Housing distribution should not be a proportional
arithmetical exercise. Development should go where it
can be most suitably placed and least harmful. Any
additional development over and above that already
planned for in Berkhamsted would be disastrous given
the town's infrastructure constraints and current deficits.
As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core Strategy
report, development in Berkhamsted “has to be balanced
against the need to protect the town’s historic character
and setting” and excessive growth in Berkhamsted
proposed in all but one of the options on the table does
not do this. Central Government’s policy on Green Belt
is clear — “demand for housing alone will not change
Green Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) — and the
commitment to protecting Green Belt has been repeated
many times, including by the Chancellor in his recent
budget speech. The reason the rate of build in
Berkhamsted is so high is a simple function of demand
from the developers who generate the highest profit
margins building in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a
reason to focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green Belt
boundary changes.

Of the options put forward, Option 1B is the only one
that would be acceptable for Berkhamsted.



BRAG response to Question 42 (please note full
document is attached to Q46)

Question 42 Is Option 2A your preferred option
for delivering the growth needs of the Borough?

» This would represent massive over development
of Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4
(see Q4 to 7).

* No consideration has been given critical
planning considerations such as recent and
on-going build against targets and local
impact given different topographies and
(inadequate) supporting

» The current Core Strategy covers the 25 year
period 2006 to 2031 and the technical
appendix to the latest “Authority Monitoring
Report & Progress on the Dacorum
Development Programme” reveals that in the
first 5 years (2006-11) of the plan
Berkhamsted delivered 10 years worth of
new housing stock and by 2016 the rate of
development had exceeded Core Strategy
targets by a massive 34%. All this without
any improvements in

Compare this to the rest of the Borough. Tring have done
their bit (5% above target rate), while small villages and
countryside locations have also hit targets. However,
this is in stark contrast to Hemel Hempstead, which is
where the Inspector agreed was the correct place to
focus development. Development in Hemel has been at
a pretty constant rate over the first 10 years of the CS,
unfortunately at rate some 21% below the target figure.
So, all the shortfall that DBC claim we need to pick up
in the new plan comes from failure to concentrate on the
Hemel developments.

» Berkhamsted should most not be punished
because the town has developed at a faster rate
than required by the plan. Just like a pint pot, once
it is full it is full and adding extra just makes for
one almighty

» As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core
Strategy report, development in Berkhamsted
“has to be balanced against the need to
protect the town’s historic character and
setting” and the excessive growth in
Berkhamsted proposed in this option does
not do

» Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear
— “demand for housing alone will not change Green
Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) —
and the commitment to protecting Green Belt has
been repeated many times, including by the
Chancellor in his recent budget speech. The
reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers
who generate the highest profit margins building
in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason to
focus even more development on Berkhamsted
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and under Government policy cannot lead to Green
Belt boundary changes.

Question 42
LP1014789

Ms Paula Farnham

No

The Berkhamsted Residents Action Group

(BRAG) has (or will be) responded (ing) in full to the
‘Issues & Options’ consultation. | could make similar
comments in response, but in order to make this
simple, please accept this as confirmation that | wish
DBC to duplicate BRAG’s responses under my name.

However, | would like to take this opportunity
to emphasize just a few of the most important points
within that response.

Q36 to 45. Sections of this consultation suggest that to
support the 5 year housing land supply would
immediately require Green Belt releases. Obviously 5
year housing land supply needs to be located but the
consultation document indicates that DBC have
ill-conceived ideas of how to do this. The headline
principle should include the wording, “within urban
capacity”. Export to another Council area should not be
rejected, specifically the St Albans land east of Hemel.
There are many more permutations for growth
distribution, but clearly DBC have carried out a simple
arithmetic exercise and restricted the options offered to
fit with favoured promoted land sites. Over the first 10
years of the current Core Strategy Berkhamsted have
exceeded by a massive 34%. All this without any
improvements in infrastructure. In contrast, Hemel has
developed at a rate some 21% below the target figure.
All the shortfall that DBC claim we need to pick up in the
new plan comes from failure to concentrate on the Hemel
developments. Such disparities within Dacorum must
be taken into account when assessing development
numbers and site options. Hemel Hempstead,
Berkhamsted and Tring have quite different
topographical characteristics and infrastructure
constraints/needs which should be recognized when
considering housing allocations between them. Housing
distribution should not be a proportional arithmetical
exercise. Development should go where it can be most
suitably placed and least harmful. Any additional
development over and above that already planned for
in Berkhamsted would be disastrous given the town's
infrastructure constraints and current deficits. As the
Planning Inspector stated in his Core Strategy report,
development in Berkhamsted “has to be balanced



against the need to protect the town’s historic character
and setting” and excessive growth in Berkhamsted
proposed in all but one of the options on the table does
not do this. Central Government’s policy on Green Belt
is clear — “demand for housing alone will not change
Green Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) — and the
commitment to protecting Green Belt has been repeated
many times, including by the Chancellor in his recent
budget speech. The reason the rate of build in
Berkhamsted is so high is a simple function of demand
from the developers who generate the highest profit
margins building in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a
reason to focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green Belt
boundary changes. Of the options put forward, Option
1B is the only one that would be acceptable for
Berkhamsted.

BRAG response to Question 42 (please note full
document is attached to Q46)

Question 42 Is Option 2A your preferred option
for delivering the growth needs of the Borough?

« This would represent massive over development
of Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4
(see Q4 to 7).

* No consideration has been given critical
planning considerations such as recent and
on-going build against targets and local
impact given different topographies and
(inadequate) supporting infrastructure.

» The current Core Strategy covers the 25 year
period 2006 to 2031 and the technical
appendix to the latest “Authority Monitoring
Report & Progress on the Dacorum
Development Programme” reveals that in the
first 5 years (2006-11) of the plan
Berkhamsted delivered 10 years worth of
new housing stock and by 2016 the rate of
development had exceeded Core Strategy
targets by a massive 34%. All this without
any improvements in infrastructure.

Compare this to the rest of the Borough. Tring have done
their bit (5% above target rate), while small villages and
countryside locations have also hit targets. However,
this is in stark contrast to Hemel Hempstead, which is
where the Inspector agreed was the correct place to
focus development. Development in Hemel has been at
a pretty constant rate over the first 10 years of the CS,
unfortunately at rate some 21% below the target figure.
So, all the shortfall that DBC claim we need to pick up
in the new plan comes from failure to concentrate on the
Hemel developments.

» Berkhamsted should most not be punished
because the town has developed at a faster rate
than required by the plan. Just like a pint pot, once
it is full it is full and adding extra just makes for
one almighty mess.

» As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core
Strategy report, development in Berkhamsted
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“has to be balanced against the need to
protect the town’s historic character and
setting” and the excessive growth in
Berkhamsted proposed in this option does
not do this.

» Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear
— “demand for housing alone will not change Green
Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) —
and the commitment to protecting Green Belt has
been repeated many times, including by the
Chancellor in his recent budget speech. The
reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers
who generate the highest profit margins building
in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason to
focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green
Belt boundary changes.

Question 42
LP1014861

Bev Mckenna

No

The Berkhamsted Residents Action Group (BRAG)
has responded in full to the ‘Issues & Options’
consultation. To avoid full repetition of the
extensive points made in the BRAG response,
please take this as confirmation that | wish DBC
to duplicate BRAG’s responses under my name.

In addition, | draw attention to some of the most
important points within that response

Q36 to 45. Sections of this consultation suggest
that to support the 5 year housing land supply
would immediately require Green Belt releases.
Obviously 5 year housing land supply needs to be
located but the consultation document indicates
that DBC have ill-conceived ideas of how to do this.
The headline principle should include the wording,
“within urban capacity”. Export to another Council
area should not be rejected, specifically the St
Albans land east of Hemel. There are many more
permutations for growth distribution, but it seems
clear that DBC have carried out a simple arithmetic
exercise and restricted the options offered to fit



with favoured promoted land sites. Over the first
10 years of the current Core Strategy Berkhamsted
have exceeded by a massive 34%. All this without
any improvements in infrastructure. In contrast,
Hemel has developed at a rate some 21% below
the target figure. All the shortfall that DBC claim
we need to pick up in the new plan comes from
failure to concentrate on the Hemel developments.
Such disparities within Dacorum must be taken into
account when assessing development numbers and
site options. Hemel Hempstead, Berkhamsted and
Tring have quite different topographical
characteristics and infrastructure constraints/needs
which should be recognized when considering
housing allocations between them. Housing
distribution should not be a proportional
arithmetical exercise. Development should go
where it can be most suitably placed and least
harmful. Any additional development over and
above that already planned for in Berkhamsted
would be disastrous given the town's infrastructure
constraints and current deficits. As the Planning
Inspector stated in his Core Strategy report,
development in Berkhamsted “has to be balanced
against the need to protect the town’s historic
character and setting” and excessive growth in
Berkhamsted proposed in all but one of the options
on the table does not do this. Central Government’s
policy on Green Belt is clear — “demand for housing
alone will not change Green Belt boundaries” (letter
to MPs from Minister of State for Housing and
Planning — June 2016) — and the commitment to
protecting Green Belt has been repeated many
times, including by the Chancellor in his recent
budget speech.

The reason the rate of build in
Berkhamsted is so high is a simple function
of demand from the developers who
generate the highest profit margins
building in Berkhamsted.

Beyond short term financial profit
developers have no interest in the
wellbeing of the town, the local council and
its residents.

Once having built and taken their profit
developers leave the residents and local
council to deal with the fallout.
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Such demand from developers is Absolutely
the Wrong reason to focus even more
development on Berkhamsted.

Further, under Government policy it cannot lead to Green
Belt boundary changes.

Of the options put forward, Option 1B is the only one that
would be acceptable for Berkhamsted.

BRAG response to Question 42 (please note full
document is attached to Q46)

Question 42 Is Option 2A your preferred option
for delivering the growth needs of the Borough?

* This would represent massive over development
of Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4
(see Q4 to 7).

* No consideration has been given critical
planning considerations such as recent and
on-going build against targets and local
impact given different topographies and
(inadequate) supporting infrastructure.

» The current Core Strategy covers the 25 year
period 2006 to 2031 and the technical
appendix to the latest “Authority Monitoring
Report & Progress on the Dacorum
Development Programme” reveals that in the
first 5 years (2006-11) of the plan
Berkhamsted delivered 10 years worth of
new housing stock and by 2016 the rate of
development had exceeded Core Strategy
targets by a massive 34%. All this without
any improvements in infrastructure.

Compare this to the rest of the Borough. Tring have done
their bit (5% above target rate), while small villages and
countryside locations have also hit targets. However,
this is in stark contrast to Hemel Hempstead, which is
where the Inspector agreed was the correct place to
focus development. Development in Hemel has been at
a pretty constant rate over the first 10 years of the CS,
unfortunately at rate some 21% below the target figure.
So, all the shortfall that DBC claim we need to pick up
in the new plan comes from failure to concentrate on the
Hemel developments.

» Berkhamsted should most not be punished
because the town has developed at a faster rate
than required by the plan. Just like a pint pot, once
it is full it is full and adding extra just makes for
one almighty mess.

» As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core
Strategy report, development in Berkhamsted
“has to be balanced against the need to
protect the town'’s historic character and
setting” and the excessive growth in
Berkhamsted proposed in this option does
not do this.

» Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear
— “demand for housing alone will not change Green



Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) —
and the commitment to protecting Green Belt has
been repeated many times, including by the
Chancellor in his recent budget speech. The
reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers
who generate the highest profit margins building
in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason to
focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green
Belt boundary changes.
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Question 42
LP1014907

Mr Michael Curry
Tring Town Council

Town Clerk

No

See the response to Q40. The level of housing need in
Option 2 exceeds the capacity of Hemel Hempstead
and, therefore Dacorum, to absorb the proposed growth.

[Response to Q40: Whilst this option would clearly be
welcomed as there is no further housing growth allocated
to Tring, it is felt that Option 1A has the potential to give
necessary infrastructure which would not be forthcoming
under this option.]

Number
ID

Full Name

Question 42
LP1O14918

Mr Garrick Stevens
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This would represent massive over-development of
Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives, policies
and local aspirations set out in Section 4 (see Q4 to 7)

[Response to Q4: | have some concerns with the
vision but believe that even as it stands it is
undeliverable by any of the options being considered

For example, water supply is a major issue and can only
be exacerbated by proposed development options.
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It is difficult to see how access to the Watford Health
Campus can be improved with the additional traffic that
will be caused by the proposed scale of development.
Health service provision within Dacorum should be
improved, for this purpose residents propose that part
of site KL-h3 be reserved for possible future health
purposes.

Elderly care, particularly local care, has been omitted
from the vision.

The 4th paragraph of the Vision should read: The market
towns of Berkhamsted and Tring and the large villages
should provide the necessary infrastructure and social,
health and community services for their residents and
surroundings.]

[Response to Q5: but given the numerous constraints,
these new proposals will not be able to deliver them.]

[Response to Q6: but we suggest some textual
amendments

The 6th bullet point of “Sustainable Development should
read: To conserve and enhance the function and
character of the towns, villages and countryside.

The 2nd bullet point of Infrastructure and Delivery should
read: To co-ordinate the delivery of adequate new
infrastructure with development.]

[Response to Q7: The policies identified are crucial —
all options should be measured against them. But the
list tabled is silent on incorporating Character Appraisals,
which are vital to helping to create/sustain a sense of
place.]
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No

The Berkhamsted Residents Action Group (BRAG) have
responded in full to the ‘Issues & Options’ consultation.
To avoid full repetition of the extensive points made in
the BRAG response, we request you accept this as
confirmation that we wish DBC to duplicate BRAG’s
responses under our name.

However, I/'we would like to take this opportunity
emphasize just a few of the most important points within
that response.

Sections of this consultation suggest that to support the
5 year housing land supply would immediately require
Green Belt releases. Obviously 5 year housing land
supply needs to be located but the consultation
document indicates that DBC have ill-conceived ideas



of how to do this. The headline principle should include
the wording, “within urban capacity”. Export to another
Council area should not be rejected, specifically the St
Albans land east of Hemel. There are many more
permutations for growth distribution, but clearly DBC
have carried out a simple arithmetic exercise and
restricted the options offered to fit with favoured
promoted land sites. Over the first 10 years of the current
Core Strategy Berkhamsted have exceeded by a
massive 34%. All this without any improvements in
infrastructure. In contrast, Hemel has developed at a
rate some 21% below the target figure. All the shortfall
that DBC claim we need to pick up in the new plan
comes from failure to concentrate on the Hemel
developments. Such disparities within Dacorum must
be taken into account when assessing development
numbers and site options. Hemel Hempstead,
Berkhamsted and Tring have quite different
topographical characteristics and infrastructure
constraints/needs which should be recognized when
considering housing allocations between them. Housing
distribution should not be a proportional arithmetical
exercise. Development should go where it can be most
suitably placed and least harmful. Any additional
development over and above that already planned for
in Berkhamsted would be disastrous given the town’s
infrastructure constraints and current deficits. As the
Planning Inspector stated in his Core Strategy report,
development in Berkhamsted “has to be balanced
against the need to protect the town’s historic character
and setting” and excessive growth in Berkhamsted
proposed in all but one of the options on the table does
not do this. Central Government’s policy on Green Belt
is clear — “demand for housing alone will not change
Green Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) — and the
commitment to protecting Green Belt has been repeated
many times, including by the Chancellor in his recent
budget speech. The reason the rate of build in
Berkhamsted is so high is a simple function of demand
from the developers who generate the highest profit
margins building in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a
reason to focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green Belt
boundary changes. Of the options put forward, Option
4B is the only one that would be acceptable for
Berkhamsted.

BRAG response to Question 42 (please note full
document is attached to Q46)

Question 42 Is Option 2A your preferred option
for delivering the growth needs of the Borough?

« This would represent massive over development
of Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4
(see Q4 to 7).

* No consideration has been given critical
planning considerations such as recent and
on-going build against targets and local
impact given different topographies and
(inadequate) supporting
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» The current Core Strategy covers the 25 year
period 2006 to 2031 and the technical
appendix to the latest “Authority Monitoring
Report & Progress on the Dacorum
Development Programme” reveals that in the
first 5 years (2006-11) of the plan
Berkhamsted delivered 10 years worth of
new housing stock and by 2016 the rate of
development had exceeded Core Strategy
targets by a massive 34%. All this without
any improvements in

Compare this to the rest of the Borough. Tring have done
their bit (5% above target rate), while small villages and
countryside locations have also hit targets. However,
this is in stark contrast to Hemel Hempstead, which is
where the Inspector agreed was the correct place to
focus development. Development in Hemel has been at
a pretty constant rate over the first 10 years of the CS,
unfortunately at rate some 21% below the target figure.
So, all the shortfall that DBC claim we need to pick up
in the new plan comes from failure to concentrate on the
Hemel developments.

» Berkhamsted should most not be punished
because the town has developed at a faster rate
than required by the plan. Just like a pint pot, once
it is full it is full and adding extra just makes for
one almighty

» As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core
Strategy report, development in Berkhamsted
“has to be balanced against the need to
protect the town’s historic character and
setting” and the excessive growth in
Berkhamsted proposed in this option does
not do

« Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear
— “demand for housing alone will not change Green
Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) —
and the commitment to protecting Green Belt has
been repeated many times, including by the
Chancellor in his recent budget speech. The
reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers
who generate the highest profit margins building
in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason to
focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green
Belt boundary changes.

Question 42
LPIO15014

Mr Clive Freestone
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The Berkhamsted Residents Action Group (BRAG) has
responded in full to the ‘Issues & Options’ consultation.
To avoid full repetition of the extensive points made in
the BRAG response, | request you accept this as
confirmation that | wish DBC to duplicate BRAG’s
responses under my name. However, | would like to take
this opportunity emphasize just a few of the most
important points within that response.

Sections of this consultation suggest that to support the
5 year housing land supply would immediately require
Green Belt releases. Obviously 5 year housing land
supply needs to be located but the consultation
document indicates that DBC have ill-conceived ideas
of how to do this. The headline principle should include
the wording, “within urban capacity”. Export to another
Council area should not be rejected, specifically the St
Albans land east of Hemel. There are many more
permutations for growth distribution, but clearly DBC
have carried out a simple arithmetic exercise and
restricted the options offered to fit with favoured
promoted land sites. Over the first 10 years of the current
Core Strategy Berkhamsted have exceeded by a
massive 34%. All this without any improvements in
infrastructure. In contrast, Hemel has developed at a
rate some 21% below the target figure. All the shortfall
that DBC claim we need to pick up in the new plan
comes from failure to concentrate on the Hemel
developments. Such disparities within Dacorum must
be taken into account when assessing development
numbers and site options. Hemel Hempstead,
Berkhamsted and Tring have quite different
topographical characteristics and infrastructure
constraints/needs which should be recognized when
considering housing allocations between them. Housing
distribution should not be a proportional arithmetical
exercise. Development should go where it can be most
suitably placed and least harmful. Any additional
development over and above that already planned for
in Berkhamsted would be disastrous given the town's
infrastructure constraints and current deficits. As the
Planning Inspector stated in his Core Strategy report,
development in Berkhamsted “has to be balanced
against the need to protect the town’s historic character
and setting” and excessive growth in Berkhamsted
proposed in all but one of the options on the table does
not do this. Central Government’s policy on Green Belt
is clear — “demand for housing alone will not change
Green Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) — and the
commitment to protecting Green Belt has been repeated
many times, including by the Chancellor in his recent
budget speech. The reason the rate of build in
Berkhamsted is so high is a simple function of demand
from the developers who generate the highest profit
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margins building in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a
reason to focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green Belt
boundary changes.

Of the options put forward, Option 1B is the only one
that would be acceptable for Berkhamsted.

BRAG response to Question 42 (please note full
document is attached to Q46)

Question 42 Is Option 2A your preferred option
for delivering the growth needs of the Borough?

* This would represent massive over development
of Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4
(see Q4 to 7).

* No consideration has been given critical
planning considerations such as recent and
on-going build against targets and local
impact given different topographies and
(inadequate) supporting

* The current Core Strategy covers the 25 year
period 2006 to 2031 and the technical
appendix to the latest “Authority Monitoring
Report & Progress on the Dacorum
Development Programme” reveals that in the
first 5 years (2006-11) of the plan
Berkhamsted delivered 10 years worth of
new housing stock and by 2016 the rate of
development had exceeded Core Strategy
targets by a massive 34%. All this without
any improvements in

Compare this to the rest of the Borough. Tring have done
their bit (5% above target rate), while small villages and
countryside locations have also hit targets. However,
this is in stark contrast to Hemel Hempstead, which is
where the Inspector agreed was the correct place to
focus development. Development in Hemel has been at
a pretty constant rate over the first 10 years of the CS,
unfortunately at rate some 21% below the target figure.
So, all the shortfall that DBC claim we need to pick up
in the new plan comes from failure to concentrate on the
Hemel developments.

» Berkhamsted should most not be punished
because the town has developed at a faster rate
than required by the plan. Just like a pint pot, once
it is full it is full and adding extra just makes for
one almighty

* As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core
Strategy report, development in Berkhamsted
“has to be balanced against the need to
protect the town’s historic character and
setting” and the excessive growth in
Berkhamsted proposed in this option does
not do

» Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear
— “demand for housing alone will not change Green
Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) —
and the commitment to protecting Green Belt has
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been repeated many times, including by the
Chancellor in his recent budget speech. The
reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers
who generate the highest profit margins building
in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason to
focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green
Belt boundary changes.

Question 42
LPIO15062
Mr & Mrs D A Simmons

No

The Berkhamsted Residents Action Group (BRAG) has
responded in full to the ‘Issues & Options’ consultation.

We request you accept this summary as confirmation
that we wish DBC to duplicate BRAG’s responses under
our names.

We would like to take this opportunity to emphasize a
few of the most important points within that response,
in particular our response to Q25.

Sections of this consultation suggest that to support the
5 year housing land supply would immediately require
Green Belt releases. Obviously 5 year housing land
supply needs to be located but the consultation
document indicates that DBC have ill-conceived ideas
of how to do this. The headline principle should include
the wording, “within urban capacity”. Export to another
Council area should not be rejected, specifically the St
Albans land east of Hemel. There are many more
permutations for growth distribution, but clearly DBC
have carried out a simple arithmetic exercise and
restricted the options offered to fit with favoured
promoted land sites. Over the first 10 years of the current
Core Strategy Berkhamsted have exceeded by a
massive 34%. All this without any improvements in
infrastructure. In contrast, Hemel has developed at a
rate some 21% below the target figure. All the shortfall
that DBC claim we need to pick up in the new plan
comes from failure to concentrate on the Hemel
developments. Such disparities within Dacorum must
be taken into account when assessing development
numbers and site options. Hemel Hempstead,
Berkhamsted and Tring have quite different
topographical characteristics and infrastructure
constraints/needs which should be recognized when
considering housing allocations between them. Housing
distribution should not be a proportional arithmetical
exercise. Development should go where it can be most
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suitably placed and least harmful. Any additional
development over and above that already planned for
in Berkhamsted would be disastrous given the town’s
infrastructure constraints and current deficits. As the
Planning Inspector stated in his Core Strategy report,
development in Berkhamsted “has to be balanced
against the need to protect the town’s historic character
and setting” and excessive growth in Berkhamsted
proposed in all but one of the options on the table does
not do this. Central Government’s policy on Green Belt
is clear — “demand for housing alone will not change
Green Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) — and the
commitment to protecting Green Belt has been repeated
many times, including by the Chancellor in his recent
budget speech. The reason the rate of build in
Berkhamsted is so high is a simple function of demand
from the developers who generate the highest profit
margins building in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a
reason to focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green Belt
boundary changes. Of the options put forward, Option
4B is the only one that would be acceptable for
Berkhamsted.

BRAG response to Question 42 (please note full
document is attached to Q46)

Question 42 Is Option 2A your preferred option
for delivering the growth needs of the Borough?

» This would represent massive over development
of Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4
(see Q4 to 7).

* No consideration has been given critical
planning considerations such as recent and
on-going build against targets and local
impact given different topographies and
(inadequate) supporting

» The current Core Strategy covers the 25 year
period 2006 to 2031 and the technical
appendix to the latest “Authority Monitoring
Report & Progress on the Dacorum
Development Programme” reveals that in the
first 5 years (2006-11) of the plan
Berkhamsted delivered 10 years worth of
new housing stock and by 2016 the rate of
development had exceeded Core Strategy
targets by a massive 34%. All this without
any improvements in

Compare this to the rest of the Borough. Tring have done
their bit (5% above target rate), while small villages and
countryside locations have also hit targets. However,
this is in stark contrast to Hemel Hempstead, which is
where the Inspector agreed was the correct place to
focus development. Development in Hemel has been at
a pretty constant rate over the first 10 years of the CS,
unfortunately at rate some 21% below the target figure.
So, all the shortfall that DBC claim we need to pick up
in the new plan comes from failure to concentrate on the
Hemel developments.
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» Berkhamsted should most not be punished
because the town has developed at a faster rate
than required by the plan. Just like a pint pot, once
it is full it is full and adding extra just makes for
one almighty

» As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core
Strategy report, development in Berkhamsted
“has to be balanced against the need to
protect the town’s historic character and
setting” and the excessive growth in
Berkhamsted proposed in this option does
not do

* Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear
— “demand for housing alone will not change Green
Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) —
and the commitment to protecting Green Belt has
been repeated many times, including by the
Chancellor in his recent budget speech. The
reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers
who generate the highest profit margins building
in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason to
focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green
Belt boundary changes.

Number

ID

Full Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

Question 42
LP1O15085

Tom Simmons

St William Homes LLP

Development Manager

Yes

St William are of the strong view that only growth options
2 and 3 should be considered as the New Local Plan is
progressed.

St William consider that a balanced approach would be
to adopt growth option 2 until such time that a
standardised calculation of objectively assessed housing
need comes into effect at which point growth option 3
would take precedence.

Include files

Number Question 42

ID LPIO15107

Full Name Grand Union Investments

Company / Organisation

Position

Grand Union Investments C/O Savills

Associate Director

Agent Name
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Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here Yes

Your response - Please add your response here * As we explain in relation to the growth scenarios
options put forward at paragraph 1.8 of the
consultation document, we support the adoption
of growth level Option 2, which is the ‘Locally
Assessed Need'’ figure. At paragraph 10.4.2 of the
consultation document, the Council then offers a
series of further options for the distribution of
growth under each of the headline growth level
options. Under Option 2, three options are put
forward for the geographical distribution of growth.
Further to our comments at paragraphs 3.2 and
3.3, our favoured Option under Option 2, is Option
2A. Of the three options, Option 2A takes the most
balanced approach to development across the
three main towns in the Borough and therefore
offers the greatest opportunity to achieve
sustainable and deliverable development.

* Notwithstanding our support for Growth Option 2,
we would invite the Council to carefully consider
the balance of growth proposed between Hemel
Hempstead as the largest town in the Borough and
to Berkhamsted and Tring respectively. As we
explain above, in relying upon one location as part
of a growth strategy, it is possible that the delivery
of growth can be endangered, either by way of
difficulties associated with the provision of
infrastructure, or the market to support such
growth.

Include files
|

Number Question 42

ID LP1I015139

Full Name Simon Foster Monique Bos
Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here No

Your response - Please add your response here

No, as this option proposes some 1175 new homes
at Tring which is disproportionate to the size of the
settlement and would place an unreasonable

pressure on local infrastructure, which is already at

capacity.
Include files
Number Question 42
ID LPIO15186
Full Name Bert Smith
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Agent Name
Company / Organisation
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Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

Include files

No

This is to be treated as two identical responses from 1)
Bert Smith - 2) Valerie Smith.

Answer — NO

The level of housing shown for Tring is unsustainable.
| disagree with the unacceptably high levels of housing
allocated to Tring — it is wholly disproportionate to that
allocated to other area of the Borough, given the relative
size of the town. For Tring to be allocated 36% more
houses than Berkhamsted (a much larger town) is, for
example, grossly inequitable. The infrastructure needed
to support such levels in Tring would be extremely
difficult if not impossible to provide. | do not accept that
the SHMA Projections up to 2036 can be sufficiently
accurate to justify the ruination of our neighbourhoods.

Number
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Company / Organisation
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Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here
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Question 42
LP1015206
Valerie Smith

No

This is to be treated as two identical responses from 1)
Bert Smith - 2) Valerie Smith.

Answer — NO

The level of housing shown for Tring is unsustainable.
| disagree with the unacceptably high levels of housing
allocated to Tring — it is wholly disproportionate to that
allocated to other area of the Borough, given the relative
size of the town. For Tring to be allocated 36% more
houses than Berkhamsted (a much larger town) is, for
example, grossly inequitable. The infrastructure needed
to support such levels in Tring would be extremely
difficult if not impossible to provide. | do not accept that
the SHMA Projections up to 2036 can be sufficiently
accurate to justify the ruination of our neighbourhoods.

Number
ID

Full Name

Question 42
LP1015232

Lynn and David Lovell

Company / Organisation
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Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

Include files

Number

250

No

Our preferred option: taking account all of the above
factors, we believe by far the best option is to meet the
extra housing requirement within and around the town
of Hemel Hempstead where the infrastructure can more
easily be extended to cope with increased demand when
new estates are built. Hemel Hempstead provides more
employment opportunities so it makes more sense to
locate the new housing closer to where new residents
are likely to find employment. This would have minimum
impact on traffic congestion and pollution. Our village
already experiences frequent traffic gridlocks at
weekends which make it extremely difficult for
emergency vehicles to reach the village. This already
poses a significant risk to existing village residents,
including the prison population and new elderly residents
at the McCarthy and Stone development.

Our 2nd preferred option: for the same reasons as option
one, the requirement should be shared amongst Hemel,
Tring and Berkhamsted.

Our 3rd preferred option if the above 2 options are
rejected, the new housing requirement should be spread
among the villages. We do not understand why our
neighbouring village (Chipperfield) is not being
considered as an option for at least some of the new
development. It contains houses of every size ranging
from large detached houses to medium and small houses
in the estates off Kings Lane and Croft Field. There has
been infill recently and continues; 5 houses in Kings
Lane (the site of the old builders yard), 3 houses
between the Kia Garage and the Garden Centre and
now a further development close to the cross roads
opposite the Kia Garage. The Land Rover Garage is
moving shortly and the owners will probably look to sell
the land for development. Chipperfield has 3 churches,
2 pubs serving food plus a hotel with a large bar and
restaurant, 3 further restaurants and coffee shops, a
school, a large allotment, a football club, a cricket club,
a supermarket with a post office and another and 2 car
dealerships. Crucially there is land available for
development so it seems entirely appropriate to require
Chipperfield to provide 100 dwellings of which a good
number will come from the garage redevelopment.

Our 4th (least preferred) option: if Bovingdon and
surrounding area has to absorb up to 350 additional
houses, there would be a huge adverse impact on quality
of life in our village.

Question 42
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Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

LP1015291

Caroline Manson

No

| would like to register my views on the current
consultation regarding the proposed developments
in Dacorum and in particular Berkhamsted, where
| have been a resident for over 20 years.

| am attaching the more detailed comments
compiled by the Berkhamsted Residents Action
Group, which | fully support.

Thank you for your consideration of my views and
I hope that you will make a decision which protects
the current character of our beautiful Market
Town.

BRAG response to Question 42 (please note full
document is attached to Q46)

Question 42: Is Option 2A your preferred option for
delivering the growth needs of the Borough?

No

* This would represent massive over development
of Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4
(see Q4 to 7).

* No consideration has been given critical planning
considerations such as recent and on-going build
against targets and local impact given different
topographies and (inadequate) supporting
infrastructure.

* The current Core Strategy covers the 25 year
period 2006 to 2031 and the technical appendix
to the latest “Authority Monitoring Report &
Progress on the Dacorum Development
Programme” reveals that in the first 5 years
(2006-11) of the plan Berkhamsted delivered 10
yearsworth of new housing stock and by 2016 the
rate of development had exceeded Core Strategy
targets by a massive 34%. All this without any
improvements in infrastructure. Compare this to
the rest of the Borough. Tring have done their bit
(5% above target rate), while small villages and
countryside locations have also hit targets.
However, this is in stark contrast to Hemel
Hempstead, which is where the Inspector agreed
was the correct place to focus development.
Development in Hemel has been at a pretty
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Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here
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constant rate over the first 10 years of the CS,
unfortunately at rate some 21% below the target
figure. So, all of the shortfall that DBC claim we
need to pick up in the new plan comes from failure
to concentrate on the Hemel developments.

» Berkhamsted should most not be punished
because the town has developed at a faster rate
than required by the plan. Just like a pint pot, once
it is full it is full and adding extra just makes for
one almighty mess.

» As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core
Strategy report, development in Berkhamsted “has
to be balanced against the need to protect the
town’s historic character and setting” and the
excessive growth in Berkhamsted proposed in this
option does not do this.

» Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear
— “demand for housing alone will not change Green
Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) —
and the commitment to protecting Green Belt has
been repeated many times, including by the
Chancellor in his recent budget speech. The
reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers
who generate the highest profit margins building
in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason to
focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green
Belt boundary changes.

Question 42
LPIO15341
Mr Alan Conway

No

The Berkhamsted Residents Action Group (BRAG) has
already responded to the Issues & Options Consultation.

| have studied their comments and confirm that | support
the arguments put forward in their submission.

Q33 to Q45 | support the BRAG submission. Yet again
the failure to provide an accurate base from which to
proceed renders much of what follows suspect and in
many parts misleading.

BRAG response to Question 42 (please note full
document is attached to Q46)

Question 42 Is Option 2A your preferred option
for delivering the growth needs of the Borough?

* This would represent massive over development
of Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
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policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4
(see Q4 to 7).

No consideration has been given critical planning
considerations such as recent and on-going build
against targets and local impact given different
topographies and (inadequate) supporting
infrastructure

The current Core Strategy covers the 25 year
period 2006 to 2031 and the technical appendix
to the latest “Authority Monitoring Report &
Progress on the Dacorum Development
Programme” reveals that in the first 5 years
(2006-11) of the plan Berkhamsted delivered 10
years worth of new housing stock and by 2016 the
rate of development had exceeded Core Strategy
targets by a massive 34%. All this without any
improvements in infrastructure

Compare this to the rest of the Borough. Tring have
done their bit (5% above target rate), while small
villages and countryside locations have also hit
targets. However, this is in stark contrast to Hemel
Hempstead, which is where the Inspector agreed
was the correct place to focus development.
Development in Hemel has been at a pretty
constant rate over the first 10 years of the CS,
unfortunately at rate some 21% below the target
figure. So, all the shortfall that DBC claim we need
to pick up in the new plan comes from failure to
concentrate on the Hemel developments.
Berkhamsted should most not be punished
because the town has developed at a faster rate
than required by the plan. Just like a pint pot, once
it is full it is full and adding extra just makes for
one almighty mess

As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core
Strategy report, development in Berkhamsted “has
to be balanced against the need to protect the
town’s historic character and setting” and the
excessive growth in Berkhamsted proposed in this
option does not do this.

Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear
— “demand for housing alone will not change Green
Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) —
and the commitment to protecting Green Belt has
been repeated many times, including by the
Chancellor in his recent budget speech. The
reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers
who generate the highest profit margins building
in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason to
focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green
Belt boundary changes

Question 42
LPIO15390
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Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here
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Sue Wolstenholme

No

| write in support of the submission made by the
Berkhamsted Residents Action Group who have written
and represented very clearly the views of many
Berkhamsted Residents.

Standard BRAG response to Question 42 (please
note full document is attached to Q46)

Question 42 Is Option 2A your preferred option
for delivering the growth needs of the Borough?

No

* This would represent massive over development
of Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4
(see Q4 to 7).

* No consideration has been given critical planning
considerations such as recent and on-going build
against targets and local impact given different
topographies and (inadequate) supporting
infrastructure

» The current Core Strategy covers the 25 year
period 2006 to 2031 and the technical appendix
to the latest “Authority Monitoring Report &
Progress on the Dacorum Development
Programme” reveals that in the first 5 years
(2006-11) of the plan Berkhamsted delivered 10
years worth of new housing stock and by 2016 the
rate of development had exceeded Core Strategy
targets by a massive 34%. All this without any
improvements ininfrastructure.. Compare this to
the rest of the Borough. Tring have done their bit
(5% above target rate), while small villages and
countryside locations have also hit targets.
However, this is in stark contrast to Hemel
Hempstead, which is where the Inspector agreed
was the correct place to focus development.
Development in Hemel has been at a pretty
constant rate over the first 10 years of the CS,
unfortunately at rate some 21% below the target
figure. So, all the shortfall that DBC claim we need
to pick up in the new plan comes from failure to
concentrate on the Hemel developments.

» Berkhamsted should most not be punished
because the town has developed at a faster rate
than required by the plan. Just like a pint pot, once
it is full it is full and adding extra just makes for
one almighty mess.

» As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core
Strategy report, development in Berkhamsted “has
to be balanced against the need to protect the
town’s historic character and setting” and the
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excessive growth in Berkhamsted proposed in this
option does not do this.

» Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear
— “demand for housing alone will not change Green
Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) —
and the commitment to protecting Green Belt has
been repeated many times, including by the
Chancellor in his recent budget speech. The
reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers
who generate the highest profit margins building
in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason to
focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green
Belt boundary changes.
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Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

Question 42
LP1O15452
Nick Hanling

No

The Berkhamsted Residents Action Group (BRAG) has
responded in full to the ‘Issues & Options’ consultation
and | have attached their reponse which | request you
accept this as confirmation that | wish DBC to duplicate
BRAG’s responses under my name. In summary, my
view is that Berkhamsted cannot support a number of
houses higher than that set out in the Core Strategy and
it is already struggling to cope with the developments to
date from that Strategy.

| would like to take this opportunity emphasize some of
the most important points within that response.

Sections of this consultation suggest that to support the
5 year housing land supply would immediately require
Green Belt releases. Obviously 5 year housing land
supply needs to be located but the consultation
document indicates that DBC have ill-conceived ideas
of how to do this.

The headline principle should include the wording,
“within urban capacity”. Export to another Council area
should not be rejected, specifically the St Albans land
east of Hemel.

Over the first 10 years of the current Core Strategy
Berkhamsted have exceeded by a massive 34%. All this
without any improvements in infrastructure. In contrast,
Hemel has developed at a rate some 21% below the
target figure. All the shortfall that DBC claim we need to
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pick up in the new plan comes from failure to concentrate
on the Hemel developments.

Such disparities within Dacorum must be taken into
account when assessing development numbers and site
options. Hemel Hempstead, Berkhamsted and Tring
have quite different topographical characteristics and
infrastructure constraints/needs which should be
recognized when considering housing allocations
between them. Housing distribution should not be a
proportional arithmetical exercise.

Development should go where it can be most suitably
placed and least harmful. Any additional development
over and above that already planned for in Berkhamsted
would be disastrous given the town’s infrastructure
constraints and current deficits. As the Planning
Inspector stated in his Core Strategy report, development
in Berkhamsted “has to be balanced against the need
to protect the town'’s historic character and setting” and
excessive growth in Berkhamsted proposed in all but
one of the options on the table does not do this. Central
Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear — “demand
for housing alone will not change Green Belt boundaries”
(letter to MPs from Minister of State for Housing and
Planning — June 2016) — and the commitment to
protecting Green Belt has been repeated many times,
including by the Chancellor in his recent budget speech.
The reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers who
generate the highest profit margins building in
Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason to focus even
more development on Berkhamsted and under
Government policy cannot lead to Green Belt boundary
changes.

Of the options put forward, Option 1B is the only
one that would be acceptable for Berkhamsted.

BRAG response to Question 42 (please note full
document is attached to Q46)

Question 42 Is Option 2A your preferred option
for delivering the growth needs of the Borough?

« This would represent massive over development
of Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4
(see Q4 to 7).

* No consideration has been given critical planning
considerations such as recent and on-going build
against targets and local impact given different
topographies and (inadequate) supporting
infrastructure.

» The current Core Strategy covers the 25 year
period 2006 to 2031 and the technical appendix
to the latest “Authority Monitoring Report &
Progress on the Dacorum Development
Programme” reveals that in the first 5 years
(2006-11) of the plan Berkhamsted delivered 10
years worth of new housing stock and by 2016 the
rate of development had exceeded Core Strategy
targets by a massive 34%. All this without any
improvements in infrastructure.

Compare this to the rest of the Borough.
Tring have done their bit (5% above target rate),
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Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

while small villages and countryside locations have
also hit targets. However, this is in stark contrast
to Hemel Hempstead, which is where the Inspector
agreed was the correct place to focus
development. Development in Hemel has been at
a pretty constant rate over the first 10 years of the
CS, unfortunately at rate some 21% below the
target figure. So, all the shortfall that DBC claim
we need to pick up in the new plan comes from
failure to concentrate on the Hemel developments.

» Berkhamsted should most not be punished
because the town has developed at a faster rate
than required by the plan. Just like a pint pot, once
it is full it is full and adding extra just makes for
one almighty mess.

» As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core
Strategy report, development in Berkhamsted “has
to be balanced against the need to protect the
town’s historic character and setting” and the
excessive growth in Berkhamsted proposed in this
option does not do this.

» Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear
— “demand for housing alone will not change Green
Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) —
and the commitment to protecting Green Belt has
been repeated many times, including by the
Chancellor in his recent budget speech. The
reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers
who generate the highest profit margins building
in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason to
focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green
Belt boundary changes.

Question 42
LPI015500
Sarah and Nigel Tester

No

The Berkhamsted Residents Action Group (BRAG) has
responded in full to the ‘Issues & Options’ consultation
and | have attached their reponse which | request you
accept this as confirmation that | wish DBC to duplicate
BRAG'’s responses under my name. In summary, my
view is that Berkhamsted cannot support a number of
houses higher than that set out in the Core Strategy and
it is already struggling to cope with the developments to
date from that Strategy.

| would like to take this opportunity emphasize some of
the most important points within that response.
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Sections of this consultation suggest that to support the
5 year housing land supply would immediately require
Green Belt releases. Obviously 5 year housing land
supply needs to be located but the consultation
document indicates that DBC have ill- conceived ideas
of how to do this. The headline principle should include
the wording, “within urban capacity”. Export to another
Council area should not be rejected, specifically the St
Albans land east of Hemel. There are many more
permutations for growth distribution, but clearly DBC
have carried out a simple arithmetic exercise and
restricted the options offered to fit with favoured
promoted land sites. Over the first 10 years of the current
Core Strategy Berkhamsted have exceeded by a
massive 34%. All this without any improvements in
infrastructure. In contrast, Hemel has developed at a
rate some 21% below the target figure. All the shortfall
that DBC claim we need to pick up in the new plan
comes from failure to concentrate on the Hemel
developments. Such disparities within Dacorum must
be taken into account when assessing development
numbers and site options. Hemel Hempstead,
Berkhamsted and Tring have quite different
topographical characteristics and infrastructure
constraints/needs which should be recognized when
considering housing allocations between them. Housing
distribution should not be a proportional arithmetical
exercise. Development should go where it can be most
suitably placed and least harmful. Any additional
development over and above that already planned for
in Berkhamsted would be disastrous given the town’s
infrastructure constraints and current deficits. As the
Planning Inspector stated in his Core Strategy report,
development in Berkhamsted “has to be balanced
against the need to protect the town’s historic character
and setting” and excessive growth in Berkhamsted
proposed in all but one of the options on the table does
not do this. Central Government’s policy on Green Belt
is clear — “demand for housing alone will not change
Green Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) — and the
commitment to protecting Green Belt has been repeated
many times, including by the Chancellor in his recent
budget speech. The reason the rate of build in
Berkhamsted is so high is a simple function of demand
from the developers who generate the highest profit
margins building in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a
reason to focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green Belt
boundary changes. Of the options put forward, Option
1B is the only one that would be acceptable for
Berkhamsted.

BRAG response to Question 42 (please note full
document is attached to Q46)

Question 42 Is Option 2A your preferred option
for delivering the growth needs of the Borough?

» This would represent massive over development
of Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4
(see Q4 to 7).
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No consideration has been given critical planning
considerations such as recent and on-going build
against targets and local impact given different
topographies and (inadequate) supporting
infrastructure.
The current Core Strategy covers the 25 year
period 2006 to 2031 and the technical appendix
to the latest “Authority Monitoring Report &
Progress on the Dacorum Development
Programme” reveals that in the first 5 years
(2006-11) of the plan Berkhamsted delivered 10
years worth of new housing stock and by 2016 the
rate of development had exceeded Core Strategy
targets by a massive 34%. All this without any
improvements in infrastructure.

Compare this to the rest of the Borough.
Tring have done their bit (5% above target rate),
while small villages and countryside locations have
also hit targets. However, this is in stark contrast
to Hemel Hempstead, which is where the Inspector
agreed was the correct place to focus
development. Development in Hemel has been at
a pretty constant rate over the first 10 years of the
CS, unfortunately at rate some 21% below the
target figure. So, all the shortfall that DBC claim
we need to pick up in the new plan comes from
failure to concentrate on the Hemel developments.
Berkhamsted should most not be punished
because the town has developed at a faster rate
than required by the plan. Just like a pint pot, once
it is full it is full and adding extra just makes for
one almighty mess.
As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core
Strategy report, development in Berkhamsted “has
to be balanced against the need to protect the
town’s historic character and setting” and the
excessive growth in Berkhamsted proposed in this
option does not do this.
Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear
— “demand for housing alone will not change Green
Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) —
and the commitment to protecting Green Belt has
been repeated many times, including by the
Chancellor in his recent budget speech. The
reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers
who generate the highest profit margins building
in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason to
focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green
Belt boundary changes.

Question 42
LP1O15557

Miss Tanya Assarat
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Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

260

No

The Berkhamsted Residents Action Group (BRAG) has
responded in full to the ‘Issues & Options’ consultation.
To avoid full repetition of the extensive points made in
the BRAG response, | request you accept the attached
document of this as confirmation and that | wish DBC to
duplicate BRAG’s responses under my name.

BRAG response to Question 42 (please note full
document is attached to Q46)

Question 42 Is Option 2A your preferred option
for delivering the growth needs of the Borough?

» This would represent massive over development
of Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4
(see Q4 to 7).

» No consideration has been given critical planning
considerations such as recent and on-going build
against targets and local impact given different
topographies and (inadequate) supporting
infrastructure.

» The current Core Strategy covers the 25 year
period 2006 to 2031 and the technical appendix
to the latest “Authority Monitoring Report &
Progress on the Dacorum Development
Programme” reveals that in the first 5 years
(2006-11) of the plan Berkhamsted delivered 10
years worth of new housing stock and by 2016 the
rate of development had exceeded Core Strategy
targets by a massive 34%. All this without any
improvements in infrastructure.

Compare this to the rest of the Borough.
Tring have done their bit (5% above target rate),
while small villages and countryside locations have
also hit targets. However, this is in stark contrast
to Hemel Hempstead, which is where the Inspector
agreed was the correct place to focus
development. Development in Hemel has been at
a pretty constant rate over the first 10 years of the
CS, unfortunately at rate some 21% below the
target figure. So, all the shortfall that DBC claim
we need to pick up in the new plan comes from
failure to concentrate on the Hemel developments.

* Berkhamsted should most not be punished
because the town has developed at a faster rate
than required by the plan. Just like a pint pot, once
it is full it is full and adding extra just makes for
one almighty mess.

» As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core
Strategy report, development in Berkhamsted “has
to be balanced against the need to protect the
town’s historic character and setting” and the
excessive growth in Berkhamsted proposed in this
option does not do this.

« Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear
— “demand for housing alone will not change Green
Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
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Company / Organisation
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Agent Name

Company / Organisation
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Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) —
and the commitment to protecting Green Belt has
been repeated many times, including by the
Chancellor in his recent budget speech. The
reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers
who generate the highest profit margins building
in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason to
focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green
Belt boundary changes.

Question 42
LP1O15606

Melanie Llewellyn

No

| am writing to support the submissions by The
Berkhamsted Town Council, the Berkhamsted Residents
Action Group and The Berkhamsted Citizens Association
opposing further development in Berkhamsted.

BRAG response to Question 42 (please note full
document is attached to Q46)

Question 42

Is Option 2A your preferred option

for delivering the growth needs of the Borough?

This would represent massive over development
of Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4
(see Q4 to 7).
No consideration has been given critical planning
considerations such as recent and on-going build
against targets and local impact given different
topographies and (inadequate) supporting
infrastructure.
The current Core Strategy covers the 25 year
period 2006 to 2031 and the technical appendix
to the latest “Authority Monitoring Report &
Progress on the Dacorum Development
Programme” reveals that in the first 5 years
(2006-11) of the plan Berkhamsted delivered 10
years worth of new housing stock and by 2016 the
rate of development had exceeded Core Strategy
targets by a massive 34%. All this without any
improvements in infrastructure.

Compare this to the rest of the Borough.
Tring have done their bit (5% above target rate),
while small villages and countryside locations have

261



also hit targets. However, this is in stark contrast
to Hemel Hempstead, which is where the Inspector
agreed was the correct place to focus
development. Development in Hemel has been at
a pretty constant rate over the first 10 years of the
CS, unfortunately at rate some 21% below the
target figure. So, all the shortfall that DBC claim
we need to pick up in the new plan comes from
failure to concentrate on the Hemel developments.

» Berkhamsted should most not be punished
because the town has developed at a faster rate
than required by the plan. Just like a pint pot, once
it is full it is full and adding extra just makes for
one almighty mess.

» As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core
Strategy report, development in Berkhamsted “has
to be balanced against the need to protect the
town’s historic character and setting” and the
excessive growth in Berkhamsted proposed in this
option does not do this.

» Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear
— “demand for housing alone will not change Green
Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) —
and the commitment to protecting Green Belt has
been repeated many times, including by the
Chancellor in his recent budget speech. The
reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers
who generate the highest profit margins building
in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason to
focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green

Belt boundary changes.
Include files
Number Question 42
ID LPIO15628
Full Name Mrs Annette Compton
Company / Organisation
Position
Agent Name
Company / Organisation
Position
Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here No
Your response - Please add your response here | wish to inform that | object to all proposals except option
B
Include files
ID LPIO15672
Full Name Mr James Honour

Company / Organisation
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Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

No

| have attended the presentation and have read the
Berkhamsted Residents Action Group response to the
questions posed.

| can agree with all their extensive points and request
that you accept this as confirmation i wish to duplicate
their responses under my name.

BRAG response to Question 42 (please note full
document is attached to Q46)

Question 42 Is Option 2A your preferred option
for delivering the growth needs of the Borough?

» This would represent massive over development
of Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4
(see Q4 to 7).

* No consideration has been given critical planning
considerations such as recent and on-going build
against targets and local impact given different
topographies and (inadequate) supporting
infrastructure.

» The current Core Strategy covers the 25 year
period 2006 to 2031 and the technical appendix
to the latest “Authority Monitoring Report &
Progress on the Dacorum Development
Programme” reveals that in the first 5 years
(2006-11) of the plan Berkhamsted delivered 10
years worth of new housing stock and by 2016 the
rate of development had exceeded Core Strategy
targets by a massive 34%. All this without any
improvements in infrastructure.

Compare this to the rest of the Borough.
Tring have done their bit (5% above target rate),
while small villages and countryside locations have
also hit targets. However, this is in stark contrast
to Hemel Hempstead, which is where the Inspector
agreed was the correct place to focus
development. Development in Hemel has been at
a pretty constant rate over the first 10 years of the
CS, unfortunately at rate some 21% below the
target figure. So, all the shortfall that DBC claim
we need to pick up in the new plan comes from
failure to concentrate on the Hemel developments.

» Berkhamsted should most not be punished
because the town has developed at a faster rate
than required by the plan. Just like a pint pot, once
it is full it is full and adding extra just makes for
one almighty mess.

» As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core
Strategy report, development in Berkhamsted “has
to be balanced against the need to protect the
town'’s historic character and setting” and the
excessive growth in Berkhamsted proposed in this
option does not do this.
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» Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear
— “demand for housing alone will not change Green
Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) —
and the commitment to protecting Green Belt has
been repeated many times, including by the
Chancellor in his recent budget speech. The
reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers
who generate the highest profit margins building
in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason to
focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green
Belt boundary changes.

Include files
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Company / Organisation
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Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

Question 42
LPIO15731
Mark Pawlett

No

Please see attached a report provided by the Grove
Road Residents Association. | can confirm that | am
a member and as such support this document.

GFRA Response to Question 42, full document
attached to question 46

As per the discussion in relation to Option 1A the
distribution of housing in this instance is considered to
provide a wholly unreasonable over prescription to
Berkhamsted and Tring with regard to housing numbers
and significantly underserve the market place available
to Hemel Hempstead.

Include files

Number Question 42

ID LPIO15779

Full Name Maria & Colin Sturges

Company / Organisation

Position
Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position
Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here
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No

| believe the proposed Local Plan lacks vision and
fails to keep the character of Dacorum. Less than 6
months ago (16th July) the previous 25 year plan



Include files
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ID

Full Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

was approved and that took 10 years in the making,
and now we are being asked to approve a new plan
having just agreed to an additional 500 houses in
Tring. If the worst case scenario of the plan were to
take place this would result in a 60% increase of the
town of Tring. | have attached a report from a
planning consultant with regards to the
over-development of Tring. Tring has specific issues
being a small market town...

GFRA Response to Question 42, full document
attached to question 46

As per the discussion in relation to Option 1A the
distribution of housing in this instance is considered to
provide a wholly unreasonable over prescription to
Berkhamsted and Tring with regard to housing numbers
and significantly underserve the market place available
to Hemel Hempstead.

Question 42
LP1O15826

David Kerrigan

No

| fully endorse the BRAG submission on this, which is
worth pointing out as | have not answered some
questions, and have bundled answers to others under
what seems to be the most critical one — Question 40
eliciting support or otherwise for Option 1B.

No — see Question 40

BRAG response to Question 42 (please note full
document is attached to Q46)

Question 42 Is Option 2A your preferred option
for delivering the growth needs of the Borough?

* This would represent massive over development
of Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4
(see Q4 to 7).

* No consideration has been given critical planning
considerations such as recent and on-going build
against targets and local impact given different
topographies and (inadequate) supporting
infrastructure.

» The current Core Strategy covers the 25 year
period 2006 to 2031 and the technical appendix
to the latest “Authority Monitoring Report &
Progress on the Dacorum Development
Programme” reveals that in the first 5 years
(2006-11) of the plan Berkhamsted delivered 10
years worth of new housing stock and by 2016 the
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rate of development had exceeded Core Strategy
targets by a massive 34%. All this without any
improvements in infrastructure.

Compare this to the rest of the Borough.
Tring have done their bit (5% above target rate),
while small villages and countryside locations have
also hit targets. However, this is in stark contrast
to Hemel Hempstead, which is where the Inspector
agreed was the correct place to focus
development. Development in Hemel has been at
a pretty constant rate over the first 10 years of the
CS, unfortunately at rate some 21% below the
target figure. So, all the shortfall that DBC claim
we need to pick up in the new plan comes from
failure to concentrate on the Hemel developments.

» Berkhamsted should most not be punished
because the town has developed at a faster rate
than required by the plan. Just like a pint pot, once
it is full it is full and adding extra just makes for
one almighty mess.

» As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core
Strategy report, development in Berkhamsted “has
to be balanced against the need to protect the
town’s historic character and setting” and the
excessive growth in Berkhamsted proposed in this
option does not do this.

» Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear
— “demand for housing alone will not change Green
Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) —
and the commitment to protecting Green Belt has
been repeated many times, including by the
Chancellor in his recent budget speech. The
reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers
who generate the highest profit margins building
in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason to
focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green

Belt boundary changes.

Include files

Number Question 42

ID LPIO15884

Full Name D B Land and Planning

Company / Organisation D B Land and Planning

Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here No

Your response - Please add your response here + DBLP does not support either option for delivering
the levels of growth which are required in the
Borough

» Interms of releasing land from the green belt, case
law in IM properties v Lichfield has already
established that there is no test that green belt
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Include files

land is to be released as a “last resort”. Given that
the need for green belt review is justified, there is
need to consider the guidance in the Framework.
Paragraph 84 requires the policy maker to consider
the “consequences for sustainable development”.
Given the support elsewhere for the SHMA figure,
it remains to be seen how an approach which only
provides either a limited level of housing in the
green belt or none at all can be supported by the
evidence base.

» In Option 2A’s, the consequences are stark in that
there is no new development in the green belt,
thus seriously impending the Plan’s ability to
ensure the vitality of Markyate in respect of
paragraph 55 of the Framework

* In Option 2B’s case, the proposed focus of
development on a handful of locations green belt
fails to consider the impact such a strategy has on
sustainable development. This undermines the
ability of Larger Villages in the green belt to
accommodate modest levels of growth to support
the vitality of settlements in accordance with
paragraph 55 of the Framework. The evidence
base for DBLP’s site MY-3A (in the Arup Report)
has identified that it is suitable to be released from
the green belt

Number

ID

Full Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

Question 42

LPIO15908

Mrs Sue Yeomans

Chilterns Countryside Group

Chairman

No

We believe the figures for growth given for Options 2
and 3 to be premature in terms of Government
requirements.

Include files

Number Question 42
ID LP1015931
Full Name James Pitt

Company / Organisation

Gleeson Developments Limited

Position

Agent Name
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Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here No

Your response - Please add your response here Whilst Option 2A relates to a level of housing growth
that meets the requirements of the SHMA, it is
substantially below the new standard methodology figure
for Dacorum (bearing in mind the Core Strategy, whilst
adopted within the last 5 years, if effectively out of date
as regards housing provision). Therefore Option 2
generally should be rejected in favour of Option 3 (see
also our response to Question 16).

Option 2A substantially ignores the housing needs of
the three larger villages — even in scenarios that seek
to accommodate the majority of development at the three
main towns, it is inappropriate to make no provision at
the larger villages, to sustain their growth and provide
for local needs (including affordable housing needs)
arising from those larger villages and (in the case of
Bovingdon and Markyate at least) their dependent
hinterlands.

Whichever option is selected, Dacorum is facing a high
housing delivery target, and in order to maximise the
prospects for successful delivery, a wide choice of
development sites in a wide variety of locations will be

needed.

Include files

Number Question 42

ID LPIO15993

Full Name Mr Robert Sellwood

Company / Organisation The Crown Estate

Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here No

Your response - Please add your response here It is considered that the Option 2 growth level of 756
homes per year based on the latest SW Herts SHMA is
arobust and evidenced figure. Whilst there needs to be
greenfield allocations in the three main towns, this option
fails to fully capitalise on the sustainability benefits of
Hemel Hempstead as the main town in the District.

Include files

Number Question 42

ID LPIO16083

Full Name Dave Thomas

Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation
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Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

No

Your response - Please add your response here

Include files

Please find the attached document describing issues
and options that | and many other residents of Tring
have addressed regarding housing development

GFRA Response to Question 42, full document
attached to question 46

As per the discussion in relation to Option 1A the
distribution of housing in this instance is considered to
provide a wholly unreasonable over prescription to
Berkhamsted and Tring with regard to housing numbers
and significantly underserve the market place available
to Hemel Hempstead.

Number

ID

Full Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

Include files

Question 42
LPIO16138

Helen and Aaron Talbot

No

We attach the report commissioned by Grove Fields
Residents Association which we believe should be taken
into consideration with regards to proposed plans for
increased housing for Tring. We are a small town and
the plans for huge new housing developments (some
on Green Field sites) should be considered in the light
of this.

GFRA Response to Question 42, full document
attached to question 46

As per the discussion in relation to Option 1A the
distribution of housing in this instance is considered to
provide a wholly unreasonable over prescription to
Berkhamsted and Tring with regard to housing numbers
and significantly underserve the market place available
to Hemel Hempstead.

Number
ID

Full Name

Question 42
LPIO16197
Stuart Mcgrory

Company / Organisation
Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position
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Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

No

Please find attached report which | fully endorse. There
seems to be a complete lack of vision in the proposals
and lack of concern about what it will do to the
infrastructure of the town.

GFRA Response to Question 42, full document
attached to question 46

As per the discussion in relation to Option 1A the
distribution of housing in this instance is considered to
provide a wholly unreasonable over prescription to
Berkhamsted and Tring with regard to housing numbers
and significantly underserve the market place available
to Hemel Hempstead.

Include files

Number

ID

Full Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

Question 42
LP1016256
Stuart Mears

No

| write in regards to your "Issues and Options
Consultation Local Plan to 2036”.

| fully support the analysis and conclusions of the
Issues and Options Response prepared by the Grove
Fields Resident Association.

GFRA Response to Question 42, full document
attached to question 46

As per the discussion in relation to Option 1A the
distribution of housing in this instance is considered to
provide a wholly unreasonable over prescription to
Berkhamsted and Tring with regard to housing numbers
and significantly underserve the market place available
to Hemel Hempstead.

Include files

Number Question 42
ID LPIO16315
Full Name Kitty Thomas
Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here No

Your response - Please add your response here
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please find the attached report written on mine and
other residents request.
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GFRA Response to Question 42, full document
attached to question 46

As per the discussion in relation to Option 1A the
distribution of housing in this instance is considered to
provide a wholly unreasonable over prescription to
Berkhamsted and Tring with regard to housing numbers
and significantly underserve the market place available
to Hemel Hempstead.

Number

ID

Full Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

Include files

Question 42
LPIO16377
Aaron Smith

No

| support GFRA responses see below.

GFRA Response to Question 42, full document
attached to question 46

As per the discussion in relation to Option 1A the
distribution of housing in this instance is considered to
provide a wholly unreasonable over prescription to
Berkhamsted and Tring with regard to housing numbers
and significantly underserve the market place available
to Hemel Hempstead.

Number
ID

Full Name

Question 42
LP1016425
Ruth and Stephen Wright

Company / Organisation
Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation
Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

No

Your response - Please add your response here

The Berkhamsted Residents Action Group (BRAG)
have responded in full to the ‘Issues & Options’
consultation. To avoid full repetition of the extensive
points made in the BRAG response, we request you
accept this as confirmation that we wish DBC to
duplicate BRAG’s responses under our name.

However, we would like to take this opportunity
emphasize just a few of the most important points
within that response.
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Q36 to 45. Sections of this consultation suggest that to
support the 5 year housing land supply would
immediately require Green Belt releases. Obviously 5
year housing land supply needs to be located but the
consultation document indicates that DBC have
ill-conceived ideas of how to do this. The headline
principle should include the wording, “within urban
capacity”. Export to another Council area should not be
rejected, specifically the St Albans land east of Hemel.
There are many more permutations for growth
distribution, but clearly DBC have carried out a simple
arithmetic exercise and restricted the options offered to
fit with favoured promoted land sites. Over the first 10
years of the current Core Strategy Berkhamsted have
exceeded by a massive 34%. All this without any
improvements in infrastructure. In contrast, Hemel has
developed at a rate some 21% below the target figure.
All the shortfall that DBC claim we need to pick up in the
new plan comes from failure to concentrate on the Hemel
developments. Such disparities within Dacorum must
be taken into account when assessing development
numbers and site options. Hemel Hempstead,
Berkhamsted and Tring have quite different
topographical characteristics and infrastructure
constraints/needs which should be recognized when
considering housing allocations between them. Housing
distribution should not be a proportional arithmetical
exercise. Development should go where it can be most
suitably placed and least harmful. Any additional
development over and above that already planned for
in Berkhamsted would be disastrous given the town’s
infrastructure constraints and current deficits. As the
Planning Inspector stated in his Core Strategy report,
development in Berkhamsted “has to be balanced
against the need to protect the town’s historic character
and setting” and excessive growth in Berkhamsted
proposed in all but one of the options on the table does
not do this. Central Government’s policy on Green Belt
is clear — “demand for housing alone will not change
Green Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) — and the
commitment to protecting Green Belt has been repeated
many times, including by the Chancellor in his recent
budget speech. The reason the rate of build in
Berkhamsted is so high is a simple function of demand
from the developers who generate the highest profit
margins building in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a
reason to focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green Belt
boundary changes. Of the options put forward, Option
4B is the only one that would be acceptable for
Berkhamsted.

BRAG response to Question 42 (please note full
document is attached to Q46)

Question 42 Is Option 2A your preferred option
for delivering the growth needs of the Borough?

« This would represent massive over development
of Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4
(see Q4 to 7).



» No consideration has been given critical planning
considerations such as recent and on-going build
against targets and local impact given different
topographies and (inadequate) supporting
infrastructure.

» The current Core Strategy covers the 25 year
period 2006 to 2031 and the technical appendix
to the latest “Authority Monitoring Report &
Progress on the Dacorum Development
Programme” reveals that in the first 5 years
(2006-11) of the plan Berkhamsted delivered 10
years worth of new housing stock and by 2016 the
rate of development had exceeded Core Strategy
targets by a massive 34%. All this without any
improvements in infrastructure.

Compare this to the rest of the Borough.
Tring have done their bit (5% above target rate),
while small villages and countryside locations have
also hit targets. However, this is in stark contrast
to Hemel Hempstead, which is where the Inspector
agreed was the correct place to focus
development. Development in Hemel has been at
a pretty constant rate over the first 10 years of the
CS, unfortunately at rate some 21% below the
target figure. So, all the shortfall that DBC claim
we need to pick up in the new plan comes from
failure to concentrate on the Hemel developments.

* Berkhamsted should most not be punished
because the town has developed at a faster rate
than required by the plan. Just like a pint pot, once
it is full it is full and adding extra just makes for
one almighty mess.

» As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core
Strategy report, development in Berkhamsted “has
to be balanced against the need to protect the
town’s historic character and setting” and the
excessive growth in Berkhamsted proposed in this
option does not do this.

» Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear
— “demand for housing alone will not change Green
Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) —
and the commitment to protecting Green Belt has
been repeated many times, including by the
Chancellor in his recent budget speech. The
reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers
who generate the highest profit margins building
in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason to
focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green

Belt boundary changes.
Include files
Number Question 42
ID LP10O16490
Full Name Andrew Yeomans
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Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name
Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

Include files

No

I endorse the attached reports from the Chiltern
Countryside Group and the Grove Fields
Residents Association, regarding the local plan
consultation.

GFRA Response to Question 42, full document
attached to question 46

As per the discussion in relation to Option 1A the
distribution of housing in this instance is considered to
provide a wholly unreasonable over prescription to
Berkhamsted and Tring with regard to housing numbers
and significantly underserve the market place available
to Hemel Hempstead.

Number
ID

Full Name

Question 42
LPIO16515

Andrew Yeomans

Company / Organisation
Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation
Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

No

Your response - Please add your response here

| endorse the attached reports from the Chiltern
Countryside Group and the Grove Fields Residents
Association, regarding the local plan consultation.

CCG response to question 42 full document attached
to question 46

We believe the figures for growth given for Options 2
and 3 to be premature in terms of Government
requirements.

Include files
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274

Question 42
LP1O16566

lan Emmas



Company / Organisation
Position
Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

No

Question 42 Is Option 2A your preferred option for
delivering the growth needs of the Borough?

No

This would represent massive over development of
Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives, policies
and local aspirations set out in Section 4 (see Q4 to 7).

No consideration has been given critical planning
considerations such as recent and on-going build against
targets and local impact given different topographies
and (inadequate) supporting infrastructure.

The current Core Strategy covers the 25 year period
2006 to 2031 and the technical appendix to the latest
“Authority Monitoring Report & Progress on the Dacorum
Development Programme” reveals that in the first 5 years
(2006-11) of the plan Berkhamsted delivered 10 years
worth of new housing stock and by 2016 the rate of
development had exceeded Core Strategy targets by a
massive 34%. All this without any improvements in
infrastructure.

Compare this to the rest of the Borough. Tring have done
their bit (5% above target rate), while small villages and
countryside locations have also hit targets. However,
this is in stark contrast to Hemel Hempstead, which is
where the Inspector agreed was the correct place to
focus development. Development in Hemel has been at
a pretty constant rate over the first 10 years of the CS,
unfortunately at rate some 21% below the target figure.
So, all the shortfall that DBC claim we need to pick up
in the new plan comes from failure to concentrate on the
Hemel developments.

Berkhamsted should most not be punished because
the town has developed at a faster rate than required
by the plan. Just like a pint pot, once it is full it is full and
adding extra just makes for one almighty mess.

As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core Strategy
report, development in Berkhamsted “has to be balanced
against the need to protect the town'’s historic character
and setting” and the excessive growth in Berkhamsted
proposed in this option does not do this.

Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear
— “demand for housing alone will not change Green Belt
boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of State for
Housing and Planning — June 2016) — and the
commitment to protecting Green Belt has been repeated
many times, including by the Chancellor in his recent
budget speech. The reason the rate of build in
Berkhamsted is so high is a simple function of demand
from the developers who generate the highest profit
margins building in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a
reason to focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green Belt
boundary changes.
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Question 42
LPIO16701
Katie Parsons
Historic England

Historic Environment Planning Advisor

No

We do not have a preference for any growth option at
present until further information and analysis has been
carried with regards to potential heritage impacts.
However, we are keen to ensure that growth and
development conserves and enhances the significance
of the Borough’s many heritage assets.

We are pleased to see that the cumulative impacts
deriving from the potential development at Gorhambury
in the neighbouring authority of St Albans City and
District is being considered as part of the growth options
appraisal process. A good understanding of the
cumulative impacts of development is an important part
of understanding the wider impacts upon the historic
environment.

Include files

Number Question 42

ID LPIO16735

Full Name Martin Ephgrave

Company / Organisation

Position
Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position
Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

No

» ltis appropriate to allocate the majority of housing
growth to the largest and most sustainable
settlements in the Borough, but this should not be
at the expense of the smaller settlements, which
also have a need for new homes

» Growth options 1A to 2B are unacceptable as they
do not propose any new homes in the ‘Rest of the
Borough’, and this is inconsistent with the NPPF

The level of growth allocated to the ‘Rest of the Borough’
(including Options 2C and 3) should be increased
significantly as these options are all below the current
level of growth allocated in the adopted Core Strategy

Include files
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Question 42
LPIO16754
Martin Ephgrave

No

No, for the reasons given in our response to question
39.copy below

No. This is based on the draft government figure of only
600 dwellings per year, which is unacceptable. This level
of growth is below the locally assessed need figure of
756 which is currently the most up to date assessment
of housing needs, so will not deliver the housing that is
needed in the Borough. This level of growth is also
represents only 40% of actual need (based on the

new Government methodology), and only applies for a
limited time until Sept 2018 when the Core Strategy will
be 5 years old. The new local plan will be adopted after
this date and should the new government method be
introduced, the actual requirement will increase to 1,100.

Furthermore, for the reasons already identified in respect
of our response to Question 8 (proposed broad approach
to distributing new development), the council should not
adopt a growth option which does not allocate any
housing to the settlements that exist in the ‘Rest of the
Borough'. To do so would deprive these rural
communities of much needed housing growth and this
is not sustainable.

Include files

Number Question 42

ID LP1O16849

Full Name Jon G. Wright Dawn Sanders

Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name
Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

No

As a member of the Grove Field Residents Association,
| am in broad agreement with their conclusions.

| would rule out, on the basis of over-development,
Options 2A, 2B, and 2C.

GFRA Response to Question 42, full document
attached to question 46

As per the discussion in relation to Option 1A the
distribution of housing in this instance is considered to
provide a wholly unreasonable over prescription to
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Berkhamsted and Tring with regard to housing numbers
and significantly underserve the market place available
to Hemel Hempstead.
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Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

Question 42
LPIO16917
Jan Mcgrory

No

Having read the document submitted by the grove fields
residents association, | concur whole heartedly with its
findings

GFRA Response to Question 42, full document
attached to question 46

As per the discussion in relation to Option 1A the
distribution of housing in this instance is considered to
provide a wholly unreasonable over prescription to
Berkhamsted and Tring with regard to housing numbers
and significantly underserve the market place available
to Hemel Hempstead.
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Full Name Chris Pike
Company / Organisation
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Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here No

Your response - Please add your response here

278

Please register my support for this report by Grove Fields
Residents Association.

| support this whole heartedly.

GFRA Response to Question 42, full document
attached to question 46

As per the discussion in relation to Option 1A the
distribution of housing in this instance is considered to
provide a wholly unreasonable over prescription to
Berkhamsted and Tring with regard to housing numbers
and significantly underserve the market place available
to Hemel Hempstead.
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Question 42
LPIO17062

Jade Holmes

No

| attach a report by planning consultants that reflects my
personal views on the development proposals for
Dacorum that have been presented for comment.

GFRA Response to Question 42, full document
attached to question 46

As per the discussion in relation to Option 1A the
distribution of housing in this instance is considered to
provide a wholly unreasonable over prescription to
Berkhamsted and Tring with regard to housing numbers
and significantly underserve the market place available
to Hemel Hempstead.
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ID LPIO17119

Full Name Grahame Senior

Company / Organisation

Position
Agent Name

Company / Organisation
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Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

Include files

No

| support and endorse the views expressed in the
attached document as a member of GFRA

GFRA Response to Question 42, full document
attached to question 46

As per the discussion in relation to Option 1A the
distribution of housing in this instance is considered to
provide a wholly unreasonable over prescription to
Berkhamsted and Tring with regard to housing numbers
and significantly underserve the market place available
to Hemel Hempstead.

Number
ID

Full Name

Question 42
LPIO17254

Debbie Crooks Pam Moss
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No

The Berkhamsted Residents Action Group (BRAG) has
responded in full to the ‘Issues & Options’ consultation.
To avoid full repetition of the extensive points made in
the BRAG response, | request you accept this as
confirmation that | wish DBC to duplicate BRAG’s
responses under my name.

However, | would like to take this opportunity emphasize
just a few of the most important points within that
response

Q36 to 45. Sections of this consultation suggest that to
support the 5 year housing land supply would
immediately require Green Belt releases. Obviously 5
year housing land supply needs to be located but the
consultation document indicates that DBC have
ill-conceived ideas of how to do this. The headline
principle should include the wording, “within urban
capacity”. Export to another Council area should not be
rejected, specifically the St Albans land east of Hemel.
There are many more permutations for growth
distribution, but clearly DBC have carried out a simple
arithmetic exercise and restricted the options offered to
fit with favoured promoted land sites. Over the first 10
years of the current Core Strategy Berkhamsted

have exceeded by a massive 34%. All this without any
improvements in infrastructure. In contrast, Hemel has
developed at a rate some 21% below the target figure.
All the shortfall that DBC claim we need to pick up in the
new plan comes from failure to concentrate on the Hemel
developments. Such disparities within Dacorum must
be taken into account when assessing development
numbers and site options. Hemel Hempstead,
Berkhamsted and Tring have quite different
topographical characteristics and infrastructure
constraints/needs which should be recognized when
considering housing allocations between them. Housing
distribution should not be a proportional arithmetical
exercise. Development should go where it can be most
suitably placed and least harmful. Any additional
development over and above that already planned for
in Berkhamsted would be disastrous given the town’s
infrastructure constraints and current deficits. As the
Planning Inspector stated in his Core Strategy report,
development in Berkhamsted “has to be balanced
against the need to protect the town'’s historic character
and setting” and excessive growth in Berkhamsted
proposed in all but one of the options on the table does
not do this. Central Government’s policy on Green Belt
is clear — “demand for housing alone will not change
Green Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) — and the
commitment to protecting Green Belt has been repeated
many times, including by the Chancellor in his recent




budget speech. The reason the rate of build in
Berkhamsted is so high is a simple function of demand
from the developers who generate the highest profit
margins building in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a
reason to focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green Belt
boundary changes.

Of the options put forward, Option 1B is the only one
that would be acceptable for Berkhamsted

BRAG response to Question 42 (please note full
document is attached to Q46)

Question 42 Is Option 2A your preferred option
for delivering the growth needs of the Borough?

» This would represent massive over development
of Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4
(see Q4 to 7).

* No consideration has been given critical planning
considerations such as recent and on-going build
against targets and local impact given different
topographies and (inadequate) supporting
infrastructure.

» The current Core Strategy covers the 25 year
period 2006 to 2031 and the technical appendix
to the latest “Authority Monitoring Report &
Progress on the Dacorum Development
Programme” reveals that in the first 5 years
(2006-11) of the plan Berkhamsted delivered 10
years worth of new housing stock and by 2016 the
rate of development had exceeded Core Strategy
targets by a massive 34%. All this without any
improvements in infrastructure.

Compare this to the rest of the Borough.
Tring have done their bit (5% above target rate),
while small villages and countryside locations have
also hit targets. However, this is in stark contrast
to Hemel Hempstead, which is where the Inspector
agreed was the correct place to focus
development. Development in Hemel has been at
a pretty constant rate over the first 10 years of the
CS, unfortunately at rate some 21% below the
target figure. So, all the shortfall that DBC claim
we need to pick up in the new plan comes from
failure to concentrate on the Hemel developments.

* Berkhamsted should most not be punished
because the town has developed at a faster rate
than required by the plan. Just like a pint pot, once
it is full it is full and adding extra just makes for
one almighty mess.

» As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core
Strategy report, development in Berkhamsted “has
to be balanced against the need to protect the
town’s historic character and setting” and the
excessive growth in Berkhamsted proposed in this
option does not do this.

» Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear
— “demand for housing alone will not change Green
Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) —
and the commitment to protecting Green Belt has
been repeated many times, including by the
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Chancellor in his recent budget speech. The
reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers
who generate the highest profit margins building
in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason to
focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green
Belt boundary changes.

Question 42
LPIO17310

Margaret and Andrew Pike

No

We wish to object most strongly to the plan to build
any more dwellings in Berkhamsted and fully
support all the arguments that the Berkhamsted
Residents Action Group (BRAG) have put forward.

BRAG response to Question 42 (please note full
document is attached to Q46)

Question 42 Is Option 2A your preferred option
for delivering the growth needs of the Borough?

* This would represent massive over development
of Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4
(see Q4 to 7).

* No consideration has been given critical planning
considerations such as recent and on-going build
against targets and local impact given different
topographies and (inadequate) supporting
infrastructure.

» The current Core Strategy covers the 25 year
period 2006 to 2031 and the technical appendix
to the latest “Authority Monitoring Report &
Progress on the Dacorum Development
Programme” reveals that in the first 5 years
(2006-11) of the plan Berkhamsted delivered 10
years worth of new housing stock and by 2016 the
rate of development had exceeded Core Strategy
targets by a massive 34%. All this without any
improvements in infrastructure.

Compare this to the rest of the Borough.
Tring have done their bit (5% above target rate),
while small villages and countryside locations have
also hit targets. However, this is in stark contrast
to Hemel Hempstead, which is where the Inspector
agreed was the correct place to focus
development. Development in Hemel has been at
a pretty constant rate over the first 10 years of the
CS, unfortunately at rate some 21% below the



target figure. So, all the shortfall that DBC claim
we need to pick up in the new plan comes from
failure to concentrate on the Hemel developments.

» Berkhamsted should most not be punished
because the town has developed at a faster rate
than required by the plan. Just like a pint pot, once
it is full it is full and adding extra just makes for
one almighty mess.

» As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core
Strategy report, development in Berkhamsted “has
to be balanced against the need to protect the
town’s historic character and setting” and the
excessive growth in Berkhamsted proposed in this
option does not do this.

» Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear
— “demand for housing alone will not change Green
Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) —
and the commitment to protecting Green Belt has
been repeated many times, including by the
Chancellor in his recent budget speech. The
reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers
who generate the highest profit margins building
in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason to
focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green
Belt boundary changes.
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Question 42
LPIO17366
Mr David Parker

No

As a member of the Grove Fields Residents
Association (GFRA) and a resident of Grove Road,
Tring | attach the response prepared by the planning
consultant appointed by the GRFA.

GFRA Response to Question 42, full document
attached to question 46

As per the discussion in relation to Option 1A the
distribution of housing in this instance is considered to
provide a wholly unreasonable over prescription to
Berkhamsted and Tring with regard to housing numbers
and significantly underserve the market place available
to Hemel Hempstead.

Number
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LPIO17418

Lesley Brown

No

Finally, | fully support the responses to the Local Plan

as submitted by the Berkhamsted Citizens Association
and the Dacorum Health Action Group both of which |

have fully read.

Berkhamsted Citizens Association response to question
42 below (copy of full response attached to question 46)

Question 42

Is Option 2A your preferred option for delivering the
growth needs of the Borough?

No

* This would represent massive over development
of Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4
(see Q4 to 7 - copy below)

Question 4

Do you agree with the suggested vision for the
Borough?

No - it’s pie in the sky

» Thevision is far removed from reality. For example,
‘towns and villages have sufficient water supply’
(water is one of the major issues and can only be
exacerbated by proposed development options)
and ‘access to the Watford Health Campus is
improved’ (the new road has had almost no impact
on the realities of travelling to the hospital).

» Itis difficult to see how access to the Watford
Health Campus can be improved with the
additional traffic that will be caused by the
proposed scale of development. Health service
provision within Dacorum should be improved, for
this purpose we propose that part of site KL-h3 be
reserved for possible future health purposes.

* We have in Dacorum a USP of two irreplaceable
water courses, the Grand Union Canal and the
Bourne rivers. It is proposed that there is
substantial development along the banks of the
Grand Union Canal which would completely
destroy its ethos as a linear green park running
through our authority. The intention to develop the
banks of the canal is against DBC’s policies to
respect our industrial heritage and to promote
tourism.

» Disagree that the Watford Health Campus is an
appropriate/adequate ‘vision’ for the health care
aspirations of Dacorum.

» Elderly care has been omitted from the vision. We
also have no urgent care facility.
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» It has long been accepted that we need a new
hospital for this area.

Question 5

Does our current Core Strategy reflect the specific
local aspirations and/or qualities that you feel should
continue to be reflected in the visions for Hemel
Hempstead, Berkhamsted, Tring, Markyate, Kings
Langley, Bovingdon,

or the wider countryside?

Yes, but this new plan does not, and the proposals
will not deliver!

Question 6

Do you agree with the suggested objectives for the
new Local Plan?

Yes

» Strongly agree — all options should be robustly
measured against these objectives. Itis impossible
to improve Berkhamsted’s transport system with
our topography

» The 6th bullet point of “Sustainable Development
should read: To conserve and enhance the function
and character of the fowns, villages and
countryside

» Both Berkhamsted and Tring have enjoyed
excellent character studies prepared by DBC, the
objectives of the new local plan totally ignore these
excellent and perceptive documents, which took
a great deal of time and money for DBC to produce
and they should not be ignored

» The 2nd bullet point of Infrastructure and Delivery
should read: To co-ordinate the delivery
of adequate new infrastructure with development

Question 7

Do you agree with the proposed policy coverage of
the new Local Plan?

Yes

» Policies identified are crucial — all options should
be measured against them. We need to make sure
that supplementary planning guidance is adhered
to, particularly our character appraisals.

Question 42
LPIO17474
Sara Bell

No

| believe you have already received the attached from
planning consultants on behalf of the Grove Fields
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Residents Association. As a community member strongly
opposed to the suggested development, | felt it
necessary to re-send the report with my own comments
on the matter.

GFRA Response to Question 42, full document
attached to question 46

As per the discussion in relation to Option 1A the
distribution of housing in this instance is considered to
provide a wholly unreasonable over prescription to
Berkhamsted and Tring with regard to housing numbers
and significantly underserve the market place available
to Hemel Hempstead.
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Question 42
LPIO17532

Emma Talbot

The Little Cloth Rabbit

No

Please find attached a report (GFRA) about the
proposed development of Tring.

GFRA Response to Question 42, full document
attached to question 46

As per the discussion in relation to Option 1A the
distribution of housing in this instance is considered to
provide a wholly unreasonable over prescription to
Berkhamsted and Tring with regard to housing numbers
and significantly underserve the market place available
to Hemel Hempstead.
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Full Name MR DAVID BROWN
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No

Finally, | fully support the responses to the Local Plan

as submitted by the Berkhamsted Citizens Association
and the Dacorum Health Action Group both of which |

have fully read.



Berkhamsted Citizens Association response to question
42 below (copy of full response attached to question 46)

Question 42

Is Option 2A your preferred option for delivering the
growth needs of the Borough?

No

* This would represent massive over development
of Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4
(see Q4 to 7 - copy below)

Question 4

Do you agree with the suggested vision for the
Borough?

No - it’s pie in the sky

» Thevision is far removed from reality. For example,
‘towns and villages have sufficient water supply’
(water is one of the major issues and can only be
exacerbated by proposed development options)
and ‘access to the Watford Health Campus is
improved’ (the new road has had almost no impact
on the realities of travelling to the hospital).

» Itis difficult to see how access to the Watford
Health Campus can be improved with the
additional traffic that will be caused by the
proposed scale of development. Health service
provision within Dacorum should be improved, for
this purpose we propose that part of site KL-h3 be
reserved for possible future health purposes.

* We have in Dacorum a USP of two irreplaceable
water courses, the Grand Union Canal and the
Bourne rivers. It is proposed that there is
substantial development along the banks of the
Grand Union Canal which would completely
destroy its ethos as a linear green park running
through our authority. The intention to develop the
banks of the canal is against DBC’s policies to
respect our industrial heritage and to promote
tourism.

» Disagree that the Watford Health Campus is an
appropriate/adequate ‘vision’ for the health care
aspirations of Dacorum.

» Elderly care has been omitted from the vision. We
also have no urgent care facility.

* It has long been accepted that we need a new
hospital for this area.

Question 5

Does our current Core Strategy reflect the specific
local aspirations and/or qualities that you feel should
continue to be reflected in the visions for Hemel
Hempstead, Berkhamsted, Tring, Markyate, Kings
Langley, Bovingdon,

or the wider countryside?

Yes, but this new plan does not, and the proposals
will not deliver!

Question 6

Do you agree with the suggested objectives for the
new Local Plan?
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Yes

« Strongly agree — all options should be robustly
measured against these objectives. It is impossible
to improve Berkhamsted’s transport system with
our topography

» The 6th bullet point of “Sustainable Development
should read: To conserve and enhance the function
and character of the fowns, villages and
countryside

» Both Berkhamsted and Tring have enjoyed
excellent character studies prepared by DBC, the
objectives of the new local plan totally ignore these
excellent and perceptive documents, which took
a great deal of time and money for DBC to produce
and they should not be ignored

+ The 2nd bullet point of Infrastructure and Delivery
should read: To co-ordinate the delivery
of adequate new infrastructure with development

Question 7

Do you agree with the proposed policy coverage of
the new Local Plan?

Yes

» Policies identified are crucial — all options should
be measured against them. We need to make sure
that supplementary planning guidance is adhered
to, particularly our character appraisals.

Question 42
LPIO17587
Mr Garry Lilburn

Yes

would like to register my objections to the strategic plans
of building on any green belt areas within Dacorum. If
building is necessary it should only be confided to the
towns and should not lead to villages being increased
in size.

My reasons are that | chose to live in Kings Langley as
it was a village. | enjoyed that when you approached the
village you came through green belt areas such as by
the Hillside Farm and that when | went for a walk | had
a short walk before | was in the countryside.

The character of the village is why | chose to live here
and to increase its size, allowing the village to join up
with other areas will lose the current identity of the village
and will lose its character. Village life should be exactly
that. Any proposals to increase the size of the village
would make it like a small town rather than a village and
this should be opposed.
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The joining up of areas i.e. using up green areas for
building will lose Kings Langley’s character of a village
atmosphere, green spaces close to the village centre,
as sense of community which towns do not offer. This
is the reasons why so many people live here and to
change that character through the coalescence with
other areas should be opposed and | object to any
building in this area for that reason.

| would also state that building in Shendish is NOT
Hemel Hempstead despite the postcode but is very much
part of Kings Langley. Allowing Kings Langley to be
swallowed up to Hemel Hempstead in this manner who
be terrible for Kings Langley and particularly its character
as a village.

| also do not think that the arterial roads or services
could cope with such developments but | appreciate that
this may not hold sway with your design making. | do
however think that making the severely congested roads
even more congested would affect the character of the
village. To have a High Street completely blocked by
traffic queuing to join the M25 or queuing to enter the
village High Street from the M25 will ruin the character
too: eating/drinking in the High Street will be very
unpopular and the sense that the High Street is the
centre of the village will be eroded if it cannot be reached
due to weight of traffic twice a day.

In summary, | object to building in Kings Langley and
favour the options of increasing the Dacorum towns but
not to the detriment of neighbouring villages.

Question 42
LPIO17639
Paul Hembury

No

| am writing to express my concern over the
proposed development of Tring as set out in the
Issues and Options Consultation Local Plan to
2036. The attached report (GFRA) by Next Phase
Planning & Development details my concerns
comprehensively.

GFRA Response to Question 42, full document
attached to question 46

As per the discussion in relation to Option 1A the
distribution of housing in this instance is considered to
provide a wholly unreasonable over prescription to
Berkhamsted and Tring with regard to housing numbers
and significantly underserve the market place available
to Hemel Hempstead.
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Number Question 42
ID LPIO17655
Full Name Guinness Partnership
Company / Organisation Guinness Partnership
Position
Agent Name
Company / Organisation
Position
Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here No
Your response - Please add your response here An alternative or additional solution is described on the
following pages to give effect to the growth options for
Markyate, namely:
Growth Options
Not GB
GB
1A & 1B
200
1C
200
160
2A & 2B
200
2C
200
160
3
200
600
Keymer Cavendish 400 — see
Appendix 5 (Appendix attached to Q46 - LPIO17659
Include files
Number Question 42
ID LPIO17713
Full Name Michael and Jill Sanders

Company / Organisation

Position
Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here No
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As Members of the Grove Fields Action Group we
have commissioned the attached report, at great
expense, which indicates how strongly we feel about
these proposals. This report sets out in great detail
our concerns, far more eloquently than we could do
ourselves.

GFRA Response to Question 42, full document
attached to question 46

As per the discussion in relation to Option 1A the
distribution of housing in this instance is considered to
provide a wholly unreasonable over prescription to
Berkhamsted and Tring with regard to housing numbers
and significantly underserve the market place available
to Hemel Hempstead.

Question 42
LPIO17762

Diana Woodward

No

| have read the submissions made to you by
the Berkhamsted Citizens Association and the Labour
Party, and would like to endorse the views they express.

BCA response to Question 42 below - full document
attached to Question 46

Is Option 2A your preferred option for delivering the
growth needs of the Borough?

No

» This would represent massive over development
of Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4
(see Q4 to 7)(copy below)

Question 4

Do you agree with the suggested vision for the
Borough?

No - it’s pie in the sky

» The vision is far removed from reality. For example,
‘towns and villages have sufficient water supply’
(water is one of the major issues and can only be
exacerbated by proposed development options)
and ‘access to the Watford Health Campus is
improved’ (the new road has had almost no impact
on the realities of travelling to the hospital).

+ Itis difficult to see how access to the Watford
Health Campus can be improved with the
additional traffic that will be caused by the
proposed scale of development. Health service
provision within Dacorum should be improved, for
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this purpose we propose that part of site KL-h3 be
reserved for possible future health purposes.

*  We have in Dacorum a USP of two irreplaceable
water courses, the Grand Union Canal and the
Bourne rivers. It is proposed that there is
substantial development along the banks of the
Grand Union Canal which would completely
destroy its ethos as a linear green park running
through our authority. The intention to develop the
banks of the canal is against DBC’s policies to
respect our industrial heritage and to promote
tourism.

» Disagree that the Watford Health Campus is an
appropriate/adequate ‘vision’ for the health care
aspirations of Dacorum.

» Elderly care has been omitted from the vision. We
also have no urgent care facility.

» It has long been accepted that we need a new
hospital for this area.

Question 5

Does our current Core Strategy reflect the specific
local aspirations and/or qualities that you feel should
continue to be reflected in the visions for Hemel
Hempstead, Berkhamsted, Tring, Markyate, Kings
Langley, Bovingdon,

or the wider countryside?

Yes, but this new plan does not, and the proposals
will not deliver!

Question 6

Do you agree with the suggested objectives for the
new Local Plan?

Yes

» Strongly agree — all options should be robustly
measured against these objectives. Itis impossible
to improve Berkhamsted’s transport system with
our topography

» The 6th bullet point of “Sustainable Development
should read: To conserve and enhance the function
and character of the fowns, villages and
countryside

» Both Berkhamsted and Tring have enjoyed
excellent character studies prepared by DBC, the
objectives of the new local plan totally ignore these
excellent and perceptive documents, which took
a great deal of time and money for DBC to produce
and they should not be ignored

* The 2nd bullet point of Infrastructure and Delivery
should read: To co-ordinate the delivery
of adequate new infrastructure with development

Question 7

Do you agree with the proposed policy coverage of
the new Local Plan?

Yes

» Policies identified are crucial — all options should
be measured against them. We need to make sure
that supplementary planning guidance is adhered
to, particularly our character appraisals
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Question 42
LPIO17818

John and Helen Osborne

No

We are members of the Grove Field Residents
Association and support the analysis and
conclusions of the planning consultants
commissioned by the Association (attached).

GFRA Response to Question 42, full document
attached to question 46

As per the discussion in relation to Option 1A the
distribution of housing in this instance is considered to
provide a wholly unreasonable over prescription to
Berkhamsted and Tring with regard to housing numbers
and significantly underserve the market place available
to Hemel Hempstead.

Include files

Number Question 42

ID LPIO17876

Full Name David and Jane Elsmore

Company / Organisation

Position
Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position
Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

No

We are members of the Grove Field Residents
Association and support the analysis and
conclusions of the planning consultants
commissioned by the Association (attached).

GFRA Response to Question 42, full document
attached to question 46

As per the discussion in relation to Option 1A the
distribution of housing in this instance is considered to
provide a wholly unreasonable over prescription to
Berkhamsted and Tring with regard to housing numbers
and significantly underserve the market place available
to Hemel Hempstead.
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Question 42
LPIO17934
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Dave Davies
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Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

Include files

No

Please find attached a reports commissioned by a
residents association (GFRA) challenging the current
plants for additional building in the Tring area.

GFRA Response to Question 42, full document
attached to question 46

As per the discussion in relation to Option 1A the
distribution of housing in this instance is considered to
provide a wholly unreasonable over prescription to
Berkhamsted and Tring with regard to housing numbers
and significantly underserve the market place available
to Hemel Hempstead.

Number

ID
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Company / Organisation

Position
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Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

Include files

Question 42
LPIO17981
Mr Michael Burbidge

No

The figures contained in this document do not state the
current number of houses in each of the sites so that an
assessment of the relative impact of each of the options
can be made by someone who is not an expert.

| am not sure if this is deliberate but it is a serious
omission. | think that Tring has 12,000 people so at 3
people a house this is 4000 houses. The plans in Option
2a to build more than 2100 houses and increase the
population by 40-50% or more would have a significant
impact on the character of the town which is contrary to
the aims of the plan and significant impact on the town
centre and the infrastructure. These impacts are not
catered for in the plan which expects minor impacts on
transport, leisure and sports infrastructure and on the
town centre. This is clearly not the case.

Both primary and secondary school provision would be
impacted with no answers for secondary schools
provided in the plan.

Number

Question 42
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mr Richard Lambert

Company / Organisation
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Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

No

Your response - Please add your response here

Include files

| wanted to quickly summarise how | feel about your
plans for the redevelopment of Tring. | visited the recent
Public Consultation event held at the Pendley Manor
Hotel and had a conversation with a number of people
from Dacorum there. The attached document deftly sets
out the detailed views, but in summary (GFRA
DOCUMEMNT) , my own views can be summarised in
a handful of bullet point.

GFRA Response to Question 42, full document
attached to question 46

As per the discussion in relation to Option 1A the
distribution of housing in this instance is considered to
provide a wholly unreasonable over prescription to
Berkhamsted and Tring with regard to housing numbers
and significantly underserve the market place available
to Hemel Hempstead.
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Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

Include files

Question 42
LPIO18114
Mr Graham Bright

No

Please find attached the response from the Grove Fields
Residents Association, which | fully endorse.

My personal position, in summary is as follows:

GFRA Response to Question 42, full document
attached to question 46

As per the discussion in relation to Option 1A the
distribution of housing in this instance is considered to
provide a wholly unreasonable over prescription to
Berkhamsted and Tring with regard to housing numbers
and significantly underserve the market place available
to Hemel Hempstead.

Number

Question 42
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Full Name

LPIO18171
Peter and Cathy Davidson

Company / Organisation
Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation
Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

No

Your response - Please add your response here

Further opinions and ideas are given in Grove Fields
Consultants report attached

GFRA Response to Question 42, full document
attached to question 46

As per the discussion in relation to Option 1A the
distribution of housing in this instance is considered to
provide a wholly unreasonable over prescription to
Berkhamsted and Tring with regard to housing numbers
and significantly underserve the market place available
to Hemel Hempstead.

Include files

Number

ID

Full Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here
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Question 42
LP1018228

Nicky and Dave Hulse

No

Please see attached the Grove Fields Residents
Association's responses to the proposed developments
in Tring, which we concur with and of which we are a
member

GFRA Response to Question 42, full document
attached to question 46

As per the discussion in relation to Option 1A the
distribution of housing in this instance is considered to
provide a wholly unreasonable over prescription to
Berkhamsted and Tring with regard to housing numbers
and significantly underserve the market place available
to Hemel Hempstead.

Include files

Number Question 42
ID LP1018282
Full Name Gail Skelton

Company / Organisation
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Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

No

| am writing as a member and in support of BRAG to
voice my concerns over the latest building proposal to
my home town. However | have to confess that | usually
have the cynical opinion that this will count for very little
and to this extent, | sincerely hope that | am proved
wrong.

Q36 to 45. Sections of this consultation suggest that to
support the 5 year housing land supply would
immediately require Green Belt releases. Obviously 5
year housing land supply needs to be located but the
consultation document indicates that DBC have
ill-conceived ideas of how to do this. The headline
principle should include the wording, “within urban
capacity”. Export to another Council area should not be
rejected, specifically the St Albans land east of Hemel.
There are many more permutations for growth
distribution, but clearly DBC have carried out a simple
arithmetic exercise and restricted the options offered to
fit with favoured promoted land sites. Over the first 10
years of the current Core Strategy Berkhamsted

have exceeded by a massive 34%. All this without any
improvements in infrastructure. In contrast, Hemel has
developed at a rate some 21% below the target figure.
All the shortfall that DBC claim we need to pick up in the
new plan comes from failure to concentrate on the Hemel
developments. Such disparities within Dacorum must
be taken into account when assessing development
numbers and site options. Hemel Hempstead,
Berkhamsted and Tring have quite different
topographical characteristics and infrastructure
constraints/needs which should be recognized when
considering housing allocations between them. Housing
distribution should not be a proportional arithmetical
exercise. Development should go where it can be most
suitably placed and least harmful. Any additional
development over and above that already planned for
in Berkhamsted would be disastrous given the town’s
infrastructure constraints and current deficits. As the
Planning Inspector stated in his Core Strategy report,
development in Berkhamsted “has to be balanced
against the need to protect the town’s historic character
and setting” and excessive growth in Berkhamsted
proposed in all but one of the options on the table does
not do this. Central Government’s policy on Green Belt
is clear — “demand for housing alone will not change
Green Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) — and the
commitment to protecting Green Belt has been repeated
many times, including by the Chancellor in his recent
budget speech. The reason the rate of build in
Berkhamsted is so high is a simple function of demand
from the developers who generate the highest profit
margins building in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a
reason to focus even more development on Berkhamsted
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and under Government policy cannot lead to Green Belt
boundary changes. Of the options put forward, Option
4B is the only one that would be acceptable for
Berkhamsted.

BRAG response to Question 42 (please note full
document is attached to Q46)

Question 42 Is Option 2A your preferred option
for delivering the growth needs of the Borough?

This would represent massive over development
of Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4
(see Q4 to 7).
No consideration has been given critical planning
considerations such as recent and on-going build
against targets and local impact given different
topographies and (inadequate) supporting
infrastructure.
The current Core Strategy covers the 25 year
period 2006 to 2031 and the technical appendix
to the latest “Authority Monitoring Report &
Progress on the Dacorum Development
Programme” reveals that in the first 5 years
(2006-11) of the plan Berkhamsted delivered 10
years worth of new housing stock and by 2016 the
rate of development had exceeded Core Strategy
targets by a massive 34%. All this without any
improvements in infrastructure.

Compare this to the rest of the Borough.
Tring have done their bit (5% above target rate),
while small villages and countryside locations have
also hit targets. However, this is in stark contrast
to Hemel Hempstead, which is where the Inspector
agreed was the correct place to focus
development. Development in Hemel has been at
a pretty constant rate over the first 10 years of the
CS, unfortunately at rate some 21% below the
target figure. So, all the shortfall that DBC claim
we need to pick up in the new plan comes from
failure to concentrate on the Hemel developments.
Berkhamsted should most not be punished
because the town has developed at a faster rate
than required by the plan. Just like a pint pot, once
it is full it is full and adding extra just makes for
one almighty mess.
As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core
Strategy report, development in Berkhamsted “has
to be balanced against the need to protect the
town’s historic character and setting” and the
excessive growth in Berkhamsted proposed in this
option does not do this.
Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear
— “demand for housing alone will not change Green
Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) —
and the commitment to protecting Green Belt has
been repeated many times, including by the
Chancellor in his recent budget speech. The
reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers
who generate the highest profit margins building
in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason to
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focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green
Belt boundary changes.

Question 42
LP1018341

Terry and Jennifer Elliott

No

We are members of the Grove Fields Residents
Association and as such support their recommendations.

We are writing in our own capacity as long term
residents, (one of us being a local teacher for over

30 years), to add our personal comments regarding
the proposed increase in housing in Tring, as a result of
the published Strategic Planning Options for the area.

GFRA Response to Question 42, full document
attached to question 46

As per the discussion in relation to Option 1A the
distribution of housing in this instance is considered to
provide a wholly unreasonable over prescription to
Berkhamsted and Tring with regard to housing numbers
and significantly underserve the market place available
to Hemel Hempstead.

Include files

Number Question 42

ID LPIO18366

Full Name Plato Property Investments LLP

Company / Organisation

Position

Plato Property Investments LLP
C/O Aitchison Rafferty

Agent Name
Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

No

This Statement has been prepared to respond to the
questions set out in the Issues and Options Consultation
published by the Council in November 2017. It is
submitted on behalf of Plato Property investments LLP
in respect of a site located to the south east of the Mini
dealership at London Road, Cow Roast HP23 5RE.

This Statement should be read along with the Planning
Statement attached at Appendix 1 (see Q 46 for
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attachment) which sets out the detailed planning case
in support of the allocation of the site for housing in the
emerging Local Plan.

In summary, we consider that:

» ltis appropriate to allocate the majority of housing
growth to the largest and most sustainable
settlements in the Borough, but this should not be
at the expense of the smaller settlements in the
Borough, which also have a need for new homes

» Growth options 1A to 2B are unacceptable as they
do not propose any new homes in the ‘Rest of the
Borough’. This is also inconsistent with NPPF para
28 which advocates that “Planning Policies should
support economic growth in rural areas...”

* The level of growth allocated to the ‘Rest of the
Borough’ (including Options 2C and 3) should be
increased significantly as these options are all
below and inconsistent with growth allocated in
the current adopted Core Strategy

No, for the reasons given in our response to question
39. (copy below)

No. This is based on the draft government figure of only
600 dwellings per year, which is unacceptable. This level
of growth is below the locally assessed need figure of
756 which is currently the most up to date assessment
of housing needs, so will not deliver the housing that is
needed in the Borough. This level of growth is also
represents only 40% of actual need (based on the new
Government methodology), and only applies for a limited
time until Sept 2018 when the Core Strategy will be 5
years old. The new local plan will be adopted after this
date and should the new government method be
introduced, the actual requirement will increase to 1,100.

Furthermore, for the reasons already identified in
respect of our response to Question 8 (proposed broad
approach to distributing new development), the council
should not adopt a growth option which does not allocate
any housing to the settlements that exist in the ‘Rest of
the Borough'. To do so would deprive these rural
communities of much needed housing growth and this
is not sustainable.

Include files

Number Question 42

ID LP1O018509

Full Name Melanine Llewellyn

Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here No

Your response - Please add your response here Question 42 Is Option 2A your preferred option
for delivering the growth needs of the Borough?
No
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This would represent massive over development
of Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4
(see Q4 to 7).

No consideration has been given critical planning
considerations such as recent and on-going build
against targets and local impact given different
topographies and (inadequate) supporting
infrastructure.

The current Core Strategy covers the 25 year
period 2006 to 2031 and the technical appendix
to the latest “Authority Monitoring Report &
Progress on the Dacorum Development
Programme” reveals that in the first 5 years
(2006-11) of the plan Berkhamsted delivered 10
years worth of new housing stock and by 2016 the
rate of development had exceeded Core Strategy
targets by a massive 34%. All this without any
improvements in infrastructure.

Compare this to the rest of the Borough. Tring have
done their bit (5% above target rate), while small
villages and countryside locations have also hit
targets. However, this is in stark contrast to Hemel
Hempstead, which is where the Inspector agreed
was the correct place to focus development.
Development in Hemel has been at a pretty
constant rate over the first 10 years of the CS,
unfortunately at rate some 21% below the target
figure. So, all the shortfall that DBC claim we need
to pick up in the new plan comes from failure to
concentrate on the Hemel developments.
Berkhamsted should most not be punished
because the town has developed at a faster rate
than required by the plan. Just like a pint pot, once
it is full it is full and adding extra just makes for
one almighty mess.

As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core
Strategy report, development in Berkhamsted “has
to be balanced against the need to protect the
town’s historic character and setting” and the
excessive growth in Berkhamsted proposed in this
option does not do this.

Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear
— “demand for housing alone will not change Green
Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) —
and the commitment to protecting Green Belt has
been repeated many times, including by the
Chancellor in his recent budget speech. The
reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers
who generate the highest profit margins building
in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason to
focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green
Belt boundary changes.

Question 42
LP10O18556
Mrs Juliet Chodzko
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Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here No

Your response - Please add your response here I should like to add my name to the issues put

forward in the attached (BRAG Response). | feel
that the special needs of Berkhamsted have not been
considered properly.

BRAG response to Question 42 (please note full
document is attached to Q46)

Question 42 Is Option 2A your preferred option
for delivering the growth needs of the Borough?

» This would represent massive over development
of Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4
(see Q4 to 7).

* No consideration has been given critical planning
considerations such as recent and on-going build
against targets and local impact given different
topographies and (inadequate) supporting
infrastructure.

» The current Core Strategy covers the 25 year
period 2006 to 2031 and the technical appendix
to the latest “Authority Monitoring Report &
Progress on the Dacorum Development
Programme” reveals that in the first 5 years
(2006-11) of the plan Berkhamsted delivered 10
years worth of new housing stock and by 2016 the
rate of development had exceeded Core Strategy
targets by a massive 34%. All this without any
improvements in infrastructure.

Compare this to the rest of the Borough.
Tring have done their bit (5% above target rate),
while small villages and countryside locations have
also hit targets. However, this is in stark contrast
to Hemel Hempstead, which is where the Inspector
agreed was the correct place to focus
development. Development in Hemel has been at
a pretty constant rate over the first 10 years of the
CS, unfortunately at rate some 21% below the
target figure. So, all the shortfall that DBC claim
we need to pick up in the new plan comes from
failure to concentrate on the Hemel developments.

» Berkhamsted should most not be punished
because the town has developed at a faster rate
than required by the plan. Just like a pint pot, once
it is full it is full and adding extra just makes for
one almighty mess.

» As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core
Strategy report, development in Berkhamsted “has
to be balanced against the need to protect the
town’s historic character and setting” and the
excessive growth in Berkhamsted proposed in this
option does not do this.

» Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear
— “demand for housing alone will not change Green
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Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) —
and the commitment to protecting Green Belt has
been repeated many times, including by the
Chancellor in his recent budget speech. The
reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers
who generate the highest profit margins building
in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason to
focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green
Belt boundary changes.

Question 42
LP1018602

Captain Andrew Cassels

No

| entirely agree with all responses given by BRAG
(Berkhamsted Residents Action Group)

BRAG response to Question 42 (please note full
document is attached to Q46)

Question 42

Is Option 2A your preferred option

for delivering the growth needs of the Borough?

This would represent massive over development
of Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4
(see Q4 to 7).
No consideration has been given critical planning
considerations such as recent and on-going build
against targets and local impact given different
topographies and (inadequate) supporting
infrastructure.
The current Core Strategy covers the 25 year
period 2006 to 2031 and the technical appendix
to the latest “Authority Monitoring Report &
Progress on the Dacorum Development
Programme” reveals that in the first 5 years
(2006-11) of the plan Berkhamsted delivered 10
years worth of new housing stock and by 2016 the
rate of development had exceeded Core Strategy
targets by a massive 34%. All this without any
improvements in infrastructure.

Compare this to the rest of the Borough.
Tring have done their bit (5% above target rate),
while small villages and countryside locations have
also hit targets. However, this is in stark contrast
to Hemel Hempstead, which is where the Inspector
agreed was the correct place to focus
development. Development in Hemel has been at
a pretty constant rate over the first 10 years of the
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CS, unfortunately at rate some 21% below the
target figure. So, all the shortfall that DBC claim
we need to pick up in the new plan comes from
failure to concentrate on the Hemel developments.
Berkhamsted should most not be punished
because the town has developed at a faster rate
than required by the plan. Just like a pint pot, once
it is full it is full and adding extra just makes for
one almighty mess.

As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core
Strategy report, development in Berkhamsted “has
to be balanced against the need to protect the
town’s historic character and setting” and the
excessive growth in Berkhamsted proposed in this
option does not do this.

Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear
— “demand for housing alone will not change Green
Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) —
and the commitment to protecting Green Belt has
been repeated many times, including by the
Chancellor in his recent budget speech. The
reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers
who generate the highest profit margins building
in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason to
focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green
Belt boundary changes.

Question 42
LP1018648
Lindy Weinreb

No

Is Option 2A your preferred option for delivering the
growth needs of the Borough?

No
» This would represent massive over development

of Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4
(see Q4 to 7) see copy below

Question 4

Do you agree with the suggested vision for the

Borough?

No - it’s pie in the sky

The vision is far removed from reality. For example,
‘towns and villages have sufficient water supply’
(water is one of the major issues and can only be
exacerbated by proposed development options)



and ‘access to the Watford Health Campus is
improved’ (the new road has had almost no impact
on the realities of travelling to the hospital).

» Itis difficult to see how access to the Watford
Health Campus can be improved with the
additional traffic that will be caused by the
proposed scale of development. Health service
provision within Dacorum should be improved, for
this purpose we propose that part of site KL-h3 be
reserved for possible future health purposes.

*  We have in Dacorum a USP of two irreplaceable
water courses, the Grand Union Canal and the
Bourne rivers. It is proposed that there is
substantial development along the banks of the
Grand Union Canal which would completely
destroy its ethos as a linear green park running
through our authority. The intention to develop the
banks of the canal is against DBC’s policies to
respect our industrial heritage and to promote
tourism

» Disagree that the Watford Health Campus is an
appropriate/adequate ‘vision’ for the health care
aspirations of Dacorum

» Elderly care has been omitted from the vision. We
also have no urgent care facility.

» It has long been accepted that we need a new
hospital for this area

Question 5

Does our current Core Strategy reflect the specific
local aspirations and/or qualities that you feel should
continue to be reflected in the visions for Hemel
Hempstead, Berkhamsted, Tring, Markyate, Kings
Langley, Bovingdon, or the wider countryside?

Yes, but this new plan does not, and the proposals
will not deliver!

Question 6

Do you agree with the suggested objectives for the
new Local Plan?

Yes

» Strongly agree — all options should be robustly
measured against these objectives. It is impossible
to improve Berkhamsted’s transport system with
our topgraphy

» The 6th bullet point of “Sustainable Development
should read: To conserve and enhance the function
and character of the towns, villages and
countryside

* Both Berkhamsted and Tring have enjoyed
excellent character studies prepared by DBC, the
objectives of the new local plan totally ignore these
excellent and perceptive documents, which took
a great deal of time and money for DBC to produce
and they should not be ignored.

* The 2nd bullet point of Infrastructure and Delivery
should read: To co-ordinate the delivery
of adequate new infrastructure with development

Question 7

Do you agree with the proposed policy coverage of
the new Local Plan?
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Yes

» Policies identified are crucial — all options should
be measured against them. We need to make sure
that supplementary planning guidance is adhered
to, particularly our character appraisals

Question 42
LPIO18695
Hilary Abbott

No

The Berkhamsted Residents Action Group (BRAG)
has responded in full to the ‘Issues & Options’
consultation. To avoid full repetition of the extensive
points made in the BRAG response, | request you
accept this as confirmation that | wish DBC to
duplicate BRAG’s responses under my name.

However, | would like to take this opportunity
emphasize just a few of the most important points
within that response.

Q36 to 45. Sections of this consultation suggest that to
support the 5 year housing land supply would
immediately require Green Belt releases. Obviously 5
year housing land supply needs to be located but the
consultation document indicates that DBC have
ill-conceived ideas of how to do this. The headline
principle should include the wording, “within urban
capacity”. Export to another Council area should not be
rejected, specifically the St Albans land east of Hemel.
There are many more permutations for growth
distribution, but clearly DBC have carried out a simple
arithmetic exercise and restricted the options offered to
fit with favoured promoted land sites. Over the first 10
years of the current Core Strategy Berkhamsted have
exceeded by a massive 34%. All this without any
improvements in infrastructure. In contrast, Hemel has
developed at a rate some 21% below the target figure.
All the shortfall that DBC claim we need to pick up in the
new plan comes from failure to concentrate on the Hemel
developments. Such disparities within Dacorum must
be taken into account when assessing development
numbers and site options. Hemel Hempstead,
Berkhamsted and Tring have quite different
topographical characteristics and infrastructure
constraints/needs which should be recognized when
considering housing allocations between them.

Housing distribution should not be a proportional
arithmetical exercise. Development should go where it
can be most suitably placed and least harmful. Any
additional development over and above that already
planned for in Berkhamsted would be disastrous given



the town's infrastructure constraints and current deficits.
As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core Strategy
report, development in Berkhamsted “has to be balanced
against the need to protect the town’s historic character
and setting” and excessive growth in Berkhamsted
proposed in all but one of the options on the table does
not do this. Central Government’s policy on Green Belt
is clear — “demand for housing alone will not change
Green Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) — and the
commitment to protecting Green Belt has been repeated
many times, including by the Chancellor in his recent
budget speech. The reason the rate of build in
Berkhamsted is so high is a simple function of demand
from the developers who generate the highest profit
margins building in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a
reason to focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green Belt
boundary changes. Of the options put forward, Option
4B is the only one that would be acceptable for
Berkhamsted.

BRAG response to Question 42 (please note full
document is attached to Q46)

Question 42 Is Option 2A your preferred option
for delivering the growth needs of the Borough?

» This would represent massive over development
of Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4
(see Q4 to 7).

* No consideration has been given critical planning
considerations such as recent and on-going build
against targets and local impact given different
topographies and (inadequate) supporting
infrastructure.

» The current Core Strategy covers the 25 year
period 2006 to 2031 and the technical appendix
to the latest “Authority Monitoring Report &
Progress on the Dacorum Development
Programme” reveals that in the first 5 years
(2006-11) of the plan Berkhamsted delivered 10
years worth of new housing stock and by 2016 the
rate of development had exceeded Core Strategy
targets by a massive 34%. All this without any
improvements in infrastructure.

Compare this to the rest of the Borough.
Tring have done their bit (5% above target rate),
while small villages and countryside locations have
also hit targets. However, this is in stark contrast
to Hemel Hempstead, which is where the Inspector
agreed was the correct place to focus
development. Development in Hemel has been at
a pretty constant rate over the first 10 years of the
CS, unfortunately at rate some 21% below the
target figure. So, all the shortfall that DBC claim
we need to pick up in the new plan comes from
failure to concentrate on the Hemel developments.

» Berkhamsted should most not be punished
because the town has developed at a faster rate
than required by the plan. Just like a pint pot, once
it is full it is full and adding extra just makes for
one almighty mess.
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» As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core
Strategy report, development in Berkhamsted “has
to be balanced against the need to protect the
town’s historic character and setting” and the
excessive growth in Berkhamsted proposed in this
option does not do this.

» Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear
— “demand for housing alone will not change Green
Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) —
and the commitment to protecting Green Belt has
been repeated many times, including by the
Chancellor in his recent budget speech. The
reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers
who generate the highest profit margins building
in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason to
focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green
Belt boundary changes.

Question 42
LP1O18741

Paul and Gillian Jenkins

No

The Berkhamsted Residents Action Group (BRAG)
has responded in full to the ‘Issues & Options’
consultation. To avoid full repetition of the extensive
points made in the BRAG response, | request you
accept this as confirmation that | wish DBC to
duplicate BRAG’s responses under my name.

However, we would like to take this opportunity
emphasize just a few of the most important points
within that response.

Q36 to 45. Sections of this consultation suggest that to
support the 5-year housing land supply would
immediately require Green Belt releases. Obviously, 5
year housing land supply needs to be located but the
consultation document indicates that DBC has
ill-conceived ideas of how to do this. The headline
principle should include the wording, “within urban
capacity”. Export to another Council area should not be
rejected, specifically the St Albans land east of Hemel.
There are many more permutations for growth
distribution, but clearly, DBC has carried out a simple
arithmetic exercise and restricted the options offered to
fit with favoured promoted land sites. Over the first 10
years of the current Core Strategy, Berkhamsted has
exceeded by a massive 34%. All this without any
improvements in infrastructure. In contrast, Hemel has



developed at a rate some 21% below the target figure.
All the shortfall that DBC claim we need to pick up in the
new plan comes from a failure to concentrate on the
Hemel developments. Such disparities within Dacorum
must be taken into account when assessing development
numbers and site options. Hemel Hempstead,
Berkhamsted and Tring have quite different
topographical characteristics and infrastructure
constraints/needs which should be recognized when
considering housing allocations between them. Housing
distribution should not be a proportional arithmetical
exercise. Development should go where it can be most
suitably placed and least harmful. Any additional
development over and above that already planned for
in Berkhamsted would be disastrous given the town's
infrastructure constraints and current deficits. As the
Planning Inspector stated in his Core Strategy report,
development in Berkhamsted “has to be balanced
against the need to protect the town’s historic character
and setting” and excessive growth in Berkhamsted
proposed in all but one of the options on the table does
not do this. Central Government’s policy on Green Belt
is clear — “demand for housing alone will not change
Green Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) — and the
commitment to protecting Green Belt has been repeated
many times, including by the Chancellor in his recent
budget speech. The reason the rate of build in
Berkhamsted is so high is a simple function of demand
from the developers who generate the highest profit
margins building in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a
reason to focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green Belt
boundary changes. Of the options put forward, Option
1B is the only one that would be acceptable for
Berkhamsted.

BRAG response to Question 42 (please note full
document is attached to Q46)

Question 42 Is Option 2A your preferred option
for delivering the growth needs of the Borough?

« This would represent massive over development
of Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4
(see Q4 to 7).

* No consideration has been given critical planning
considerations such as recent and on-going build
against targets and local impact given different
topographies and (inadequate) supporting
infrastructure.

» The current Core Strategy covers the 25 year
period 2006 to 2031 and the technical appendix
to the latest “Authority Monitoring Report &
Progress on the Dacorum Development
Programme” reveals that in the first 5 years
(2006-11) of the plan Berkhamsted delivered 10
years worth of new housing stock and by 2016 the
rate of development had exceeded Core Strategy
targets by a massive 34%. All this without any
improvements in infrastructure.

Compare this to the rest of the Borough.
Tring have done their bit (5% above target rate),
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while small villages and countryside locations have
also hit targets. However, this is in stark contrast
to Hemel Hempstead, which is where the Inspector
agreed was the correct place to focus
development. Development in Hemel has been at
a pretty constant rate over the first 10 years of the
CS, unfortunately at rate some 21% below the
target figure. So, all the shortfall that DBC claim
we need to pick up in the new plan comes from
failure to concentrate on the Hemel developments.

» Berkhamsted should most not be punished
because the town has developed at a faster rate
than required by the plan. Just like a pint pot, once
it is full it is full and adding extra just makes for
one almighty mess.

» As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core
Strategy report, development in Berkhamsted “has
to be balanced against the need to protect the
town’s historic character and setting” and the
excessive growth in Berkhamsted proposed in this
option does not do this.

» Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear
— “demand for housing alone will not change Green
Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) —
and the commitment to protecting Green Belt has
been repeated many times, including by the
Chancellor in his recent budget speech. The
reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers
who generate the highest profit margins building
in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason to
focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green
Belt boundary changes.

Question 42
LP10O18787
Berkhamsted Citizens

Berkhamsted Citizens

No

Is Option 2A your preferred option for delivering the
growth needs of the Borough?

No

» This would represent massive over development
of Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4
(see Q4 to 7) see copy below

Question 4

Do you agree with the suggested vision for the
Borough?



No - it’s pie in the sky

» The vision is far removed from reality. For example,
‘towns and villages have sufficient water supply’
(water is one of the major issues and can only be
exacerbated by proposed development options)
and ‘access to the Watford Health Campus is
improved’ (the new road has had almost no impact
on the realities of travelling to the hospital).

« ltis difficult to see how access to the Watford
Health Campus can be improved with the
additional traffic that will be caused by the
proposed scale of development. Health service
provision within Dacorum should be improved, for
this purpose we propose that part of site KL-h3 be
reserved for possible future health purposes.

* We have in Dacorum a USP of two irreplaceable
water courses, the Grand Union Canal and the
Bourne rivers. It is proposed that there is
substantial development along the banks of the
Grand Union Canal which would completely
destroy its ethos as a linear green park running
through our authority. The intention to develop the
banks of the canal is against DBC’s policies to
respect our industrial heritage and to promote
tourism

» Disagree that the Watford Health Campus is an
appropriate/adequate ‘vision’ for the health care
aspirations of Dacorum

» Elderly care has been omitted from the vision. We
also have no urgent care facility.

* It has long been accepted that we need a new
hospital for this area

Question 5

Does our current Core Strategy reflect the specific
local aspirations and/or qualities that you feel should
continue to be reflected in the visions for Hemel
Hempstead, Berkhamsted, Tring, Markyate, Kings
Langley, Bovingdon, or the wider countryside?

Yes, but this new plan does not, and the proposals
will not deliver!

Question 6

Do you agree with the suggested objectives for the
new Local Plan?

Yes

» Strongly agree — all options should be robustly
measured against these objectives. Itis impossible
to improve Berkhamsted’s transport system with
our topgraphy

» The 6th bullet point of “Sustainable Development
should read: To conserve and enhance the function
and character of the fowns, villages and
countryside

» Both Berkhamsted and Tring have enjoyed
excellent character studies prepared by DBC, the
objectives of the new local plan totally ignore these
excellent and perceptive documents, which took
a great deal of time and money for DBC to produce
and they should not be ignored.
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* The 2nd bullet point of Infrastructure and Delivery
should read: To co-ordinate the delivery
of adequate new infrastructure with development

Question 7

Do you agree with the proposed policy coverage of
the new Local Plan?

Yes

» Policies identified are crucial — all options should
be measured against them. We need to make sure
that supplementary planning guidance is adhered
to, particularly our character appraisals

Question 42
LP1O18836
Lyndsay Slater

No

The Berkhamsted Residents Action Group (BRAG)
has responded in full to the ‘Issues & Options’
consultation. To avoid full repetition of the extensive
points made in the BRAG response, | request you
accept this as confirmation that | wish DBC to
duplicate BRAG’s responses under my name.

However, | would like to take this opportunity
emphasize just a few of the most important points
within that response.

Q36 to 45. Sections of this consultation suggest that to
support the 5 year housing land supply would
immediately require Green Belt releases. Obviously 5
year housing land supply needs to be located but the
consultation document indicates that DBC have
ill-conceived ideas of how to do this. The headline
principle should include the wording, “within urban
capacity”. Export to another Council area should not be
rejected, specifically the St Albans land east of Hemel.
There are many more permutations for growth
distribution, but clearly DBC have carried out a simple
arithmetic exercise and restricted the options offered to
fit with favoured promoted land sites. Over the first 10
years of the current Core Strategy Berkhamsted have
exceeded by a massive 34%. All this without

any improvements in infrastructure. In contrast, Hemel
has developed at a rate some 21% below the target
figure. All the shortfall that DBC claim we need to pick
up in the new plan comes from failure to concentrate on
the Hemel developments. Such disparities within
Dacorum must be taken into account when assessing
development numbers and site options. Hemel
Hempstead, Berkhamsted and Tring have quite different
topographical characteristics and infrastructure



constraints/needs which should be recognized when
considering housing allocations between them. Housing
distribution should not be a proportional arithmetical
exercise. Development should go where it can be most
suitably placed and least harmful. Any additional
development over and above that already planned for
in Berkhamsted would be disastrous given the town's
infrastructure constraints and current deficits. As the
Planning Inspector stated in his Core Strategy report,
development in Berkhamsted “has to be balanced
against the need to protect the town’s historic character
and setting” and excessive growth in Berkhamsted
proposed in all but one of the options on the table does
not do this. Central Government’s policy on Green Belt
is clear — “demand for housing alone will not change
Green Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) — and the
commitment to protecting Green Belt has been repeated
many times, including by the Chancellor in his recent
budget speech. The reason the rate of build in
Berkhamsted is so high is a simple function of demand
from the developers who generate the highest profit
margins building in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a
reason to focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green Belt
boundary changes. Of the options put forward, Option
1B is the only one that would be acceptable for
Berkhamsted.

BRAG response to Question 42 (please note full
document is attached to Q46)

Question 42 Is Option 2A your preferred option
for delivering the growth needs of the Borough?

« This would represent massive over development
of Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4
(see Q4 to 7).

* No consideration has been given critical planning
considerations such as recent and on-going build
against targets and local impact given different
topographies and (inadequate) supporting
infrastructure.

* The current Core Strategy covers the 25 year
period 2006 to 2031 and the technical appendix
to the latest “Authority Monitoring Report &
Progress on the Dacorum Development
Programme” reveals that in the first 5 years
(2006-11) of the plan Berkhamsted delivered 10
years worth of new housing stock and by 2016 the
rate of development had exceeded Core Strategy
targets by a massive 34%. All this without any
improvements in infrastructure.

Compare this to the rest of the Borough.
Tring have done their bit (5% above target rate),
while small villages and countryside locations have
also hit targets. However, this is in stark contrast
to Hemel Hempstead, which is where the Inspector
agreed was the correct place to focus
development. Development in Hemel has been at
a pretty constant rate over the first 10 years of the
CS, unfortunately at rate some 21% below the
target figure. So, all the shortfall that DBC claim
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we need to pick up in the new plan comes from
failure to concentrate on the Hemel developments.

» Berkhamsted should most not be punished
because the town has developed at a faster rate
than required by the plan. Just like a pint pot, once
it is full it is full and adding extra just makes for
one almighty mess.

» As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core
Strategy report, development in Berkhamsted “has
to be balanced against the need to protect the
town’s historic character and setting” and the
excessive growth in Berkhamsted proposed in this
option does not do this.

» Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear
— “demand for housing alone will not change Green
Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) —
and the commitment to protecting Green Belt has
been repeated many times, including by the
Chancellor in his recent budget speech. The
reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers
who generate the highest profit margins building
in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason to
focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green
Belt boundary changes.

Question 42
LPIO18883
Andrew and Margit Dobbie

No

The Berkhamsted Residents Action Group (BRAG)
has responded in full to the ‘Issues & Options’
consultation. To avoid full repetition of the extensive
points made in the BRAG response, | request you
accept this as confirmation that | wish DBC to
duplicate BRAG’s responses under my name.

However, | would like to take this opportunity
emphasize just a few of the most important points
within that response.

Q36 to 45. Sections of this consultation suggest that to
support the 5 year housing land supply would
immediately require Green Belt releases. Obviously 5
year housing land supply needs to be located but the
consultation document indicates that DBC have
ill-conceived ideas of how to do this. The headline
principle should include the wording, “within urban
capacity”. Export to another Council area should not be



rejected, specifically the St Albans land east of Hemel.
There are many more permutations for growth
distribution, but clearly DBC have carried out a simple
arithmetic exercise and restricted the options offered to
fit with favoured promoted land sites. Over the first 10
years of the current Core Strategy Berkhamsted have
exceeded by a massive 34%. All this without

any improvements in infrastructure. In contrast, Hemel
has developed at a rate some 21% below the target
figure. All the shortfall that DBC claim we need to pick
up in the new plan comes from failure to concentrate on
the Hemel developments. Such disparities within
Dacorum must be taken into account when assessing
development numbers and site options. Hemel
Hempstead, Berkhamsted and Tring have quite different
topographical characteristics and infrastructure
constraints/needs which should be recognized when
considering housing allocations between them. Housing
distribution should not be a proportional arithmetical
exercise. Development should go where it can be most
suitably placed and least harmful. Any additional
development over and above that already planned for
in Berkhamsted would be disastrous given the town's
infrastructure constraints and current deficits. As the
Planning Inspector stated in his Core Strategy report,
development in Berkhamsted “has to be balanced
against the need to protect the town’s historic character
and setting” and excessive growth in Berkhamsted
proposed in all but one of the options on the table does
not do this. Central Government’s policy on Green Belt
is clear — “demand for housing alone will not change
Green Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) — and the
commitment to protecting Green Belt has been repeated
many times, including by the Chancellor in his recent
budget speech. The reason the rate of build in
Berkhamsted is so high is a simple function of demand
from the developers who generate the highest profit
margins building in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a
reason to focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green Belt
boundary changes. Of the options put forward, Option
1B is the only one that would be acceptable for
Berkhamsted.

BRAG response to Question 42 (please note full
document is attached to Q46)

Question 42 Is Option 2A your preferred option
for delivering the growth needs of the Borough?

» This would represent massive over development
of Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4
(see Q4 to 7).

* No consideration has been given critical planning
considerations such as recent and on-going build
against targets and local impact given different
topographies and (inadequate) supporting
infrastructure.

* The current Core Strategy covers the 25 year
period 2006 to 2031 and the technical appendix
to the latest “Authority Monitoring Report &
Progress on the Dacorum Development
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Programme” reveals that in the first 5 years
(2006-11) of the plan Berkhamsted delivered 10
years worth of new housing stock and by 2016 the
rate of development had exceeded Core Strategy
targets by a massive 34%. All this without any
improvements in infrastructure.

Compare this to the rest of the Borough.
Tring have done their bit (5% above target rate),
while small villages and countryside locations have
also hit targets. However, this is in stark contrast
to Hemel Hempstead, which is where the Inspector
agreed was the correct place to focus
development. Development in Hemel has been at
a pretty constant rate over the first 10 years of the
CS, unfortunately at rate some 21% below the
target figure. So, all the shortfall that DBC claim
we need to pick up in the new plan comes from
failure to concentrate on the Hemel developments.
Berkhamsted should most not be punished
because the town has developed at a faster rate
than required by the plan. Just like a pint pot, once
it is full it is full and adding extra just makes for
one almighty mess.
As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core
Strategy report, development in Berkhamsted “has
to be balanced against the need to protect the
town’s historic character and setting” and the
excessive growth in Berkhamsted proposed in this
option does not do this.
Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear
— “demand for housing alone will not change Green
Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) —
and the commitment to protecting Green Belt has
been repeated many times, including by the
Chancellor in his recent budget speech. The
reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers
who generate the highest profit margins building
in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason to
focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green
Belt boundary changes.

Question 42
LP1018928

Katherine Cassels

No

I entirely agree with all responses given by BRAG
(Berkhamsted Residents Action Group).



BRAG response to Question 42 (please note full
document is attached to Q46)

Question 42 Is Option 2A your preferred option
for delivering the growth needs of the Borough?

This would represent massive over development
of Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4
(see Q4 to 7).
No consideration has been given critical planning
considerations such as recent and on-going build
against targets and local impact given different
topographies and (inadequate) supporting
infrastructure.
The current Core Strategy covers the 25 year
period 2006 to 2031 and the technical appendix
to the latest “Authority Monitoring Report &
Progress on the Dacorum Development
Programme” reveals that in the first 5 years
(2006-11) of the plan Berkhamsted delivered 10
years worth of new housing stock and by 2016 the
rate of development had exceeded Core Strategy
targets by a massive 34%. All this without any
improvements in infrastructure.

Compare this to the rest of the Borough.
Tring have done their bit (5% above target rate),
while small villages and countryside locations have
also hit targets. However, this is in stark contrast
to Hemel Hempstead, which is where the Inspector
agreed was the correct place to focus
development. Development in Hemel has been at
a pretty constant rate over the first 10 years of the
CS, unfortunately at rate some 21% below the
target figure. So, all the shortfall that DBC claim
we need to pick up in the new plan comes from
failure to concentrate on the Hemel developments.
Berkhamsted should most not be punished
because the town has developed at a faster rate
than required by the plan. Just like a pint pot, once
it is full it is full and adding extra just makes for
one almighty mess.
As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core
Strategy report, development in Berkhamsted “has
to be balanced against the need to protect the
town'’s historic character and setting” and the
excessive growth in Berkhamsted proposed in this
option does not do this.
Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear
— “demand for housing alone will not change Green
Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) —
and the commitment to protecting Green Belt has
been repeated many times, including by the
Chancellor in his recent budget speech. The
reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers
who generate the highest profit margins building
in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason to
focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green
Belt boundary changes.
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Please find attached the final report written on behalf
of Grove Field Residents Association.It states what
we believe to be the best case scenario for Tring
with the proposed increase to the town.Please read
and include the report findings in your final
decision.

GFRA Response to Question 42, full document
attached to question 46

As per the discussion in relation to Option 1A the
distribution of housing in this instance is considered to
provide a wholly unreasonable over prescription to
Berkhamsted and Tring with regard to housing numbers
and significantly underserve the market place available
to Hemel Hempstead.

Number
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| attended the meeting of Berkhamsted Citizens, and
my views are reflected in the conclusions we came
to on the night, and our concerns about the
proposed development.

Berkhamsted is a town in a valley, it is limited by its
geography, and also hugely limited by its resources
and infrastructure.

Please accept this email as my response to the
proposal, | am in complete agreement with these
concerns voiced by our Citizens.

* This would represent massive over development
of Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4
(see Q4 to 7) copy below

Question 4

Do you agree with the suggested vision for the
Borough?

No —it’s pie in the sky

» The vision is far removed from reality. For example,
‘towns and villages have sufficient water supply’
(water is one of the major issues and can only be
exacerbated by proposed development options)
and ‘access to the Watford Health Campus is
improved’ (the new road has had almost no impact
on the realities of travelling to the hospital).

» Itis difficult to see how access to the Watford
Health Campus can be improved with the
additional traffic that will be caused by the
proposed scale of development. Health service
provision within Dacorum should be improved, for
this purpose we propose that part of site KL-h3 be
reserved for possible future health purposes.

* We have in Dacorum a USP of two irreplaceable
water courses, the Grand Union Canal and the
Bourne rivers. It is proposed that there is
substantial development along the banks of the
Grand Union Canal which would completely
destroy its ethos as a linear green park running
through our authority. The intention to develop the
banks of the canal is against DBC'’s policies to
respect our industrial heritage and to promote
tourism.

» Disagree that the Watford Health Campus is an
appropriate/adequate ‘vision’ for the health care
aspirations of Dacorum.

» Elderly care has been omitted from the vision. We
also have no urgent care facility.

» It has long been accepted that we need a new
hospital for this area.

Question 5

Does our current Core Strategy reflect the
specific local aspirations and/or qualities that you
feel should continue to be reflected in the visions
for Hemel Hempstead, Berkhamsted, Tring, Markyate,
Kings Langley, Bovingdon, or the wider countryside?
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Yes, but this new plan does not, and the proposals
will not deliver!

Question 6

Do you agree with the suggested objectives
for the new Local Plan?

Yes

» Strongly agree — all options should be robustly
measured against these objectives. It is impossible
to improve Berkhamsted’s transport system with
our topography.

» The 6th bullet point of “Sustainable Development
should read: To conserve and enhance the function
and character of the fowns, villages and
countryside.

* Both Berkhamsted and Tring have enjoyed
excellent character studies prepared by DBC, the
objectives of the new local plan totally ignore these
excellent and perceptive documents, which took
a great deal of time and money for DBC to produce
and they should not be ignored.

» The 2nd bullet point of Infrastructure and Delivery
should read: To co-ordinate the delivery of
adequate new infrastructure with development.

Question 7

Do you agree with the proposed policy coverage of
the new Local Plan?

Yes

» Policies identified are crucial — all options should
be measured against them. We need to make sure
that supplementary planning guidance is adhered
to, particularly our character appraisals.

Question 8

Do you agree with the proposed broad
approach to
distributing new development?

No

» Agree with the proposed approach — especially
that Berkhamsted should continue to meet the
qualities identified in Q5. Unfortunately, the options
identified in section 10 fail to do this.

» The current approach is proving incompatible with
preserving the character of our market towns and
Berkhamsted in particular which has received a
disproportionately large amount of development
to date unsupported by improvements in
infrastructure. Infrastructure always lags
development and in some instances, such as road
improvements to ease congestion, cannot be
achieved given existing topographic constraints.

» The current allocation methodology also ignores
“spill over effects” into neighbouring areas such
as vehicle usage from LA3 into Berkhamsted.
Planned development should not be a proportional
arithmetic exercise when it comes to distribution.



» This matching of infrastructure and development
would appear to be only achievable with large
concentrated developments rather than through
much smaller ad hoc developments/sites.

* More consideration should be given to placing
more (but not major) development in villages to
support local amenities and ensure their vibrancy.

*  We will have achieved target by 2020 — so we are
ahead of our build rate — want us to continue at 73
pa rather than 47
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Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

Question 42
LPIO19127
Bill Ahearn

No

| wish to register my objections to some of the proposals
under consideration on the grounds they are simply to
excessive and feel a more moderate scheme as set out
in the attached report would be suitable

GFRA Response to Question 42, full document
attached to question 46

As per the discussion in relation to Option 1A the
distribution of housing in this instance is considered to
provide a wholly unreasonable over prescription to
Berkhamsted and Tring with regard to housing numbers
and significantly underserve the market place available
to Hemel Hempstead.
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Number Question 42
ID LPIO19186
Full Name Ms Sarah Hain

Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name
Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

No

| completely support the points discussed by the
attached Report responding to the

DBC planning consultation document. It addresses
my own emotional and practical concerns about
the town in which | live, as well as the wider area
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concerned, with a professionalism giving
expert weight to its conclusions.

GFRA Response to Question 42, full document
attached to question 46

As per the discussion in relation to Option 1A the
distribution of housing in this instance is considered to
provide a wholly unreasonable over prescription to
Berkhamsted and Tring with regard to housing numbers
and significantly underserve the market place available
to Hemel Hempstead.
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Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here
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Question 42
LP1019243
Grove Fields Residents Association

Grove Fields Residents Association

No

| attach a copy of the formal submission report raised in
consultation to the Issues and Options paper on behalf
of the Grove Fields Residents Association (GFRA). The
GFRA represents 325 people, and | confirm that as of
the 11th December 2017, this submission represents
the position of all 325 members.

GFRA Response to Question 42, full document
attached to question 46

As per the discussion in relation to Option 1A the
distribution of housing in this instance is considered to
provide a wholly unreasonable over prescription to
Berkhamsted and Tring with regard to housing numbers
and significantly underserve the market place available
to Hemel Hempstead.

Number
ID

Full Name

Question 42
LPIO19300

Marcus, Jane, Abigail and Jennifer Fox

Company / Organisation
Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation
Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

No

Your response - Please add your response here
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Our family ( 4 adults) live in Tring and are extremely
concerned about the proposed increase in housing for
Tring. We are all members of Grove Fields Residents
Association and attended the meetings at Pendley and
Tring Town Council so that we could make an informed
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Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

decision regarding the proposal from Dacorum Borough
Council. GFRA response attached.

We urge you to consider the issues and proposals
in the attached report. Please do not develop Tring
and further compromise the town’s infrastructure.
We feel strongly that green belt land should be
preserved for future generations

GFRA Response to Question 42, full document
attached to question 46

As per the discussion in relation to Option 1A the
distribution of housing in this instance is considered to
provide a wholly unreasonable over prescription to
Berkhamsted and Tring with regard to housing numbers
and significantly underserve the market place available
to Hemel Hempstead.

Question 42
LPI019354
Stuart, Miranda & Melissa Kay

No

The Berkhamsted Residents Action Group (BRAG) has
responded in full to the ‘Issues & Options’ consultation.
To avoid full repetition of the extensive points made in
the BRAG response, | request you accept this as
confirmation that | wish DBC to duplicate BRAG'’s
responses under my name.

However, | would like to take this opportunity emphasize
just a few of the most important points within that
response.

Q36 to 45. Sections of this consultation suggest that to
support the 5 year housing land supply would
immediately require Green Belt releases. Obviously 5
year housing land supply needs to be located but the
consultation document indicates that DBC have
ill-conceived ideas of how to do this. The headline
principle should include the wording, “within urban
capacity”. Export to another Council area should not be
rejected, specifically the St Albans land east of Hemel.
There are many more permutations for growth
distribution, but clearly DBC have carried out a simple
arithmetic exercise and restricted the options offered to
fit with favoured promoted land sites. Over the first 10
years of the current Core Strategy Berkhamsted have
exceeded by a massive 34%. All this without any
improvements in infrastructure. In contrast, Hemel has
developed at a rate some 21% below the target figure.
All the shortfall that DBC claim we need to pick up in the
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new plan comes from failure to concentrate on the Hemel
developments. Such disparities within Dacorum must
be taken into account when assessing development
numbers and site options. Hemel Hempstead,
Berkhamsted and Tring have quite different
topographical characteristics and infrastructure
constraints/needs which should be recognized when
considering housing allocations between them.

Housing distribution should not be a proportional
arithmetical exercise. Development should go where it
can be most suitably placed and least harmful. Any
additional development over and above that already
planned for in Berkhamsted would be disastrous given
the town's infrastructure constraints and current deficits.
As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core Strategy
report, development in Berkhamsted “has to be balanced
against the need to protect the town’s historic character
and setting” and excessive growth in Berkhamsted
proposed in all but one of the options on the table does
not do this. Central Government’s policy on Green Belt
is clear — “demand for housing alone will not change
Green Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) — and the
commitment to protecting Green Belt has been repeated
many times, including by the Chancellor in his recent
budget speech. The reason the rate of build in
Berkhamsted is so high is a simple function of demand
from the developers who generate the highest profit
margins building in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a
reason to focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green Belt
boundary changes. Of the options put forward, Option
1B is the only one that would be acceptable for
Berkhamsted.

BRAG response to Question 42 (please note full
document is attached to Q46)

Question 42 Is Option 2A your preferred option
for delivering the growth needs of the Borough?

» This would represent massive over development
of Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4
(see Q4 to 7).

» No consideration has been given critical planning
considerations such as recent and on-going build
against targets and local impact given different
topographies and (inadequate) supporting
infrastructure.

» The current Core Strategy covers the 25 year
period 2006 to 2031 and the technical appendix
to the latest “Authority Monitoring Report &
Progress on the Dacorum Development
Programme” reveals that in the first 5 years
(2006-11) of the plan Berkhamsted delivered 10
years worth of new housing stock and by 2016 the
rate of development had exceeded Core Strategy
targets by a massive 34%. All this without any
improvements in infrastructure.

Compare this to the rest of the Borough.
Tring have done their bit (5% above target rate),
while small villages and countryside locations have
also hit targets. However, this is in stark contrast



to Hemel Hempstead, which is where the Inspector
agreed was the correct place to focus
development. Development in Hemel has been at
a pretty constant rate over the first 10 years of the
CS, unfortunately at rate some 21% below the
target figure. So, all the shortfall that DBC claim
we need to pick up in the new plan comes from
failure to concentrate on the Hemel developments.

» Berkhamsted should most not be punished
because the town has developed at a faster rate
than required by the plan. Just like a pint pot, once
it is full it is full and adding extra just makes for
one almighty mess.

» As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core
Strategy report, development in Berkhamsted “has
to be balanced against the need to protect the
town’s historic character and setting” and the
excessive growth in Berkhamsted proposed in this
option does not do this.

» Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear
— “demand for housing alone will not change Green
Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) —
and the commitment to protecting Green Belt has
been repeated many times, including by the
Chancellor in his recent budget speech. The
reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers
who generate the highest profit margins building
in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason to
focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green
Belt boundary changes.
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Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

Question 42
LP1O019404
Wai Tang and Greg Barfoot

No

Please note we are aware that the Berkhamsted Residents
Action Group (BRAG) has responded in full to the “Issues &
Options" consultation. To avoid full repetition of the extensive
points made in the BRAG response, we request you accept
this as confirmation that we wish DBC to add BRAG's
responses under our name.

We wish to add our concerns to the DBC local plan issues and
options consultation.

We are particularly concerned about the following

Q36 to 45. Sections of this consultation suggest that to support
the 5 year housing land supply would immediately require
Green Belt releases. Obviously 5 year housing land supply
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needs to be located but the consultation document indicates
that DBC have ill-conceived ideas of how to do this. The
headline principle should include the wording, &€cewithin urban
capacitya€l . Export to another Council area should not be
rejected, specifically the St Albans land east of Hemel. There
are many more permutations for growth distribution, but clearly
DBC have carried out a simple arithmetic exercise and
restricted the options offered to fit with favoured promoted land
sites. Over the first 10 years of the current Core Strategy
Berkhamsted have exceeded by a massive 34%. All this
without any improvements in infrastructure. In contrast, Hemel
has developed at a rate some 21% below the target figure. All
the shortfall that DBC claim we need to pick up in the new plan
comes from failure to concentrate on the Hemel developments.
Such disparities within Dacorum must be taken into account
when assessing development numbers and site options. Hemel
Hempstead, Berkhamsted and Tring have quite different
topographical characteristics and infrastructure
constraints/needs which should be recognized when
considering housing allocations between them. Housing
distribution should not be a proportional arithmetical exercise.
Development should go where it can be most suitably placed
and least harmful. Any additional development over and above
that already planned for in Berkhamsted would be disastrous
given the towna€™s infrastructure constraints and current
deficits. As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core Strategy
report, development in Berkhamsted &€cehas to be balanced
against the need to protect the towna€™s historic character
and settinga€( | and excessive growth in Berkhamsted
proposed in all but one of the options on the table does not do
this. Central Governmenta€™s policy on Green Belt is clear
&€" &€cedemand for housing alone will not change Green Belt
boundariesa€! | (letter to MPs from Minister of State for Housing
and Planning &€" June 2016) &€“ and the commitment to
protecting Green Belt has been repeated many times, including
by the Chancellor in his recent budget speech. The reason the
rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high is a simple function of
demand from the developers who generate the highest profit
margins building in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason
to focus even more development on Berkhamsted and under
Government policy cannot lead to Green Belt boundary
changes. Of the options put forward, Option 1B is the only
one that would be acceptable for Berkhamsted.

BRAG response to Question 42 (please note full
document is attached to Q46)

Question 42 Is Option 2A your preferred option
for delivering the growth needs of the Borough?

» This would represent massive over development
of Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4
(see Q4 to 7).

* No consideration has been given critical planning
considerations such as recent and on-going build
against targets and local impact given different
topographies and (inadequate) supporting
infrastructure.

* The current Core Strategy covers the 25 year
period 2006 to 2031 and the technical appendix
to the latest “Authority Monitoring Report &
Progress on the Dacorum Development
Programme” reveals that in the first 5 years
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Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

(2006-11) of the plan Berkhamsted delivered 10
years worth of new housing stock and by 2016 the
rate of development had exceeded Core Strategy
targets by a massive 34%. All this without any
improvements in infrastructure.

Compare this to the rest of the Borough.
Tring have done their bit (5% above target rate),
while small villages and countryside locations have
also hit targets. However, this is in stark contrast
to Hemel Hempstead, which is where the Inspector
agreed was the correct place to focus
development. Development in Hemel has been at
a pretty constant rate over the first 10 years of the
CS, unfortunately at rate some 21% below the
target figure. So, all the shortfall that DBC claim
we need to pick up in the new plan comes from
failure to concentrate on the Hemel developments.

» Berkhamsted should most not be punished
because the town has developed at a faster rate
than required by the plan. Just like a pint pot, once
it is full it is full and adding extra just makes for
one almighty mess.

» As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core
Strategy report, development in Berkhamsted “has
to be balanced against the need to protect the
town’s historic character and setting” and the
excessive growth in Berkhamsted proposed in this
option does not do this.

» Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear
— “demand for housing alone will not change Green
Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) —
and the commitment to protecting Green Belt has
been repeated many times, including by the
Chancellor in his recent budget speech. The
reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers
who generate the highest profit margins building
in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason to
focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green
Belt boundary changes.

Question 42
LP1019450
Philippa Jones

No

| enclose a response to the impact of Dacorum Local
Plan on Berkhamsted. This document was drawn up by
a number of people including myself, and based on the
Berkhamsted Citizens meeting on the Local Plan.
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Question 42

Is Option 2A your preferred option for delivering the
growth needs of the Borough?

* No

* This would represent massive over development
of Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4
(see Q4 to 7) copy below

Question 4

Do you agree with the suggested vision for the
Borough?

No —it’s pie in the sky

» The vision is far removed from reality. For example,
‘towns and villages have sufficient water supply’
(water is one of the major issues and can only be
exacerbated by proposed development options)
and ‘access to the Watford Health Campus is
improved’ (the new road has had almost no impact
on the realities of travelling to the hospital).

» Itis difficult to see how access to the Watford
Health Campus can be improved with the
additional traffic that will be caused by the
proposed scale of development. Health service
provision within Dacorum should be improved, for
this purpose we propose that part of site KL-h3 be
reserved for possible future health purposes.

* We have in Dacorum a USP of two irreplaceable
water courses, the Grand Union Canal and the
Bourne rivers. It is proposed that there is
substantial development along the banks of the
Grand Union Canal which would completely
destroy its ethos as a linear green park running
through our authority. The intention to develop the
banks of the canal is against DBC'’s policies to
respect our industrial heritage and to promote
tourism.

» Disagree that the Watford Health Campus is an
appropriate/adequate ‘vision’ for the health care
aspirations of Dacorum.

» Elderly care has been omitted from the vision. We
also have no urgent care facility.

» It has long been accepted that we need a new
hospital for this area.

Question 5

Does our current Core Strategy reflect the
specific local aspirations and/or qualities that you
feel should continue to be reflected in the visions
for Hemel Hempstead, Berkhamsted, Tring, Markyate,
Kings Langley, Bovingdon, or the wider countryside?

Yes, but this new plan does not, and the proposals
will not deliver!

Question 6

Do you agree with the suggested objectives
for the new Local Plan?

Yes

« Strongly agree — all options should be robustly
measured against these objectives. It is impossible
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to improve Berkhamsted’s transport system with
our topography.

» The 6th bullet point of “Sustainable Development
should read: To conserve and enhance the function
and character of the fowns, villages and
countryside.

* Both Berkhamsted and Tring have enjoyed
excellent character studies prepared by DBC, the
objectives of the new local plan totally ignore these
excellent and perceptive documents, which took
a great deal of time and money for DBC to produce
and they should not be ignored.

» The 2nd bullet point of Infrastructure and Delivery
should read: To co-ordinate the delivery
of adequate new infrastructure with development.

Question 7

Do you agree with the proposed policy coverage of
the new Local Plan?

Yes

» Policies identified are crucial — all options should
be measured against them. We need to make sure
that supplementary planning guidance is adhered
to, particularly our character appraisals.
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Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here
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Question 42
LPIO19505
John Wignall

No

| would like to endorse the findings of the attached report
prepared for the Grove Fields Residents Association.

GFRA Response to Question 42, full document
attached to question 46

As per the discussion in relation to Option 1A the
distribution of housing in this instance is considered to
provide a wholly unreasonable over prescription to
Berkhamsted and Tring with regard to housing numbers
and significantly underserve the market place available
to Hemel Hempstead.

Number
ID

Full Name

Question 42
LPIO19562

Kevin Cullen

Company / Organisation

Position
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Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

Include files

No
Please refer to the attached report.(BRAG)

GFRA Response to Question 42, full document
attached to question 46

As per the discussion in relation to Option 1A the
distribution of housing in this instance is considered to
provide a wholly unreasonable over prescription to
Berkhamsted and Tring with regard to housing numbers
and significantly underserve the market place available
to Hemel Hempstead.
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Your response - Please add your response here

Include files

Question 42
LP1019620

Mark Lawson and Sharon Wilkie

No

| do agree with the principle that more housing is
probably required however there has to be a common
sense approach to the problem and considerable thought
has got to be given to a proper infrastructure and the
funding to support that

| do hope you take the time to read this report and look
at the positives and alternatives in the document which
| think is a lot more balanced than | expected

GFRA Response to Question 42, full document
attached to question 46

As per the discussion in relation to Option 1A the
distribution of housing in this instance is considered to
provide a wholly unreasonable over prescription to
Berkhamsted and Tring with regard to housing numbers
and significantly underserve the market place available
to Hemel Hempstead.
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LPIO19676

Vivienne Inmonger
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Position
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Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

No

Your response - Please add your response here
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| attach a report by planning consultants that reflects my
personal views on the development proposals for
Dacorum that have been presented for comment.

Further examination, including linkage with neighbouring
authorities and infrastructure requirements, is necessary
in order to demonstrate that the release of green belt
land is proportionally necessary to meet housing need

GFRA Response to Question 42, full document
attached to question 46

As per the discussion in relation to Option 1A the
distribution of housing in this instance is considered to
provide a wholly unreasonable over prescription to
Berkhamsted and Tring with regard to housing numbers
and significantly underserve the market place available
to Hemel Hempstead.
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Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

Question 42
LPIO19735

John Inmonger

No

| attach a report by planning consultants that reflects my
personal views on the development proposals for
Dacorum that have been presented for comment.

Further examination, including linkage with neighbouring
authorities and infrastructure requirements, is necessary
in order to demonstrate that the release of green belt
land is proportionally necessary to meet housing need

GFRA Response to Question 42, full document
attached to question 46

As per the discussion in relation to Option 1A the
distribution of housing in this instance is considered to
provide a wholly unreasonable over prescription to
Berkhamsted and Tring with regard to housing numbers
and significantly underserve the market place available
to Hemel Hempstead.

Include files

Number Question 42
ID LPIO19789
Full Name Ben Barth

Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name
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Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

332

No

Here are my comments on the proposed local plan are
set out on the attached document which | fully endorse
(full document on q 46)

Question 42

Is Option 2A your preferred option for delivering the
growth needs of the Borough?
No

This would represent massive over development
of Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4
(see Q4 to 7) (Copy Below)

Question 4

Do you agree with the suggested vision for the
Borough?

No —

it’s pie in the sky

The vision is far removed from reality. For
example, ‘towns and villages have sufficient
water supply’ (water is one of the major
issues and can only be exacerbated by
proposed development options) and ‘access
to the Watford Health Campus is improved’
(the new road has had almost no impact on
the realities of travelling to the hospital).

It is difficult to see how access to the Watford
Health Campus can be improved with the
additional traffic that will be caused by the
proposed scale of development. Health
service provision within Dacorum should be
improved, for this purpose we propose that
part of site KL-h3 be reserved for possible
future health purposes.

We have in Dacorum a USP of two
irreplaceable water courses, the Grand Union
Canal and the Bourne rivers. It is proposed
that there is substantial development along
the banks of the Grand Union Canal which
would completely destroy its ethos as a linear
green park running through our authority.
The intention to develop the banks of the
canal is against DBC’s policies to respect
our industrial heritage and to promote
tourism.

Disagree that the Watford Health Campus is
an appropriate/adequate ‘vision’ for the
health care aspirations of Dacorum.

Elderly care has been omitted from the
vision. We also have no urgent care
facility.

It has long been accepted that we need a
new hospital for this area.

Question 5
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Does our current Core Strategy reflect
the specific local aspirations and/or qualities
that you feel should continue to be reflected in
the visions for Hemel Hempstead,
Berkhamsted, Tring, Markyate, Kings Langley,
Bovingdon, or the wider countryside?

Yes, but this new plan does not, and the
proposals will not deliver!

Question 6

Do you agree with the suggested
objectives for the new Local Plan?

Yes

« Strongly agree — all options should be
robustly measured against these objectives.
It is impossible to improve Berkhamsted’s
transport system with our topography.

» The 6th bullet point of “Sustainable
Development should read: To conserve and
enhance the function and character of the
towns, villages and countryside.

» Both Berkhamsted and Tring have enjoyed
excellent character studies prepared by DBC,
the objectives of the new local plan totally
ignore these excellent and perceptive
documents, which took a great deal of time
and money for DBC to produce and they
should not be ignored.

* The 2nd bullet point of Infrastructure and
Delivery should read: To co-ordinate the
delivery of adequate new infrastructure with
development.

Question 7

Do you agree with the proposed policy
coverage of the new Local Plan?

Yes

» Policies identified are crucial — all options
should be measured against them. We need
to make sure that supplementary planning
guidance is adhered to, particularly our
character appraisals.

Question 42
LP1O19858

Jon Esson
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Your response - Please add your response here

No

| am a member of the Grove Fields Residents
Association and support the findings set out in their
report as attached

GFRA Response to Question 42, full document
attached to question 46

As per the discussion in relation to Option 1A the
distribution of housing in this instance is considered to
provide a wholly unreasonable over prescription to
Berkhamsted and Tring with regard to housing numbers
and significantly underserve the market place available
to Hemel Hempstead.
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Question 42
LP1019942
Chris Smith

No

| am against this development because of the pressure
on the infrastructure of Tring, | am also concerned about
that effect it will have on traffic and wildlife in the area
as it is greenbelt land. (Response GFRA )

GFRA Response to Question 42, full document
attached to question 46

As per the discussion in relation to Option 1A the
distribution of housing in this instance is considered to
provide a wholly unreasonable over prescription to
Berkhamsted and Tring with regard to housing numbers
and significantly underserve the market place available
to Hemel Hempstead.
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ID LP1O019999

Full Name mrs sue van rhee

Company / Organisation
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Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

334

No

Please find attached the document produced on behalf
of the Grove Fields Residents Association, which details
how strongly we feel about the proposed developments



on Green belt land and without the appropriate
supporting infrastructure..

GFRA Response to Question 42, full document
attached to question 46

As per the discussion in relation to Option 1A the
distribution of housing in this instance is considered to
provide a wholly unreasonable over prescription to
Berkhamsted and Tring with regard to housing numbers
and significantly underserve the market place available
to Hemel Hempstead.
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Question 42
LP1020056

Kate and Ben Marston

No

As residents of New Mill, Tring, my husband and | would
like to register our response to the Grove Fields
Residents Association Report (attached).

We agree with the recommendation of the association
and Tring Town Council that location TR-HR (Dunsley)
is the preferred site for new housing, playing fields and
employment site.

GFRA Response to Question 42, full document
attached to question 46

As per the discussion in relation to Option 1A the
distribution of housing in this instance is considered to
provide a wholly unreasonable over prescription to
Berkhamsted and Tring with regard to housing numbers
and significantly underserve the market place available
to Hemel Hempstead.

Include files

Number Question 42

ID LP1020113

Full Name Maurice and Christine O'Keefe

Company / Organisation

Position
Agent Name

Company / Organisation
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Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

No
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Your response - Please add your response here

We are members of the Grove Fields Residents
Association and attach below our consultant's response
to your planning consultation document.

We are all on complete agreement with the findings of
this report.

GFRA Response to Question 42, full document
attached to question 46

As per the discussion in relation to Option 1A the
distribution of housing in this instance is considered to
provide a wholly unreasonable over prescription to
Berkhamsted and Tring with regard to housing numbers
and significantly underserve the market place available
to Hemel Hempstead.

Include files

Number

ID

Full Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

Include files

Question 42
LPIO20171
Sherry and Haydn Bond

No

Please find attached a copy of the issues report for Tring.

We love living and raising our family in a small market
town.

We believe the expansions planned will make Tring a
difficult place to live and thrive.

GFRA Response to Question 42, full document
attached to question 46

As per the discussion in relation to Option 1A the
distribution of housing in this instance is considered to
provide a wholly unreasonable over prescription to
Berkhamsted and Tring with regard to housing numbers
and significantly underserve the market place available
to Hemel Hempstead.

Number
ID

Full Name

Question 42
LP1020228

Dianne Pilkington

Company / Organisation
Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation
Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

No

Your response - Please add your response here
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To whom it may concern,
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Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

| am attaching a report commissioned by the Grove
Fields Residents Association of which | am a member.

| do not believe that the Town of Tring can take a huge
increase in population:

The schools cannot cope in particular the Secondary
school which is already needing to expand to
accommodate children already in Tring.

The station of Tring serves all surrounding villages and
is located outside of the town requiring transport. The
local bus service is not sufficient and the car park full by
8 am.

In short, as a historic Market Town Tring thrives, but will
be irreversibly damaged if over developed. Proper
consideration needs to be taken regarding using green
belt land which has not been taken. There is not the
correct infrastructure in place and | don’t believe Tring
could support it.

Thank you

GFRA Response to Question 42, full document
attached to question 46

As per the discussion in relation to Option 1A the
distribution of housing in this instance is considered to
provide a wholly unreasonable over prescription to
Berkhamsted and Tring with regard to housing numbers
and significantly underserve the market place available
to Hemel Hempstead.

Question 42
LP1020276

Mr Peter Brown

No

| have seen the submission to DBC by the Berkhamsted
Residents Action Group (BRAG), the contents of which
| support.

BRAG response to Question 42 (please note full
document is attached to Q46)

Question 42 Is Option 2A your preferred option
for delivering the growth needs of the Borough?

* This would represent massive over development
of Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4
(see Q4 to 7).

* No consideration has been given critical planning
considerations such as recent and on-going build
against targets and local impact given different
topographies and (inadequate) supporting
infrastructure.
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The current Core Strategy covers the 25 year
period 2006 to 2031 and the technical appendix
to the latest “Authority Monitoring Report &
Progress on the Dacorum Development
Programme” reveals that in the first 5 years
(2006-11) of the plan Berkhamsted delivered 10
years worth of new housing stock and by 2016 the
rate of development had exceeded Core Strategy
targets by a massive 34%. All this without any
improvements in infrastructure.

Compare this to the rest of the Borough.
Tring have done their bit (5% above target rate),
while small villages and countryside locations have
also hit targets. However, this is in stark contrast
to Hemel Hempstead, which is where the Inspector
agreed was the correct place to focus
development. Development in Hemel has been at
a pretty constant rate over the first 10 years of the
CS, unfortunately at rate some 21% below the
target figure. So, all the shortfall that DBC claim
we need to pick up in the new plan comes from
failure to concentrate on the Hemel developments.
Berkhamsted should most not be punished
because the town has developed at a faster rate
than required by the plan. Just like a pint pot, once
it is full it is full and adding extra just makes for
one almighty mess.
As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core
Strategy report, development in Berkhamsted “has
to be balanced against the need to protect the
town’s historic character and setting” and the
excessive growth in Berkhamsted proposed in this
option does not do this.
Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear
— “demand for housing alone will not change Green
Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) —
and the commitment to protecting Green Belt has
been repeated many times, including by the
Chancellor in his recent budget speech. The
reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers
who generate the highest profit margins building
in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason to
focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green
Belt boundary changes.

Question 42
LP1020331
David Clarke



Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

Include files

No

The attached report was provided to me by the Grove
Fields Residents Association. | have reviewed the
proposals outlined in the Issues and Options
Consultation Local Plan to 2036 Paper, and | believe
that the attached report captures the key concerns
extremely well. | fully support the points raised in this
report and would ask that you carefully consider them
before progressing any further. In summary, | do not
believe the proposals have been sufficiently thought
through and in particular | believe that the fields referred
to as "Grove Fields" is clearly unsuitable for residential
development. | also believe that the proportion of houses
that can be considered to be responsible allocation within
Tring should in total be calculated at a maximum of 800
new homes, including the 500 homes that have already
been allocated within the Local Plan and have yet to be
fully delivered.

Please accept this email and the attached report as my
feedback on the proposed development of Tring.

GFRA Response to Question 42, full document
attached to question 46

As per the discussion in relation to Option 1A the
distribution of housing in this instance is considered to
provide a wholly unreasonable over prescription to
Berkhamsted and Tring with regard to housing numbers
and significantly underserve the market place available
to Hemel Hempstead.

Number

ID

Full Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

Include files

Question 42
LP1020389
Deborah Turnbull

No

| have attached a report from a planning consultant with
regards to the over-development of Tring. Tring has
specific issues being a small market town.

GFRA Response to Question 42, full document
attached to question 46

As per the discussion in relation to Option 1A the
distribution of housing in this instance is considered to
provide a wholly unreasonable over prescription to
Berkhamsted and Tring with regard to housing numbers
and significantly underserve the market place available
to Hemel Hempstead.

Number

Question 42
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ID LP1020437
Full Name Jane Collis

Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here No

Your response - Please add your response here | would like to express my support of option 1B and

endorse BRAG's response to the DBC proposals as per
the attached. | am concerned by the key features of other
options, as follows:

BRAG response to Question 42 (please note full
document is attached to Q46)

Question 42 Is Option 2A your preferred option
for delivering the growth needs of the Borough?

* This would represent massive over development
of Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4
(see Q4 to 7).

* No consideration has been given critical planning
considerations such as recent and on-going build
against targets and local impact given different
topographies and (inadequate) supporting
infrastructure.

» The current Core Strategy covers the 25 year
period 2006 to 2031 and the technical appendix
to the latest “Authority Monitoring Report &
Progress on the Dacorum Development
Programme” reveals that in the first 5 years
(2006-11) of the plan Berkhamsted delivered 10
years worth of new housing stock and by 2016 the
rate of development had exceeded Core Strategy
targets by a massive 34%. All this without any
improvements in infrastructure.

Compare this to the rest of the Borough.
Tring have done their bit (5% above target rate),
while small villages and countryside locations have
also hit targets. However, this is in stark contrast
to Hemel Hempstead, which is where the Inspector
agreed was the correct place to focus
development. Development in Hemel has been at
a pretty constant rate over the first 10 years of the
CS, unfortunately at rate some 21% below the
target figure. So, all the shortfall that DBC claim
we need to pick up in the new plan comes from
failure to concentrate on the Hemel developments.

» Berkhamsted should most not be punished
because the town has developed at a faster rate
than required by the plan. Just like a pint pot, once
it is full it is full and adding extra just makes for
one almighty mess.

» As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core
Strategy report, development in Berkhamsted “has
to be balanced against the need to protect the
town’s historic character and setting” and the
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excessive growth in Berkhamsted proposed in this
option does not do this.

» Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear
— “demand for housing alone will not change Green
Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) —
and the commitment to protecting Green Belt has
been repeated many times, including by the
Chancellor in his recent budget speech. The
reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers
who generate the highest profit margins building
in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason to
focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green
Belt boundary changes.
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Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

Question 42
LP1020499
Mr David Parker

No

| am writing in response to the Issues and Options
consultation.

As a member of the Grove Fields Residents Association
(GFRA) and a resident of Grove Road, Tring | attach the
response prepared by the planning consultant appointed
by the GRFA.

Itis a very detailed response to the questions set out in
the consultation document and | hope will be given very
careful consideration by the Council.

GFRA Response to Question 42, full document
attached to question 46

As per the discussion in relation to Option 1A the
distribution of housing in this instance is considered to
provide a wholly unreasonable over prescription to
Berkhamsted and Tring with regard to housing numbers
and significantly underserve the market place available
to Hemel Hempstead.

Include files

Number Question 42

ID LP1020546

Full Name DR Brigitta Case

Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name
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Company / Organisation
Position
Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

342

No

| have attended several meetings, talked with Town
Councillors and Dacorum Planners to better understand
the Options outlined in the Core Strategy Plan for
Dacorum.

As a Berkhamsted resident who has enjoyed
associations with the town for 50 years, | feel a
responsibility to speak out and air my views — shared by
many with whom | have spoken on this subject.

The 46 Questions have been eloquently answered by
many and | support the answers given by both the
Berkhamsted Citizens’ Association and the
Berkhamsted Residents Action Group. It seems to
me that there is much repetition of the points made and
so | have opted to write in email/letter format to list and
outline the main points | feel should be considered.

BRAG and Berkhamsted Citizens responses to this
question are below - (the full document response are
attached to the two Question 46

BRAG response to Question 42 (please note full
document is attached to Q46)

Question 42 Is Option 2A your preferred option
for delivering the growth needs of the Borough?

» This would represent massive over development
of Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4
(see Q4 to 7).

* No consideration has been given critical planning
considerations such as recent and on-going build
against targets and local impact given different
topographies and (inadequate) supporting
infrastructure.

» The current Core Strategy covers the 25 year
period 2006 to 2031 and the technical appendix
to the latest “Authority Monitoring Report &
Progress on the Dacorum Development
Programme” reveals that in the first 5 years
(2006-11) of the plan Berkhamsted delivered 10
years worth of new housing stock and by 2016 the
rate of development had exceeded Core Strategy
targets by a massive 34%. All this without any
improvements in infrastructure.

Compare this to the rest of the Borough.
Tring have done their bit (5% above target rate),
while small villages and countryside locations have
also hit targets. However, this is in stark contrast
to Hemel Hempstead, which is where the Inspector
agreed was the correct place to focus
development. Development in Hemel has been at
a pretty constant rate over the first 10 years of the
CS, unfortunately at rate some 21% below the
target figure. So, all the shortfall that DBC claim
we need to pick up in the new plan comes from
failure to concentrate on the Hemel developments.

» Berkhamsted should most not be punished
because the town has developed at a faster rate
than required by the plan. Just like a pint pot, once



it is full it is full and adding extra just makes for
one almighty mess.

As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core
Strategy report, development in Berkhamsted “has
to be balanced against the need to protect the
town’s historic character and setting” and the
excessive growth in Berkhamsted proposed in this
option does not do this.

Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear
— “demand for housing alone will not change Green
Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) —
and the commitment to protecting Green Belt has
been repeated many times, including by the
Chancellor in his recent budget speech. The
reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers
who generate the highest profit margins building
in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason to
focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green
Belt boundary changes.

COPYBRAGQ4to7 -

BRAG response to Question 4 (please note full
document is attached to Q46)

Question 4 Do you agree with the suggested
vision for the Borough?

No

The vision is far removed from reality. To be
credible they should stand a realistic chance of
being achievable. The existing infrastructure gap
has not been addressed and there is no evidence
from the Schedule of Site Appraisals that there will
be sufficient infrastructure spend to support any
substantial improvements — just the opposite. For
example, ‘towns and villages have sufficient water
supply’ (water is one of the major issues and can
only be exacerbated by proposed development
options) and ‘access to the Watford Health
Campus is improved’ (the new road has had very
little impact on the realities of travelling to the
hospital).

Disagree that the Watford Health Campus is an
appropriate/adequate ‘vision’ for the health care
aspirations of Dacorum.

To suggest that the character of our market towns
will be preserved with the escalating housing
targets envisaged is laughable. The topography
of many of our towns and villages make some of
the aspirations in relation to pedestrians and
cyclists unachievable

Elderly care has been omitted from the vision, as
has mental health

There is no recognition of the benefits of increased
cultural provision in the Borough

BRAG response to Question 5 (please note full
document is attached to Q46)
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Question 5 Does our current Core Strategy reflect
the specific local aspirations and/or qualities that you
feel should continue to be reflected in the visions for
Hemel Hempstead, Berkhamsted, Tring, Markyate, Kings
Langley, Bovingdon, or the wider countryside?

Yes

» Unfortunately nothing in this consultation convinces
BRAG that they will continue to be reflected in the
new Local plan

BRAG response to Question 6 (please note full
document is attached to Q46)

Question 6 Do you agree with the suggested
objectives for the new Local Plan?

Yes

» Strongly agree — all options should be robustly
measured against these objectives. Planners need
to demonstrate that they are ‘Living the Vision’ —
or accept that it is entirely unrealistic and be honest
with the local population

BRAG response to Question 7 (please note full
document is attached to Q46)

Question 7 Do you agree with the proposed
policy coverage of the new Local Plan?

Yes

» Policies identified are crucial — all options should
be measured against them

Berkhamsted Citizens response

Is Option 2A your preferred option for delivering the
growth needs of the Borough?

No

* This would represent massive over development
of Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4
(see Q4 to 7) copy below

Question 4

Do you agree with the suggested vision for the
Borough?

No —it’s pie in the sky

» Thevision is far removed from reality. For example,
‘towns and villages have sufficient water supply’
(water is one of the major issues and can only be
exacerbated by proposed development options)
and ‘access to the Watford Health Campus is
improved’ (the new road has had almost no impact
on the realities of travelling to the hospital).

+ ltis difficult to see how access to the Watford
Health Campus can be improved with the
additional traffic that will be caused by the
proposed scale of development. Health service
provision within Dacorum should be improved, for
this purpose we propose that part of site KL-h3 be
reserved for possible future health purposes.



Include files

Number

* We have in Dacorum a USP of two irreplaceable
water courses, the Grand Union Canal and the
Bourne rivers. It is proposed that there is
substantial development along the banks of the
Grand Union Canal which would completely
destroy its ethos as a linear green park running
through our authority. The intention to develop the
banks of the canal is against DBC’s policies to
respect our industrial heritage and to promote
tourism

» Disagree that the Watford Health Campus is an
appropriate/adequate ‘vision’ for the health care
aspirations of Dacorum

» Elderly care has been omitted from the vision. We
also have no urgent care facility.

» It has long been accepted that we need a new
hospital for this area

Does our current Core Strategy reflect the specific
local aspirations and/or qualities that you feel should
continue to be reflected in the visions for Hemel
Hempstead, Berkhamsted, Tring, Markyate, Kings
Langley, Bovingdon,

or the wider countryside?

Yes, but this new plan does not, and the proposals
will not deliver!

Question 6

Do you agree with the suggested objectives for the
new Local Plan?

Yes

» Strongly agree — all options should be robustly
measured against these objectives. Itis impossible
to improve Berkhamsted’s transport system with
our topgraphy

» The 6th bullet point of “Sustainable Development
should read: To conserve and enhance the function
and character of the fowns, villages and
countryside

» Both Berkhamsted and Tring have enjoyed
excellent character studies prepared by DBC, the
objectives of the new local plan totally ignore these
excellent and perceptive documents, which took
a great deal of time and money for DBC to produce
and they should not be ignored.

* The 2nd bullet point of Infrastructure and Delivery
should read: To co-ordinate the delivery
of adequate new infrastructure with development

Question 7

Do you agree with the proposed policy coverage of
the new Local Plan?

Yes

» Policies identified are crucial — all options should
be measured against them. We need to make sure
that supplementary planning guidance is adhered
to, particularly our character appraisals

Question 42
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Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

346

LP1020593

Christine Manning

No

| would like to support the views put forward by the
Berkhamsted Citizens Association in their response to
the Core Strategy

Is Option 2A your preferred option for delivering the
growth needs of the Borough?

No

* This would represent massive over development
of Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4
(see Q4 to 7) (copy below)

Question 4

Do you agree with the suggested vision for the
Borough?

No —it’s pie in the sky

» The vision is far removed from reality. For example,
‘towns and villages have sufficient water supply’
(water is one of the major issues and can only be
exacerbated by proposed development options)
and ‘access to the Watford Health Campus is
improved’ (the new road has had almost no impact
on the realities of travelling to the hospital).

» Itis difficult to see how access to the Watford
Health Campus can be improved with the
additional traffic that will be caused by the
proposed scale of development. Health service
provision within Dacorum should be improved, for
this purpose we propose that part of site KL-h3 be
reserved for possible future health purposes.

* We have in Dacorum a USP of two irreplaceable
water courses, the Grand Union Canal and the
Bourne rivers. It is proposed that there is
substantial development along the banks of the
Grand Union Canal which would completely
destroy its ethos as a linear green park running
through our authority. The intention to develop the
banks of the canal is against DBC'’s policies to
respect our industrial heritage and to promote
tourism.

» Disagree that the Watford Health Campus is an
appropriate/adequate ‘vision’ for the health care
aspirations of Dacorum

» Elderly care has been omitted from the vision. We
also have no urgent care facility.

* It has long been accepted that we need a new
hospital for this area

Does our current Core Strategy reflect the specific
local aspirations and/or qualities that you feel should
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Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

continue to be reflected in the visions for Hemel
Hempstead, Berkhamsted, Tring, Markyate, Kings
Langley, Bovingdon, or the wider countryside?

Yes, but this new plan does not, and the proposals
will not deliver!

Question 6

Do you agree with the suggested objectives for the
new Local Plan?

Yes

» Strongly agree — all options should be robustly
measured against these objectives. Itis impossible
to improve Berkhamsted’s transport system with
our topography

» The 6th bullet point of “Sustainable Development
should read: To conserve and enhance the function
and character of the fowns, villages and
countryside

* Both Berkhamsted and Tring have enjoyed
excellent character studies prepared by DBC, the
objectives of the new local plan totally ignore these
excellent and perceptive documents, which took
a great deal of time and money for DBC to produce
and they should not be ignored

» The 2nd bullet point of Infrastructure and Delivery
should read: To co-ordinate the delivery
of adequate new infrastructure with development

Question 7

Do you agree with the proposed policy coverage of
the new Local Plan?

Yes

» Policies identified are crucial — all options should
be measured against them. We need to make sure
that supplementary planning guidance is adhered
to, particularly our character appraisals

Question 42
LP1020665

Jane Hawkins

No

| am writing with regards to the proposed development
of Tring.

| am concerned this development has not been
investigated correctly. Please see the attached file
(GFRA full response)

GFRA Response to Question 42, full document
attached to question 46
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As per the discussion in relation to Option 1A the
distribution of housing in this instance is considered to
provide a wholly unreasonable over prescription to
Berkhamsted and Tring with regard to housing numbers
and significantly underserve the market place available
to Hemel Hempstead.
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Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

Question 42
LP1020721
Keiron Wybrow

No

Please find attached a response document as
commissioned by Grove Fields Residents association
which | am a member of.

As well as this | would like to make my own personal
feelings known.

GFRA Response to Question 42, full document
attached to question 46

As per the discussion in relation to Option 1A the
distribution of housing in this instance is considered to
provide a wholly unreasonable over prescription to
Berkhamsted and Tring with regard to housing numbers
and significantly underserve the market place available
to Hemel Hempstead.

Include files

Number Question 42

ID LP1020769

Full Name Christopher Townsend

Company / Organisation

Position

Councillor, Tring Town Council

Agent Name
Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

348

No

As a member of Tring Town Council | agree with all the
responses that have been submitted by Tring Town
Council (copy below)

See the response to Q40. The level of housing need
in Option 2 exceeds the capacity of Hemel Hempstead
and, therefore Dacorum, to absorb the proposed growth.



[Response to Q40: Whilst this option would clearly be
welcomed as there is no further housing growth allocated
to Tring, it is felt that Option 1A has the potential to give
necessary infrastructure which would not be forthcoming
under this option.]
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Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

Question 42

LP1020817

Usha Kilich

Northchurch Parish Council
Parish Clerk

No

Include files

Number Question 42

ID LP1020863
Full Name Mr lain Manson

Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name
Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

No

| have also tapped into the support of Berkhamsted
Residents Action Group and have attached much more
detailed comments that have been put together by that
group, all of which | support. These comments are rather
long, but | feel it is important to repeat them in detail.

BRAG response to Question 42 (please note full
document is attached to Q46)

Question 42 Is Option 2A your preferred option
for delivering the growth needs of the Borough?

» This would represent massive over development
of Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4
(see Q4 to 7).

» No consideration has been given critical planning
considerations such as recent and on-going build
against targets and local impact given different
topographies and (inadequate) supporting
infrastructure.

» The current Core Strategy covers the 25 year
period 2006 to 2031 and the technical appendix
to the latest “Authority Monitoring Report &
Progress on the Dacorum Development
Programme” reveals that in the first 5 years
(2006-11) of the plan Berkhamsted delivered 10
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years worth of new housing stock and by 2016 the
rate of development had exceeded Core Strategy
targets by a massive 34%. All this without any
improvements in infrastructure.

Compare this to the rest of the Borough.
Tring have done their bit (5% above target rate),
while small villages and countryside locations have
also hit targets. However, this is in stark contrast
to Hemel Hempstead, which is where the Inspector
agreed was the correct place to focus
development. Development in Hemel has been at
a pretty constant rate over the first 10 years of the
CS, unfortunately at rate some 21% below the
target figure. So, all the shortfall that DBC claim
we need to pick up in the new plan comes from
failure to concentrate on the Hemel developments.

» Berkhamsted should most not be punished
because the town has developed at a faster rate
than required by the plan. Just like a pint pot, once
it is full it is full and adding extra just makes for
one almighty mess.

» As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core
Strategy report, development in Berkhamsted “has
to be balanced against the need to protect the
town’s historic character and setting” and the
excessive growth in Berkhamsted proposed in this
option does not do this.

» Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear
— “demand for housing alone will not change Green
Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) —
and the commitment to protecting Green Belt has
been repeated many times, including by the
Chancellor in his recent budget speech. The
reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers
who generate the highest profit margins building
in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason to
focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green

Belt boundary changes.
Include files
Number Question 42
ID LP1020887
Full Name Mrs. Sue Yeomans
Company / Organisation
Position
Agent Name
Company / Organisation
Position
Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here No
Your response - Please add your response here | welcome the opportunity to contribute to the Dacorum

Borough Council's (DBC) consultation on Issues &
Options Local Plan to 2036 and request that my
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Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

comments below are fully taken into account in further
deliberations on the Local Plan.

Whilst | have given detail on some issues below, | totally
support the response made by the Chiltern Countryside
Group (CCG), which gives further comment on these
key matters. Please refer to the CCG submission for
my full response.

Chiltern Conservation Group response below

We believe the figures for growth given for Options 2
and 3 to be premature in terms of Government
requirements.

Question 42
LP1020939
Mr Jake Storey

No

| live in Berkhamsted and have witnessed the size of the
small town growing in an unsustainable manner. As a
result | joined SYBRA and also now BRAG. | have
attached the BRAG response to your proposals

BRAG response to Question 42 (please note full
document is attached to Q46)

Question 42 Is Option 2A your preferred option
for delivering the growth needs of the Borough?

» This would represent massive over development
of Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4
(see Q4 to 7).

» No consideration has been given critical planning
considerations such as recent and on-going build
against targets and local impact given different
topographies and (inadequate) supporting
infrastructure.

* The current Core Strategy covers the 25 year
period 2006 to 2031 and the technical appendix
to the latest “Authority Monitoring Report &
Progress on the Dacorum Development
Programme” reveals that in the first 5 years
(2006-11) of the plan Berkhamsted delivered 10
years worth of new housing stock and by 2016 the
rate of development had exceeded Core Strategy
targets by a massive 34%. All this without any
improvements in infrastructure.

Compare this to the rest of the Borough.
Tring have done their bit (5% above target rate),
while small villages and countryside locations have
also hit targets. However, this is in stark contrast
to Hemel Hempstead, which is where the Inspector
agreed was the correct place to focus
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development. Development in Hemel has been at
a pretty constant rate over the first 10 years of the
CS, unfortunately at rate some 21% below the
target figure. So, all the shortfall that DBC claim
we need to pick up in the new plan comes from
failure to concentrate on the Hemel developments.

» Berkhamsted should most not be punished
because the town has developed at a faster rate
than required by the plan. Just like a pint pot, once
it is full it is full and adding extra just makes for
one almighty mess.

» As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core
Strategy report, development in Berkhamsted “has
to be balanced against the need to protect the
town’s historic character and setting” and the
excessive growth in Berkhamsted proposed in this
option does not do this.

» Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear
— “demand for housing alone will not change Green
Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) —
and the commitment to protecting Green Belt has
been repeated many times, including by the
Chancellor in his recent budget speech. The
reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers
who generate the highest profit margins building
in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason to
focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green
Belt boundary changes.

Question 42
LPI020994
Mr & Mrs J.D Battye

No

This is our response to the consultation exercise in
respect of the issues and options for the Local Plan
recently published.We wish that the following views and
comments be taken into account in your consideration
of public responses.

The Berkhamsted Residents’ Action Group(BRAG) are
responding in full to the Issues and Options consultation.
We hereby request that you accept this e-mail asking
you to duplicate BRAG’s responses under our names
so that a complete repetition of BRAG’s submission is
avoided. We would also like to place on record our
endorsement of Berkhamsted Town Council’s
submission.

Q42 to Q45(2A,B,C,3.)BRAG



BRAG response to Question 42 (please note full
document is attached to Q46)

Question 42 Is Option 2A your preferred option
for delivering the growth needs of the Borough?

This would represent massive over development
of Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4
(see Q4 to 7).
No consideration has been given critical planning
considerations such as recent and on-going build
against targets and local impact given different
topographies and (inadequate) supporting
infrastructure.
The current Core Strategy covers the 25 year
period 2006 to 2031 and the technical appendix
to the latest “Authority Monitoring Report &
Progress on the Dacorum Development
Programme” reveals that in the first 5 years
(2006-11) of the plan Berkhamsted delivered 10
years worth of new housing stock and by 2016 the
rate of development had exceeded Core Strategy
targets by a massive 34%. All this without any
improvements in infrastructure.

Compare this to the rest of the Borough.
Tring have done their bit (5% above target rate),
while small villages and countryside locations have
also hit targets. However, this is in stark contrast
to Hemel Hempstead, which is where the Inspector
agreed was the correct place to focus
development. Development in Hemel has been at
a pretty constant rate over the first 10 years of the
CS, unfortunately at rate some 21% below the
target figure. So, all the shortfall that DBC claim
we need to pick up in the new plan comes from
failure to concentrate on the Hemel developments.
Berkhamsted should most not be punished
because the town has developed at a faster rate
than required by the plan. Just like a pint pot, once
it is full it is full and adding extra just makes for
one almighty mess.
As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core
Strategy report, development in Berkhamsted “has
to be balanced against the need to protect the
town’s historic character and setting” and the
excessive growth in Berkhamsted proposed in this
option does not do this.
Central Government'’s policy on Green Belt is clear
— “demand for housing alone will not change Green
Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) —
and the commitment to protecting Green Belt has
been repeated many times, including by the
Chancellor in his recent budget speech. The
reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers
who generate the highest profit margins building
in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason to
focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green
Belt boundary changes.

Berkhamsted Town Council response
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Question 42 /s Option 2A your preferred option for
delivering the growth needs of the Borough?

This would represent massive over-development of
Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives, policies
and local aspirations set out in Section 4 (see Q4 to 7)
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The attached report says what we friends of Grove Fields
cannot say in the correct language.

GFRA Response to Question 42, full document
attached to question 46

As per the discussion in relation to Option 1A the
distribution of housing in this instance is considered to
provide a wholly unreasonable over prescription to
Berkhamsted and Tring with regard to housing numbers
and significantly underserve the market place available
to Hemel Hempstead.
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Please find attached report regarding your proposed
development in Tring as submission opposing this
proposal (GFRA)

GFRA Response to Question 42, full document
attached to question 46

As per the discussion in relation to Option 1A the
distribution of housing in this instance is considered to
provide a wholly unreasonable over prescription to
Berkhamsted and Tring with regard to housing numbers
and significantly underserve the market place available
to Hemel Hempstead.
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Question 42
LPIO21173
St Albans Diocesan Board of Finance

St Albans Diocesan Board of Finance

No

» SADBEF suggest that DBC should plan for a hybrid
between options 2A and 3, where a housing target
of up to 1,100 dwellings per year is planned with
a distribution focusing on the three main
settlements and also with recognition that
development at smaller villages can provide
sustainable growth for these communities

» SADBEF suggests it is necessary to plan for
scenario 3 to ensure the Plan that is produced will
be sound and pass through examination by
Inspector

Number
ID

Full Name

Question 42
LP1021220
Sarah Lightfoot

Company / Organisation
Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation
Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

No

Your response - Please add your response here

Question 42, 43,44 Is Option 2A, 2B, 2C your
preferred option for delivering the growth needs of the
Borough?

No

» This would represent massive over development
of Berkhamsted and is contrary to the objectives,
policies and local aspirations set out in Section 4
(see Q4 to 7).

* No consideration has been given critical planning
considerations such as recent and on-going build
against targets and local impact given different
topographies and (inadequate) supporting
infrastructure.

» The current Core Strategy covers the 25 year
period 2006 to 2031 and the technical appendix
to the latest “Authority Monitoring Report &
Progress on the Dacorum Development
Programme” reveals that in the first 5 years
(2006-11) of the plan Berkhamsted delivered 10
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years worth of new housing stock and by 2016 the
rate of development had exceeded Core Strategy
targets by a massive 34%. All this without any
improvements in infrastructure. Compare this to
the rest of the Borough. Tring have done their bit
(5% above target rate), while small villages and
countryside locations have also hit targets.
However, this is in stark contrast to Hemel
Hempstead, which is where the Inspector agreed
was the correct place to focus development.
Development in Hemel has been at a pretty
constant rate over the first 10 years of the CS,
unfortunately at rate some 21% below the target
figure. So, all the shortfall that DBC claim we need
to pick up in the new plan comes from failure to
concentrate on the Hemel developments.
Berkhamsted should most not be punished
because the town has developed at a faster rate
than required by the Just like a pint pot, once it is
full it is full and adding extra just makes for one
almighty mess.

As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core
Strategy report, development in Berkhamsted “has
to be balanced against the need to protect the
town’s historic character and setting” and the
excessive growth in Berkhamsted proposed in this
option does not do this

Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear
— “demand for housing alone will not change Green
Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) —
and the commitment to protecting Green Belt has
been repeated many times, including by the
Chancellor in his recent budget speech. The
reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers
who generate the highest profit margins building
in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason to
focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green
Belt boundary changes.

As the Planning Inspector stated in his Core
Strategy report, development in Berkhamsted “has
to be balanced against the need to protect the
town’s historic character and setting” and the
excessive growth in Berkhamsted proposed in this
option does not do this

Central Government’s policy on Green Belt is clear
— “demand for housing alone will not change Green
Belt boundaries” (letter to MPs from Minister of
State for Housing and Planning — June 2016) —
and the commitment to protecting Green Belt has
been repeated many times, including by the
Chancellor in his recent budget speech. The
reason the rate of build in Berkhamsted is so high
is a simple function of demand from the developers
who generate the highest profit margins building
in Berkhamsted. This demand is not a reason to
focus even more development on Berkhamsted
and under Government policy cannot lead to Green
Belt boundary changes.



Include files

Number

ID

Full Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Agent Name

Company / Organisation

Position

Your Opinion - Please state your opinion here

Your response - Please add your response here

Question 42
LP1021267
Sarah Lightfoot

No

A recent report by the Chilterns Conservation Board on
the Cumulative Impact of Development on the Chilterns
AONB has also not been considered and should be
taken into account. | strongly support their submission
(below)

The Chilterns Conservation Board objects to this option
because it potentially involves major development in the
Chilterns AONB at Tring (site Tr-h4) and Berkhamsted
(site Be-h8) which the NPPF para 116 states should be
refused except in exceptional circumstances and where
it can be demonstrated it is in the public interest. Meeting
housing figures is not an exceptional circumstance, there
are alternatives in the housing market area not in the
AONB. Development of these greenfield sites in the
AONB would not conserve and enhance the natural
beauty of the AONB or meet the vision .

This option also involves developing multiple sites in the
Setting of the AONB at Hemel Hempstead, Tring and
Berkhamsted with considerable c