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DACORUM BOROUGH COUNCIL 
DACORUM SITE ALLOCATIONS DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

DOCUMENT EXAMINATION 
 

11 March 2016 
 
 

Dacorum Borough Council’s (DBC) response to Inspector’s initial questions 
for the Council 

 

Introduction 

 

1. This note flags up some initial questions I have that would benefit from 

early clarification.  In answering these questions can the Council 

consider whether it might be necessary to advance any potential main 

modifications to the Plan. 

 

Dacorum Borough Council (DBC) can confirm that on 25 February 2016 a 

letter was formally submitted to the Planning Inspector under Section 20 

(7C) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004, asking the 

Inspector to recommend any necessary main modifications to the 

submitted Site Allocations DPD that she feels are required to make the 

plan ‘sound.’ 

 

The Council hopes that the following responses provide the information 

required to answer the questions posed.  However, if any further 

information is required, please advise and Officers will do their best to 

provide further clarification. 

 

Focused Changes 

 

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

response to some representations and consulted upon them.  Can you 

please confirm whether you wish me to examine the ‘updated’ 

submission Plan that includes the focused changes? 

 

DBC’s response: 

 

The Council can confirm that we wish the Inspector to examine the 

‘updated’ submission Plan that includes the Focused Changes (i.e. it 

comprises Examination Documents SUB1 and SUB2).  

 

As referred to in the Council’s formal submission letter of 4 February 2016 

to the Planning Inspectorate, there is also a further list of minor changes 

set out in the ‘Schedule of Changes proposed in response to 

Representations on the Focused Changes’ (Examination Document SUB3) 

which the Council would also like to incorporate into the final Site 

Allocations document.  These further changes have not been subject to 

consultation, but have been subject to Sustainability Appraisal 

(Examination Document SUB5). 

 

Neighbourhood Plans 

 

3.  Are there any made or emerging Neighbourhood Plans in the borough? 
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If so, can you provide details please and copies of any Plans or draft 

Plans. 

 

 DBC’s response: 

 

The only Neighborhood Plan underway within the Borough (of which the 

Council is aware) relates to the Grovehill area of Hemel Hempstead. This is 

being prepared by the ‘Grovehill Future’ Forum with support from Dacorum 

Borough Council. The plan area is shown below.  It intentionally includes 

the area proposed for release from the Green Belt and development for 

housing through Local Allocation LA1 (Marchmont Farm).   

 

A draft of the Grovehill Neighborhood Plan is currently being prepared, but 

has yet to be published.  Officers who have been supporting the Grovehill 

Futures group have confirmed that the plan supports the principle of the 

LA1 development.  The plan’s principal focus is the regeneration and/or 

redevelopment of Henry Wells Square local centre, new housing, 

improving connectivity and public spaces and making better use of 

existing under-used garage blocks. At present, the Neighbourhood Plan 

examination is scheduled for Winter 2016 and the referendum for Spring 

2017.  However, once the draft plan is completed, the group hopes that 
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these timescales can be condensed. 

Further information is available on our website 

http://www.dacorum.gov.uk/home/regeneration/grovehill-future-

project  and the Grovehill Future Group website www.grovehillfuture.org 

 

Status of Master Plans 

 

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

Are the Council currently working on final versions of these or is the 

intention to wait until after the Site Allocations Plan is adopted? 

 

 DBC’s response: 

 

The Local Allocation master plans all remain in draft form. For clarification 

the process has been as follows. 

 

Initial drafts were agreed by the Council’s Cabinet for consultation in July 

2014, with the actual consultation itself taking place between September 

and November 2014 for a period of six weeks (see Examination Document 

LA1).  Following close of the consultation, Officers recommended to 

Cabinet a number of changes to the drafts to take account of comments 

received (Examination Document LA3).  These changes are summarised in 

the Report of Consultation (Examination Document LA2) and have been 

incorporated into the October 2015 versions of the master plans submitted 

as part of the supporting information for the Site Allocations examination 

(Examination Documents LA8, LA19, LA25, LA39, LA47 and LA55).  These 

are all still marked as ‘draft’.   

 

The Council’s intention is that the master plans are adopted as 

supplementary guidance at the same time as the Site Allocations DPD is 

adopted.  This will enable any changes agreed through the Site Allocations 

examination process relating to LA1-LA6 to be reflected in the master 

plans; hence avoiding the risk of the DPD and supplementary guidance 

containing inconsistent requirements. 

 

Housing 

 

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

5 year supply of deliverable sites with an additional buffer of 5% (i.e. 

5.25 years), unless there has been a record of persistent under 

delivery in which case the buffer should be increased to 20% i.e. 6 

years.  On the basis of the under delivery evident from the AMR should 

a 20% buffer be applied?  Should the approach adopted be set out in 

the Plan? 

 

 DBC’s response: 

 

The additional 5% buffer is considered appropriate to apply when 

measured against current performance, for the following reasons: 

 The Council has a good track record for delivering on its housing 

target through its Local Plans. Indeed it has met and exceeded this in 

each of its previous adopted Local Plans. 

http://www.dacorum.gov.uk/home/regeneration/grovehill-future-project
http://www.dacorum.gov.uk/home/regeneration/grovehill-future-project
http://www.grovehillfuture.org/
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 The figures reflect a period when the country was experiencing the 

biggest recession since the 1930s.  Completions that have been 

achieved to date are considered to be significant in the face of this  

major market downturn and as such it is to be expected that delivery 

rates over a large part of the early plan period have been affected. 

 In reality, the slight under-delivery to-date should be considered in 

the context of the planning framework to support the delivery not 

being yet fully in place: the Core Strategy was not adopted until 

September 2013 and the Site Allocations DPD is advanced, but not 

yet adopted.   

 Under-delivery, in so far as it exists, is related to the market and not 

the performance of this local planning authority.   

 While the under-delivery against target is disappointing, the shortfall 

is not critical in the short to medium term: the Council has delivered 

on 87% of the required target (i.e. 3,377 of 3,870 homes) and it 

continues to be able to achieve a 5 year supply of housing (see 

Appendix 1).  

 Supply and site activity is continuing to improve (see Appendix 2) 

and this will lead to increasing future rates of completions. 

 

The Council’s preferred approach is to deal with detailed land supply 

issues through its AMR rather than comment on them in the Site 

Allocations DPD itself. This is a reasonable approach to take as it is 

primarily a monitoring issue and circumstances can change over the 

lifetime of the plan. The Core Strategy (Examination Document CS4) 

already refers to how delivery can be achieved and the importance of 

monitoring this (see chapters 27 and 29). A reference to how the Council 

will tackle any underperformance would largely repeat national advice 

rather than add any locally specific detail. The AMR sets out the latest 

housing position (the Site Allocations DPD would be fixed at 1st April 

2015) and provides greater flexibility to report on issues as they arise 

and, where appropriate, suggest any course(s) of action.  

 

However, the Council will be guided by advice from the Inspector on these 

matters. Should the Inspector decide that a 20% buffer is appropriate 

then the Council would highlight that it would still be able to achieve a 5 

year supply (see Table 2 in Appendix 1 below). Similarly, should the 

Inspector’s preference be for text to be added relating to delivery issues, 

then this could also be added to the Site Allocations DPD via the main 

modifications process or preferably covered via the AMR. 

 

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

is the Council’s intention to make up this shortfall in housing delivery 

in the first 5 years of the Plan which is the approach preferred by the 

Planning Policy Guidance.  Is this correct and should it be explained in 

the Plan? 

 

 DBC’s response: 

 

It is the Council’s intention to make up any shortfall in housing delivery in 

the first 5 years of the Plan as required by national guidance. As this is a 

recognised expectation for local planning authorities to satisfy, it was not 

considered necessary to refer to explicitly within the Site Allocations DPD.   

As set out in the response to question 5 above, the Council’s preference is 
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to deal with detailed land supply issues through its AMR. 

 

The Council also has the opportunity to consider how to address any 

shortfalls in delivery as part of its new single Local Plan.  Work on this 

plan, which incorporates an ‘early partial review’ of the Core Strategy, has 

already begun, and it is due for adoption in 2018.   

 

However, as previously stated, the Council will be guided by advice from 

the Inspector on this matter.  Should she wish the Council to include any 

further commentary in the Site Allocations DPD regarding the approach to 

any under-provision from plan requirements, this can be incorporated via 

the main modifications process. 

 

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

 

 DBC’s response: 

 

The Council has taken into account the housing supply position in 

allocating sites, including the shortfall. However, the shortfall has not 

proved so significant as to fundamentally alter its approach to the 

allocation of sites in the Site Allocations DPD. To date, 87% of its plan 

requirements (i.e. 3,377 of a target of 3,870 homes) have been achieved. 

Furthermore, the short to medium term supply of housing is very healthy 

(see Appendix 2) and is sufficient to demonstrate a 5 year supply (see 

Tables 1 and 2 in Appendix 1).  

 

The housing schedule in the Site Allocations DPD remains as 

comprehensive as possible in terms of the size, timing, mix and location of 

housing allocations. There has been no overriding need to re-visit the 

schedule in terms of the housing supply position in preparing the schedule 

at either 1st April 2014 or 1st April 2015 base dates.  

 

The allocations continue to make an important contribution to overall 

housing supply. Indeed, there are no fundamental constraints identified 

affecting their delivery, only a few sites are phased (i.e. the Local 

Allocations), and many allocations have now reached the planning 

application stage or have secured planning permission (see Appendix 2). 

There is flexibility in respect of bringing forward the Local Allocations 

should the housing supply position require this (via Policy CS3: Managing 

Selected Development Sites of the Core Strategy).  Furthermore, a 

number of allocations within the housing schedule have the potential to 

deliver more than their indicative net capacity, adding to their overall 

contribution. 

 

However, not all sites need to be formally allocated in order to contribute 

to plan requirements. It is worth noting that, while the allocations in the 

housing schedule are an important part of housing supply over the plan 

period, the Council is not solely reliant on them to achieve the plan target. 

New sites will continue to come forward outside of the allocations, and 

their contribution can be taken account of as part of regular monitoring of 

the housing supply position. 

 

There is additional flexibility provided by a healthy and growing pipeline of 

sites, particularly boosted by an improving local housing market and 
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greater national relaxation over planning control (e.g. office to residential 

conversions). On-going policy work may point to opportunities for 

additional/higher density housing e.g. in the Two Waters area of Hemel 

Hempstead. Windfalls are seen as contributing to supply (at c.50 homes 

per annum based on historic trends). However, the housing trajectory 

excludes any contribution from larger windfalls and smaller windfalls from 

garden land (at c.40 homes per annum based on past trends). These will 

all help to boost supply and provide a further buffer against any potential 

non or under delivery of identified sites.  

 

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

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

used given the generally accepted approach of applying the buffer 

to the shortfall as well as the Plan requirement? 

 

 DBC’s response: 

 

The Council has interpreted the application of an additional buffer of 5% in 

the 2014/15 AMR (Examination Document BP1) as being applied to 

the unadjusted plan requirement (i.e. the Core Strategy target of 430 

homes per annum). The advice does not make explicit that this should also 

be applied to both the plan requirement brought forward and any 

associated shortfall. However, the Council acknowledges the logic of the 

approach referred to by the Inspector and has re-run the housing supply 

calculations to reflect this (see Tables 1 and 2 in Appendix 1). As the 

revised figures show, a 5 year housing supply can be achieved when 

applying either of the two approaches. 

 

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

Monitoring Report are much higher than completions over the previous 

years.  Are these predictions realistic?  If so, please explain why. 

 

DBC’s response: 

 

The Council acknowledges that the projected completions are higher than 

recorded completions. However, the completions that have been achieved 

to date are considered to be significant in terms of recent economic 

circumstances (see response to question 5 above). 

 

As the Inspector is well aware, a plan in itself does not produce housing: it 

simply secures a supply of housing land.  Housing delivery is dynamic and 

there will inevitably be differences in any year between actual and 

predicted delivery rates. If market conditions are such that housing 

delivery is at a slower rate than the trajectory then that is not necessarily 

an adverse reflection on housing land supply.  However, the housing 

trajectory is considered to reflect current broad and upward trends in the 

housing market, the location of Dacorum within a buoyant housing market 

and takes a realistic approach to the deliverability / developability of 

schemes. This includes an increasing supply of and greater activity on 

sites; especially the key, larger schemes (see Appendix 2).  When market 

conditions permit then this take up is likely to exceed the trajectory, in a 

situation where the availability of an adequate supply of housing land has 

not been an issue.  The Council has liaised with landowners to ensure 
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assumptions about the delivery of larger sites are robust and reflect 

commercial considerations. Such factors point to a significantly improved 

rate of delivery compared to earlier in the Plan period. There is no 

fundamental reason why this should not continue to be the case. 

There are no major constraints holding back the allocations, indeed some 

of the allocations are already being brought forward through the planning 

application process, and all the Local Allocations benefit from detailed 

master planning work and a clear commitment from landowners / 

developers to progress these schemes. The market is improving in terms 

of supply and sites being brought on-stream. The Council itself is actively 

playing its part by bringing forward its own housing schemes (chiefly 

through its New Build Housing Programme), and in supporting and 

enabling delivery overall. 

 

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

 

DBC’s response: 

 

Given responses to questions 5 to 9 above, the Council is confident that 

delivery rates will increase sufficiently to ensure that plan requirements 

are met. There is also ample flexibility within the overall programme to 

accommodate any slippage and maintain a 5 year housing supply. 

 

The Council acknowledges that there can be national and local 

circumstances that may impact on forecast levels of completions. Should 

future rates fall sufficiently to signal serious cumulative under-

achievement of the plan requirement, then this is best addressed through 

the preparation of the forthcoming Single Local Plan (see response to 

question 6) rather than through the current framework provided by the 

Site Allocations DPD. This would allow for a comprehensive consideration 

of the housing supply position and ensure that any shortfall is properly 

tackled through the plan-making process. 

 

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

development? 

 

DBC’s response: 

 

The windfall allowance is based on actual historic completions going back 

to the 2001/02 period (as set out in each relevant Residential Land 

Position Statement). This includes schemes for new build small-scale 

development (of 4 units or less) and conversions. The position on smaller 

windfalls is summarised in Tables (a) and (b) in Appendix 8 of Selecting 

the Core Strategy Housing Target (June 2012) (Examination Document 

HG6). Total windfalls are equivalent to c.90 dwellings per annum of which 

c.40 dwellings per annum are from garden land that cannot immediately 

be accounted for in the housing supply calculations.  

 

This approach is considered to be robust as it covers a significant period of 

time taking into account market cycles, a range of different types of sites, 

and fluctuations in levels of completions over time. 

 

The contribution of larger windfall sites is not included within the windfall 
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allowance, nor is their historic contribution explicitly monitored. Such sites 

are more difficult to predict and the Council does not want to be overly 

reliant within the housing supply on the contributions from windfalls for 

achieving plan requirements. Information can however be provided by 

checking back through historic monitoring data if the Inspector wishes to 

better understand the role such sites have played in the past regarding 

housing delivery. 

 

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

exception of LA5, will not bring forward homes until after 2021.  I 

understand that this is to encourage the development of previously 

developed land first.  Can you explain the reason for bringing forward 

LA5 earlier? 

 

DBC’s response: 

 

The decision to bring forward Local Allocation LA5: Icknield Way, west of 

Tring was considered by the Council’s Cabinet meeting in June 2014 

(Examination Document SUB21). The reasons for bringing forward LA5 are 

also set out in the Providing Homes and Communities Background Issues 

Paper (November 2015) (paragraphs 2.77-2.79) (Examination Document 

SA4). Following further consideration of local housing needs and the role 

the site will play in delivering other essential local infrastructure, the 

delivery of LA5 was brought forward into Part 1 of the Schedule of Housing 

Proposals and Sites. In taking this approach, the Council took into 

account: 

 

 the role the site will play in ensuring a robust 5 year housing land 

supply (for both bricks and mortar homes and Gypsy and Traveller 

pitches); 

 the fact that the most pressing need for Gypsy and Traveller pitches is 

for the Romany Gypsies, who are located in the Tring area; 

 the limited supply of other large development sites to help meet 

immediate housing needs in the Tring area; 

 the benefits of the early delivery of the extension to the Icknield Way 

GEA;  

 the benefits of securing land for an extension to Tring cemetery and 

associated public open space; and 

 the lack of any infrastructure capacity issues that require site delivery 

to be delayed until later in the plan period. 

 

The approach taken accords with Policy CS3: Managing Selected 

Development Sites in the Core Strategy. The remaining Local Allocations 

(i.e. LA1-LA4 inclusive and LA6) were not considered to provide equivalent 

justification for early release, and are not required to enable a 5 year 

housing land supply.  They therefore remain in Part 2 of the Schedule of 

Housing Proposals and Sites.  

 

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

Action Plan (AAP) will include a ‘few housing sites’.  Have the 

contribution these sites will make to the housing supply been 

accounted for in the AMR tables? 

 

DBC’s response: 
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While the Site Allocations DPD excludes the area covered by the AAP, the 

housing supply reflected in the AMR tables is comprehensive and does 

include the contribution to the housing supply from this location. This 

chiefly comprises Spencers Park Phases 1 and 2 (a total of c.1000 homes) 

and the Heart of Maylands scheme (c.400 homes). Such sites are at an 

advanced stage and are being progressed through the planning application 

process (see Appendix 2). Another potential source of supply within the 

AAP will be office to residential conversions. 

 

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

 

DBC’s response: 

 

The latest position on the AAP is set out in the Local Development Scheme 

2016-18 (LDS) (see Appendix 3 in the LDS) (Examination Document 

SUB7). The LDS acknowledges that the Council has been working with St 

Albans District Council in order to deliver the AAP. At the time of writing 

the LDS this was our preferred approach. However, the LDS notes the 

difficulties of aligning the work with progress on St Albans plan-making 

process (i.e. their Strategic Local Plan (SLP)), which has been slow.  The 

AAP itself is therefore unprogrammed. The LDS accepts that if it is not 

possible to co-ordinate work on the AAP between the two districts then 

relevant issues can be taken forward through the Council’s new Single 

Local Plan.   

 

Following recent Duty to Co-operate meetings between the authorities, 

and the fact that the Council has raised objections to key elements of St 

Albans District Council’s SLP, this Council’s preference is now to progress 

development of this area via our Single Local Plan process. This would 

include drawing up a joint master plan with St Albans District Council, The 

Crown Estate and other relevant landowners and service providers to 

ensure cross boundary matters are appropriately covered. Work on the 

new Local Plan itself has already commenced.  The Council will consult on 

Issues and Options in 2016, followed by a Publication draft in 2017 and 

adoption in 2018.   

 

Despite the limited progress with the AAP, a robust policy framework is in 

place in order to encourage, guide and assess change in this area (see 

response to question 18 below). 

 

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

 

DBC’s response: 

 

The Traveller Needs Assessment (TNA) (Examination Document HG8) 

identified a need for 17 new pitches to address natural growth of Gypsy 

and Travellers already resident in the Borough over the lifetime of the 

plan. This would approximate to a rate of just under 1 pitch per annum. 

With the earlier planned release of Local Allocation LA5 West of Tring, this 

will provide for a site of 5 pitches. This would be sufficient to secure a 5 

year supply of traveller pitches. 
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In terms of the potential for additional provision, Core Strategy Policy 

CS22: New Accommodation for Gypsies and Travellers provides a 

mechanism for the local planning authority to assess any applications for 

Gypsy and Traveller pitches on non-allocated sites.  Whilst such 

applications within the Borough have historically been rare, they do have 

the potential to add to overall planned supply.  Under Core Strategy Policy 

CS3: Managing Selected Development Sites, there is also a mechanism to 

bring either of the other two Local Allocations which include Gypsy and 

Traveller Provision (LA1 and LA3) forward earlier than planned – either in 

whole or part – should they be required to help maintain a five year 

supply. 

 

It is the Council’s intention to update its current Traveller Needs 

Assessment (Examination Document HG8) as part of work to inform its 

new single Local Plan.  The requirement for, and allocation of, sites to 

meet future needs will therefore be reassessed as part of this review 

process. 

 

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

sites? 

 

 DBC’s response: 

 

The Council’s  approach to accommodating traveller sites in the Site 

Allocations DPD accords with Policy E: Traveller Sites in the Green Belt in 

the Planning Policy for Traveller Sites. None of the proposed sites to be 

provided through the Local Allocations will ultimately involve Green Belt 

land. They all form part of a wider area of land that will be removed from 

the Green Belt on adoption of the Site Allocations DPD.  Paragraph 4.10 in 

the Providing Homes Background Issues Paper (November 2015) 

(Examination Document SA4) makes clear that sites at LA1 and LA3 were 

already proposed to be removed from the Green Belt within the Pre-

Submission Site Allocations DPD. The site at LA5 is proposed to be taken 

out of the Green Belt via the Focused Changes process (Significant Change 

SC1 and associated Minor Changes). 

 

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

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

omissions sites? 

 

DBC’s response: 

 

The information on omission sites is set out in Appendix 3 and reflects 

information contained in Reports of Representations (Examination 

Documents SUB 4 and SUB12) and relevant Background Issues Papers 

(Examination Documents SA3 and SA4). Location plans for those not 

already mapped are provided in Appendix 4.  In responding to this 

question, the Council has assumed that the Inspector is referring to 

additional housing and traveller sites arising from the Pre-Submission 

process. (Note: this includes some submissions requesting change to 

Green Belt boundaries where it is clear that the reasons for these changes 

are to enable further residential development).  It should be noted that: 

 

 not all locations put forward were site-specific; 
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 some would potentially fall below the site size threshold for 

allocation (e.g. of 10 or more units); and 

 a number of sites have subsequently benefited from planning 

permission or are the subject of current planning applications. 

 

Employment sites 

 

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

in policy CS14 of the adopted Core Strategy? 

 

DBC’s response: 

 

The Maylands Business Area (which falls within the AAP area) contains a 

large proportion of the Council’s employment floorspace.  The Council is 

however confident that delays to the AAP will not have any impact upon 

the delivery of the jobs targets set out in Policy CS14 of the adopted Core 

Strategy.   

 

There remains a robust policy basis for ensuring delivery of appropriate 

jobs growth within this area. This is summarised as follows: 

 

 Policies and proposals from the Dacorum Borough Local Plan 1991-

2011 relating to the Maylands Business Area remain ‘saved’ and are 

therefore used for relevant development management decisions.  

 The Hemel Hempstead Place Strategy within the Core Strategy also 

sets out a clear framework for this area.  In particular it includes  

Policy CS34: Maylands Business Park, which sets requirements and 

guidance for new development, and a schedule of the zones within 

the Maylands Business Park,  

 Maylands Masterplan Planning Policy Statement (September 2007), 

which provides a vision and objectives for Maylands, and introduces 

the Character areas, which became the zones referred to in the 

Core Strategy above.  

 Maylands Gateway Development Brief (July 2013), a planning policy 

statement that gives relatively detailed guidance on how the 

Maylands Gateway should be developed. 

 

It is also relevant to note that DBC and the Homes and Communities 

Agency (HCA) are the principal landowners of the greenfield site known as 

the Maylands Gateway, which is the Borough’s main source of new 

employment land.  The HCA land has recently been offered to market and 

the Council was involved in this process: having informal discussions with 

potential bidders in order to set out the Council’s expectations for the site.  

The Council’s own land within the Gateway area is due to be marketed 

shortly.   

 

The Gateway area, together with land to the east within St Albans District 

has also recently been designated as an ‘Envirotech’ Enterprise Zone.  

Both DBC and St Albans City and District Council will be working with the 

Hertfordshire LEP to deliver this Enterprise Zone and use its designation as 

a mechanism to attract new businesses to the area.   

 

Policy CS14 in the Core Strategy proposes a net increase of 10,000 jobs in 

Dacorum over the plan period (2006-2031).  Table 6.1 in the Council’s 
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Authority Monitoring Report 2014/15 (Examination Document BP1) shows 

that the number of jobs in the Borough increased by 3,900 between 2006 

and 2014.  Paragraph 6.2 in this report states that: 

 

“Job numbers increased by 4,000 between 2013 and 2014, which puts 

the Borough on target to achieve the Core Strategy jobs growth 

target. The jobs growth target is seen as realistic and achievable, 

particularly given the Council’s proactive approach towards promoting 

economic development.” 

 

Green Belt 

 

19. I am aware that the principle of releasing land from the Green Belt in 

order to accommodate the established housing requirements of the 

borough is accepted in the adopted Core Strategy.  Can you please 

confirm that where sites are allocated on Green Belt land that this 

land will no longer be designated as Green Belt and will therefore not 

be subject to the Green Belt planning policies set out in chapter 9 of 

the National Planning Policy Framework, Planning policy for traveller 

sites or relevant development plan policies? 

 

DBC’s response: 

 

The only development sites within the Site Allocations DPD that currently 

fall within the Green Belt are Local Allocations LA1-6.  On adoption of the 

Site Allocations DPD, these sites will be removed from the Green Belt 

through boundary changes denoted on the updated Policies Map.  From 

this point, none of the Local Allocations sites will be subject to the Green 

Belt planning policies set out in chapter 9 of the National Planning Policy 

Framework (Examination Document REG10), Planning Policy for 

Traveller Sites (Examination Document REG4) or relevant 

development plan policies. 

 

Infrastructure 

 

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

Hemel Hempstead Relief Road.  When will this be constructed and 

are any of the allocations in the Plan dependent upon its delivery? 

 

DBC’s response: 

 

The Borough Council’s Infrastructure Delivery Plan (InDP) Update 2015 

(Examination Document ID1) indicates that the North East Relief Road 

referred to in the Core Strategy will be delivered by 2029, although 

elements of the scheme have already been implemented or are in the 

process of implementation. This includes road improvements related to 

Phase 1 of the Spencers Park scheme and access improvements to the 

Maylands Gateway site. The proposal largely comprises a series of junction 

improvements and road widening schemes along an existing route from 

Green Lane to Redbourn Road, with a potential section of road re-routed 

around the east and north of Punchbowl Park employment area in St 

Albans district.  It therefore does not comprise a new road link or bypass 

as implied by its title.  
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The original North East Relief Road scheme has recently been broadened 

out in scope and is now known as the ‘Maylands Growth Corridor. ’ 

Consultants AECOM have been commissioned by the Hertfordshire Local 

Enterprise Council (LEP) to undertake a more comprehensive piece of work 

relating to future highway improvements within this part of Hemel 

Hempstead.  This study covers both the Maylands area within Hemel 

Hempstead together with land to the east within St Albans City and 

District.  The St Albans land is currently within the Green Belt, but is 

proposed for release through that Council’s Strategic Local Plan (currently 

at Publication stage).  Hertfordshire County Council, Dacorum Borough 

Council, St Albans City and District Council and The Crown Estate (as 

principal landowners) are part of the steering group for this longer-term 

work. The results of this work will either be incorporated within the 

existing Maylands Growth Corridor project or into a new, more 

comprehensive scheme.     

 

These road improvements will be delivered in phases and funded through a 

combination of S106, CIL, other Capital funding and Local Enterprise 

Partnership (LEP) funding (as part of work to deliver the Enterprise Zone). 

Amendments will be included in the InDP Update 2016 to reflect this 

position. For example, further sections of the route improvements will be 

delivered alongside housing on Phase 2 of the Spencers Park site, as part 

of the associated S106.  Delivery of the wider Maylands Growth Corridor 

Scheme is still expected to be 2029. 

 

Dacorum Borough Council can confirm that none of the allocations within 

the Site Allocations DPD is dependent upon the completion of the 

remaining components of the North East Relief Road, (or the broader 

Maylands Growth Corridor scheme).  Appropriate contributions can 

continue to be sought from any relevant future development proposals, as 

those parts of the transport schedule from the Dacorum Borough Local 

Plan 1991-2011 that relate to the AAP area will be ‘saved’ (see paragraphs 

1.4-1.5 of the introductory text in the Site Allocations Map Book).  This will 

enable appropriate transport improvements to be secured via site-specific 

S278/S106 improvements. 

 

21.  Is there any other infrastructure projects that could delay 

development?  If so, how and is there a contingency in place? 

 

DBC’s response: 

 

The Council does not consider that there are any infrastructure ‘show 

stoppers’ that could delay development as set out within the Site 

Allocations DPD.  This assertion is based on consultation responses 

received from infrastructure providers, both in terms of their feedback on 

the Site Allocations document itself, and to the associated Infrastructure 

Delivery Plan (InDP) (Examination Document ID1). The Council continues 

to review the need for new infrastructure with providers through its annual 

reviews of the InDP to ensure that appropriate actions are taken to 

address infrastructure needs and issues of delivery. The Council, as part of 

this process, shares its development trajectories, including the location 

and anticipated phasing of the Local Allocations and other relevant 

information.  
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The only outstanding infrastructure objection to the Site Allocations DPD is 

from the Environment Agency (EA) and relates to waste water and 

sewerage capacity in the Hemel Hempstead area.  However, it is clear 

from the Statement of Common Ground (Examination Document SG1), 

that Thames Water, who are responsible for the provision of this 

infrastructure, are satisfied that the necessary infrastructure upgrades can 

be carried out to deliver the level of growth set out in the Site Allocations 

DPD.  Amendments made through the Focused Changes process has 

introduced text to refer to the need for early liaison with Thames Water 

and Thames Water has confirmed (through supporting representations to 

the Focused Changes consultation) that they are happy this change 

overcomes any previous concerns raised. 

 

In terms of the Local Allocations, Officers have clearly advised the 

landowners to liaise with Thames Water at the earliest opportunity in order 

to ensure development of these sites is not delayed whilst any necessary 

technical work and/or infrastructure upgrades take place.  Taylor Wimpey 

and Barratts Homes, who will deliver the largest housing site at LA3, have 

already met with Thames Water.  The Council understand that at this 

meeting two temporary contingency options were discussed, should the 

necessary upgrades to Maple Lodge Waste Water Treatment Work 

(WWTW) not be completed in time to accommodate demand from this and 

other planned developments.  These options comprise discharging waste to 

the Berkhamsted WWTW, which has existing capacity, and/or the 

temporary on-site storage of waste.  The latter option is referred to in the 

draft master plan prepared for the site.  As the Inspector is aware, the 

issue of waste water is being addressed longer term through a 

comprehensive county-wide study, which is underway (see below). 

 

The Council has established an Infrastructure Advisory Group (IAG), as 

part of its CIL Governance structure, to monitor and manage the delivery 

of appropriate infrastructure and to allocate CIL funding where it may 

unblock or expedite delivery and growth.    

Water related matters 

 

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

Council, the Environment Agency (EA) and Thames Water and see that 

the EA consider the Plan to be unsound because an updated Water 

Cycle Study (or equivalent) is yet to be completed?  Paragraph 18.31 of 

the adopted Core Strategy refers to a ‘Water Cycle Study Scoping 

Report 2010’, which advised that further work would be necessary.  

Can you please provide some more information about when this 

additional work will be carried out/completed and the reason for the 

delay? 

 

DBC’s response: 

 

Whilst there are several small waste water treatment works (WWTW) 

within Dacorum (e.g. at Berkhamsted and Markyate), these currently only 

serve local needs.  Maple Lodge, the main WWTW serving the Borough, is 

located to the south of Rickmansworth, in Three Rivers district, with the 

other main WWTW (Blackbirds) located near Watford.  It is therefore 

illogical for Dacorum to undertake further work on water issues 
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(particularly waste water) unilaterally.     

 

The Council is currently part of the project board for Hertfordshire County 

Council’s Water Project, which is looking at the state of the water 

environment in the County.  This project is intended to assess potable 

water supply and waste water treatment infrastructure across the relevant 

catchment areas within Hertfordshire. 

 

Overall, the ‘Water Project for Hertfordshire’ intends to identify how 

existing local water supply and waste water treatment infrastructure could 

affect future growth levels for Hertfordshire; what infrastructure is 

required to support the scale of growth envisaged across the county; 

scope out the environmental impact of these infrastructure developments; 

and provide a range of options to meet strategic and local infrastructure 

needs, and an indication of the scale of investment required. 

 

Whilst the project is yet to be completed, it will supply the evidence 

required to provide an update to the 2010 Water Cycle Scoping Study. It 

will consider, or provide the data to assess, what infrastructure upgrades 

are required within Dacorum in order to ensure the deliverability of 

planned development within the Borough to meet identified needs. 

 

The project is due for completion in June 2016, at which point a second 

phase of the project will be considered by the project board.  This phase is 

expected to be similar in nature to the study currently underway, but with 

a smaller, more local focus, with a more in depth analysis of options for 

interventions. 

 

23.  According to the SoCG the 2010 study was based on Regional Spatial 

Strategy (RSS) Growth Predictions.  How different was the growth 

planned in the RSS to that in the adopted Core Strategy? 

 

DBC’s response: 

 

Policy H1 of the East of England Plan (May 2008) specified a dwelling 

target of 12,000 new homes for Dacorum from 2001-2021.  The policy did 

however note that “Figures include provision (the amount to be 

determined through Development Plan Documents) for any expansion of 

Hemel Hempstead within St Albans District.”  The figures were for a twenty 

year period (2001-2021), equating to an average of 600 dwellings/year.  

This is higher than the current Core Strategy target of 430 dwellings / 

year.   

 

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

forward in accordance with the planned trajectory?  Will potential 

solutions add to the cost of developing the sites and if so what 

consideration has been given to the effect of this on viability? 

 

DBC’s response: 

 

As stated in response to question 21, the Council has taken appropriate 

measures to ensure that waste water issues will not delay or prevent 

allocations coming forward in accordance with the planned trajectory.  
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The cost of on-site infrastructure has been reflected in the viability 

assessments of larger site allocations (notably highway and utilities 

infrastructure) and for the purposes of CIL viability testing. The Council will 

keep the cost and need to provide waste water infrastructure under review 

and will input such information into any viability work as part of its on-

going infrastructure planning work including reviews of its CIL Charging 

Schedule, as appropriate.  

 

Conclusion 

 

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

happy to respond.  I would stress that I have not done a 

comprehensive read and analysis of the Plan.  Nor have I assessed the 

representations in detail, for reasons set out in earlier 

correspondence.  When I am able to complete these tasks I will begin 

to formulate the matters and issues to be discussed at the Hearings 

and no doubt formulate a comprehensive set of questions for you to 

respond to.  A copy of this note and the Council’s response should be 

placed on the examination website. 

 

26. An early response to the above queries would be appreciated.  I am 

keen that the above matters are resolved, in so far as they can be, 

promptly in order to ensure that the examination is not unduly 

delayed.  I therefore request a response by close of play on 11 March 

2016. 

 

 

Louise Crosby 

Inspector 

19 February 2016 
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Appendix 1  

Adjusted 5 year housing supply calculations: 

 

Table 1: 5 year housing supply calculations (5% buffer) 

 

25 year Core Strategy requirement 1 April 2006 – 31 March 2031 10,750 

Completions 1 April 2006 – 31 March 2015 3,377 

Projected completions (current year) 2015/16 629 

Total projected completions 2006-2016 (3,377+ 629) 4006 

Remaining Core Strategy requirement 2016 – 2031 (10,750 – 

4,006) 

6,744 

Requirement for 2006 - 2016 (430 x10) 4,300 

Shortfall 2006 – 2016 (4,300 – 4,006) 294 

5 year requirement for 2016 – 2021 

Core Strategy unadjusted housing target (430 x 5) = 2,150 

Plus Shortfall = 294 

Plus 5% buffer brought forward from later in plan period (5% of 

2,150 + 294) = 122 

2,566 

 

 

 

 

Annual adjusted 5 year requirement (2,566 / 5) 513 

Projected supply 2016/17 - 2020/21 2,995 

No. of years supply (2,995 / 513) 5.8 years 

 

Table 2: 5 year housing supply calculations (20% buffer): 

 

25 year Core Strategy requirement 1 April 2006 – 31 March 2031 10,750 

Completions 1 April 2006 – 31 March 2015 3,377 

Projected completions (current year) 2015/16 629 

Total projected completions 2006-2016 (3,377+ 629) 4006 

Remaining Core Strategy requirement 2016 – 2031 (10,750 – 

4,006) 

6,744 

Requirement for 2006 - 2016 (430 x10) 4,300 

Shortfall 2006 – 2016 (4,300 – 4,006) 294 

5 year requirement for 2016 – 2021 

Core Strategy unadjusted housing target (430 x 5) = 2,150 

Plus Shortfall = 294 

Plus 20% buffer brought forward from later in plan period (20% of 

2,150 + 294) = 489 

2,933 

 

 

 

 

Annual adjusted 5 year requirement (2,933 / 5) 587 

Projected supply 2016/17 - 2020/21 2,995 

No. of years supply (2,995 / 587) 5.1 years 
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Appendix 2  

 

Supply of housing (sites of 50 or more dwellings) 

 

Location Gross 

Capacity 

Outstanding 

Capacity (as 

at 1.4.15) 

Status Comments 

Berkhamsted: 

New Lodge, Bank 

Mill Lane  

54 36 U/C  

Land at Durrants 

Lane / Shootersway 

92 92 P/P U/C post 

1.4.15.  

MU/6 Land at 

Durrants / Lane  

150 60 Allocation P/P on 

southern half 

of the site. 

Total 296 188   

Hemel Hempstead: 

Swan Court, 

Waterhouse Street 

65 65 P/P U/C post 

1.4.15.  

Business Park, 

Corner Hall 

70 38 P/P  

Land at Manor Estate 325 200 U/C  

Sappi Site, Lower 

Road 

450 253 U/C  

Land at NE Hemel 

Hempstead 

(Spencers Park 

Phase 1) 

357 357 P/P U/C post 

1.4.15.  

Former Royal Mail 

Sorting Office, Park 

Lane 

86 86 U/C  

Viking House, 

Swallowdale Lane 

64 64 P/P  

Land at Maylands 

Court / Wood Lane 

End  

130 130 P/P Part of Heart 

of Maylands 

scheme. U/C 

post 1.4.15. 

Symbio House, 

London Road 

208 208 s.106 P/P post 

1.4.15. 

Revised 

application 

submitted for 

277 units. 

Spencers Park 

(Phase 2) 

550 550 - Master 

planning work 

being 

progressed 

post 1.4.15. 

Application 

due summer 

2016. 

MU/1 Marlowes / 600 600 Allocation P/P post 
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QueenswayCombe 

Street / 

1.4.15 for 207 

flats. 

MU/2 HH Hospital 

Site 

200 200 Allocation  

MU/3 Paradise / 

Wood Lane 

75 75 Allocation  

MU/4 HH Station 

Gateway 

200 200 Allocation Active current 

interest on 

part of the site 

post 1.4.15. 

H/2 National Grid 

site, London Road 

160 160 Allocation Active current 

interest in 

bringing site 

forward. 

H/2 Martindale 

School, Boxted Road 

50 50 Allocation P/P post 

1.4.15 for 43 

units. 

H/13 Frogmore Road 150 150 Allocation Active current 

interest in 

bringing 

northern 

section of site 

forward. 

LA1 Marchmont 

Farm 

350 350 Allocation Site subject to 

master plan. 

LA2 Old Town 80 80 Allocation Site subject to 

master plan. 

LA3 West Hemel 

Hempstead 

900 900 Allocation Site subject to 

master plan. 

Heart of Maylands 

(remainder) 

270 270 - Part of site 

subject to 

planning 

permission (82 

units) and 

current 

application (75 

units) post 

1.4.15. 

Grovehill Local 

Centre 

200 200 - Capacity 

subject to 

further 

detailed work 

on Grovehill 

Neighbourhood 

Plan area. 

Swan Court, 

Waterhouse Street 

- -  P/P and U/C 

post 1.4.15 for 

74 units. 

Bryanston Court, 

Selden Hill 

- -  P/P post 

1.4.15 for 60 

units. 

Total 5,540 5,186   

Tring: 
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LA5 Icknield Way, 

west of Tring 

200 200 Allocation Site subject to 

master plan. 

Total 200 200   

Markyate: 

Land at Hicks Road 75 40 U/C  

Total 75 40   

Bovingdon: 

LA6 Chesham Road / 

Molyneaux Avenue 

60 60 Allocation Site subject to 

master plan. 

Total 60 60   

Grand Total 6,171 5,674   

 

 

Abbreviations: 

 P/P – planning permission 

 U/C – under construction 

 s.106 – s.106 legal agreement 
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Appendix 3  

 

Schedule of additional housing and traveller sites promoted by 

representors during the Pre-Submission stage 

 

Note:  ID number relates to that of the Agent ID unless no agent was used, 

when it relates to the Person ID. 

 

Ref Location ID no. Stated 

Capacity 

Comments 

1. Housing Sites 

Berkhamsted: 

OM1 Land South of Ashylns 

School, Chesham Road 

372732 5-8  5 homes allowed on 

appeal 

(4/0310/15/OUT). 

OM2 Castle Gateway 868572 1 Single eco home being 

promoted. 

OM3 Blegberry Gardens 874750 -  

OM4 Land at Rose Cottage, 

17 Bank Mill Lane 

503097 16 Subject to application 

for 19 flats 

(4/2820/15/MOA). 

OM5 Ivy House Lane 619659 -  

OM6 Land east of New Road 865538 - Includes proposal for 

additional parking to 

serve the town centre. 

OM7 Land at Denny’s Lane 

(Haslam Fields) 

868870 -  

Hemel Hempstead: 

OM8 St Mary’s Convent, 

Green End Road 

875695 - Subject to application 

for 21 homes 

(4/0493/16/FUL). 

Tring: 

OM9 Land at Marshcroft 

Lane / Station Road 

868800 -  

OM10 Land at Waterside, 

Icknield Way 

210986 -  

OM11 Akeman Street GEA 865117 -  

Bovingdon: 

OM12 Chilterns Jaguar 

Garage (Hardings 

Garage, Chesham 

Road) 

871184 - Subject to application 

for 34 retirement 

apartments 

(4/3698/15/MFA). Also 

promoted through 

Focused Changes 

consultation, although 

not specific to any 

proposed changes. 

OM13 Land to r/o Green Lane 

/ Homefield 

875690 130-175  

Kings Langley: 

OM14 Land at Love Lane 619659 4-8 Also promoted through 

Focused Changes 
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consultation, although 

not specific to any 

proposed changes. 

Other locations: 

OM15 Land adjoining Dixons 

Wharf, Wilstone 

868581 40 Also promoted through 

Focused Changes 

consultation, although 

not specific to any 

proposed changes. 

OM16 Button House, Pix 

Farm Lane, Bourne 

End 

864666 -  

2. Traveller Sites: 

OM17 The former household 
waste site in Tringford 

Road, Tring.  

865009 

and 

869019 

and 

865009 

- The Tringford Road site 
is no longer available 

as it is to be used for 
the replacement 
Council depot (the 

existing site in the town 
is to be redeveloped for 
housing). 

 

OM18 Bovingdon Airfield 869006 - Not site specific. 

OM19 Berkhamsted 869016 - Not site specific. 
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Appendix 4  

 

Maps showing locations of additional housing and traveller sites promoted by representors during the Pre-Submission stage 

 

 

(Note:  If larger scale maps are required for any sites, these can be provided on request)  
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