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Gender
Cumulative
Freguency Percent Valid Percent Percent
- Valid | Male 145 56.9 56.9 56.9
Female 110 4314 43.1 100.0
Total 255 100.0 100.0
Age
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
alid | 18 to 24 yoars 5 2.0 2.0
25 to 39 years 42 16.5 16.5 18.4
40 to 64 years 152 59.6 50.6 78.0
85 years & over 56 22.0 22.0 100.0
_ Total 255 100.0 100.0
Ward
Cumulative
Frequancy Percent Valid Percent Percent
_ Valid | Adeyfiald East 9 3.5 3.5 3.5
Adeyfield West 6 2.4 2.4 5.9
Aldbury & Wigginton 10 3.9 3.9 9.8
Apsley 5 2.0 2.0 11.8
- Ashridge 9 3.5 3.5 15.3
Bennetts End 4] 24 24 17.6
Berkhamsted Castle a 3.5 3.5 21.2
— Berkhamsted East 15 58 59 271
Berkhamsted West 13 5.1 5.1 32.2
ngen
E%L?gmaﬂa“ de 20 7.8 7.8 40.0
Boxmoor 16 6.3 6.3 48.3
Chaulden & Shrubhill 10 3.9 3.9 50.2
Cormner Hail 12 4.7 4.7 54.9
Gadehridge & 2.4 24 57.3
Grovenhill 7 2.7 2.7 60.0
Hemel Hempstead 1 43 43 84.3
| Highfield & St Pauls 11 4.3 4.3 688.6
Kings Langley 7 2.7 2.7 71.4
L averstock Gresn 13 5.1 5.1 76.5
N Nash Mills 5 2.0 2.0 78.4
Northchurch 3 1.2 1.2 79.6
Tring Central 10 3.9 3.9 83.5
Tring East 7 27 2.7 86.3
Tring West 9 3.5 3.5 89.8
Warners End 7 2.7 2.7 825
Watling 12 4.7 4.7 97.3
Woodhall 7 2.7 2.7 100.0
Total 255 100.0 100.0
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Area
Cumuilative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid Hng 37 14.5 14.5 14.5
Berkhamstad 40 15.7 15.7 30.2
Rural 52 20.4 20.4 50.6
Hemel Hempstead 126 49.4 49.4 100.0
Total 255 100.0 100.0
Ethnicity
Cumulative
Fraguency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid White (British, Irish,
Other) 248 97.3 98.8 88.8
BME 3 1.2 1.2 100.0
Total 251 98.4 100.0
Missing | (not given) 4 1.6
Total 255 100.0
Employment
Cumulative
Freguency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid | Employes in full time job 112 43.9 43.8 43.9
Employee in part time job 32 12.5 12.5 56.5
Self employed 26 10.2 10.2 B88.7
Unemployed and
available for work 3 1.2 1.2 67.8
Permanently sick /
Wholly retired 66 259 25.9 95.7
Looking after the home 10 3.9 3.9 99.6
Doing something else 1 4 4 100.0
Total 255 100.0 100.0
Disability
Cumulative
Frequency Percent valid Percent Percant
Valid | Yes 66 25.9 259 259
No 189 74.1 74.1 100.0
Total 255 100.0 100.0
Tenure
Cumulative
__ Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid [ Privately owned
or morigaged 208 81.6 816 81.6
Rented 47 18.4 18.4 100.0
Total 255 100.0 100.0

Page 2



Dacorum Borough Council

Site Allocations lssues and Options Paper

Tables of Frequencies

Col Response
- _ Cases %
Q1: Any change | Chipperfield 23 9.0%
rg:quired_- small | Potten End 25 9.8%
villages in green -
belt? '(V:Lnggemton 28 11.0%
meantioned) 220 86.3%
Total 255 116.1%

Q2: Which of the following two options do you support for the Major Developed Site at

Bourne End Mills?

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid Retain cument
boundaries 122 47.8 §5.5 55.5
Extend the infill
boundary to snabla :
additional future 28 38.4 445 100.0
development
Total 220 86.3 100.0
Missing | (none mentioned) 35 13.7
Total 255 100.0

Q3: Which of the foliowing three options do you support for the Major Developed Sites at

Bovingdon Prison?

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid Retain current
boundaries a0 353 39.6 3986
Extend the infil
boundary to enable
additional future 103 40.4 45.4 85.0
devalopment
Extend the extemnal
boundary to axtend tha 34 133 15.0 100.0
overall size
Total 227 89.0 100.0
Missing | (none mentioned) 28 11.0
Total 255 100.0

Q4: Are there any other sites you wish the Councli to consider for designation
as Major Developed Sites in the Green Belt?

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid No 197 77.3 95.2 095.2
Yes 10 39 4.8 100.0
Total 207 81.2 100.0
Missing | (none given) 48 188
Total 255 100.0
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Site Allocations Issues and Options Paper
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Q5: Which of the following options do you support with regard to compensatory Green
Belt designations?

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid Make no changes to _
the existing Grean Belt 143 56.1 63.8 63.8
boundary
Redesignate an area of
land north of Lovetts 81 31.8 36.2 100.0
End from Rural
Total 224 87.8 100.0
Missing | {(none mentioned) 3H 12.2
Total 255 100.0
Col Respanse
Cases %
Q8: Change . Aidbury 19 7.5%
required boundaries | Long Marston 18 7.1%
small villages? Wilstone 20 7.8%
{none given) 226 88.6%
Total 255 111.0%
Col Response
[ Cases %
Q7: Change Hemel Hampstead 28 11.0%
required Berkhamsted 14 5.5%
boundaries [ Tring 16 6.3%
villages? e Kings Langley 10 3.9%
Bovingdon 14 5.5%
Markyate 13 5.1%
{none glven) 214 83.9%
Total 255 121.2%

Q8: Do you agree that we should carry all of the existing unimplemented

housing proposal sitas forward?

Cumulative
Freguency Percant Valid Percent Parcent

Valid No 37 14.5 21.3 21.3

Yes 137 53.7 78.7 100.0

Total 174 68.2 100.0
Missin not

9 (given) 81 31.8

Total 255 100.0
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Q9: Do you think that there should be any exclusions to sites carried forward

in the Urban Capacity Study?
Cumulative
Freguency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid No 175 68.6 92.1 92.1
Yes 15 5.9 7.9 100.0
Total 190 74.5 100.0
Missing | (not given) 65 255
Total 255 100.0

Q10: Do you agree that we should only specifically identify new housing sites
which have the potential to accommocdats 10 or more units?

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Parcent
Valid Yes 119 46.7 53.8 53.8
No 102 40.0 46.2 100.0
Total 221 86.7 100.0
Missing | {not given) 34 13.3
Total 255 100.0

Q11: Are there any particular new sites put forward for conslderation that you

support?
: Cumulative
Freguency Percent Valid Percent Parcent
Valid Yes 29 11.4 16.5 16.5
No 147 57.6 83.56 100.0
Total 176 69.0 100.0
Missing | (not given) 79 31.0
Total 255 100.0

Q12: Do you agree with the suggested approach to prioritising new sites?

Cumulative
Freguency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valld No 25 9.8 11.8 11.8
Yes 186 729 88.2 100.0
Total 211 82.7 100.0
Missing | (not given) 44 17.3
Total 255 100.0
Qri3: Are there any other sites the Council should consider?
Cumulative
Frequency Parcent Valid Percent Parcent
Valid Yeos 12 4.7 7.0 7.0
No 160 62.7 93.0 100.0
Total 172 67.5 100.0
Missing | (not given) 83 32.5
Total 255 100.0
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Dacorum Boreugh Council
Site Allocations Issues and Qptions Paper
Tables of Frequencies

Q14a: Gypsy and Traveller sites: With good access to local services
Cumulative
Frequency Parcent Valid Percent Parcent

Valid Yes 121 47.5 50.6 58.6
No 82 32.2 404 100.0 .
Total 203 79.6 100.0

Missing | (not given) 52 204

Total 255 100.0

Q14b: Gypsy and Traveller sites

: In order to avoid local concentrations

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valig Yas 162 63.5 771 77.1
No 48 18.8 22.9 100.0
Total 210 82.4 100.0
Missing | {not given) 45 17.6
Total 255 100.0

Q14c: Gypsy and Traveller sites: On previously developed land in preference
to greenfield sites

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Pearcent
Valid Yes 169 66.3 77.2 77.2
No 50 19.8 22.8 100.0
Total 219 85.9 100.0
Missing | (not given) 36 14.1
Total 255 100.0
Col Response
Cases %
Q15: Hemel Hempstead 93 36.5%
:i?g:wing Berkhamsted 100 39.2%
. Tring 98 38.4%
unsuitable? 15 vingdon 83 32.5%
Kings Langley 86 33.7%
Markyate a0 31.4%
(none given) 109 42.7%
Total 255 254.5%

Q16: If HH is proposed for an area of growth in the East of England Plan,
should we consider options for gypsy & traveller sites in the new development

araa(s)?
Cumulative
Frequency Parcent Valid Percent Percent

Valid Yes 77 30.2 34.1 341

No 149 58.4 65.9 100.0

Total 226 88.6 100.0
Missing | (not given) 29 11.4
Total 255 100.0
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Q17: Are there particular sites or locations you consider suitable for gypsy &
traveller sites?

Cumulative
Frequency Psrcent Valid Percent Parcent
Valid Yes 41 161 19.2 19.2
No 172 67.5 80.8 100.0
Total 213 83.5 100.0
Missing | (not given) 42 16.5
Total 255 100.0

Q18: Should any changes be made to the detailed boundaries of the existing

General Employment Areas?
Cumulative
Frequency Percant Valid Percent Percent
Valid Yes 33 12.8 18.3 18.3
No 147 57.6 81.7 100.0
Total 180 70.6 100.0
Missing | (not given) 75 284
Total 255 100.0

Q19: Which of the following options do you support for the Nash Mills General Employment
Area?

Cumulative
_ Frequency Parcent Valid Percent Percent
Vailid Retain existing General
Empioyment Area 64 25.1 285 295
designation
Redesignate for
residential use 10 3.9 4.6 34.1
Redesignate for a mix of
employment & 143 56.1 65.9 100.0
residential uses
Total 217 85.1 100.0
Missing | (not given) 38 14.9
Total 2565 100.0

Q20: Which of the following options do you support for the Bourne End Mills site?

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid Site retained for current
employment use a3 325 379 379
Site redeveloped for
residential use 17 6.7 7.8 457
A mix of the above 119 46.7 54.3 100.0
Total 219 85.9 100.0
Missing | (not given) 36 14.1
Total 255 100.0




Dacorum Borough Councll

Site Allecations Issues and Options Paper

Tables of Frequencies
Q21: Which of the following options do you support for the Paper Trail site?
Cumulative
_ Frequency Parcent Valid Percent Percent
Valid Retain current Local
Plan designation for 64 251 302 30.2
the Paper Trail
Allow redevelopment
of part of site for 48 18.8 226 528
residential purposes
Allow redevelopment
of part of site for non
residential/employmen 100 39.2 47.2 100.0
t
Total 212 83.1 100.0
Missing | (not given} 43 16.9
Total 255 100.0

Q22: Which of the following options do you support for the undeveloped employment
land at Miswell Lane, Tring?

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid Site retained for
employment use 93 36.5 48.7 48.7
Site redesignated for
residential use 38 14.9 19.9 68.6
Site redesignated for
residential use with a 60 23.5 3.4 100.0
new reserve of land
Total 191 74.9 100.0
Missing | (not given) 64 25.1
Total 255 100.0

Q23: Are thare any other areas of land that you would like us to consider
designating for employment uses?

Cumulative
Frequency Pearcant Valid Percent Percent
Valid Yes 17 6.7 10.2 10.2
No 150 58.8 89.8 1000
Total 167 65.5 100.0
Missing | (not given) 88 345
Total 255 100.0

Q24: Should any changes be made to the boundaries of the listed sites?

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid Yes 23 9.0 12.1 12.1
No 167 65.5 87.9 100.0
Total 190 74.5 100.0
Missing | (not given) 65 25.5
Total 255 100.0




Dacorum Borough Council
Site Allocations Issues and Options Paper
Tables of Frequencies

Q25: Where do you consider Live/Work units could be successfully accommodated?

Cumulative
Frequency Parcent Valid Percent Percent
Valid Maylands Business Area 171 67.1 92.9 92.9
Other locations 13 5.1 7.1 100.0
Total 184 72.2 100.0
Missing | {not given) 71 27.8
Total 255 100.0

Q26: Are there any changes to the detailed boundaries of the existing town &
local centres that the Council should consider?

Cumulative
Frequency Parcent Valid Percent Percent
Valld No 175 68.6 80.7 90.7
Yes 18 7.1 9.3 100.0
Total 193 757 100.0
Missing { {not given} 62 24.3
Tatal 255 100.0

G27: Do you agree with the Council's approach to defining the primary
shopping area in the town centres?

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid Yes 213 83.5 85.1 a5.1
No 11 4.3 4.9 100.0
Total 224 g7.8 100.0
Missing | (not given} 31 12.2
Total 255 100.0

Q28: Are there any changes to the type and spread of shopping frontages in
the town centres that the Council should consider?

Cumulative
Fraguency Parcent Valid Percent Percent
Valid No 161 63.1 76.7 76.7
Yes 49 19.2 23.3 100.0
Total 210 824 100.0
Missing | {not given) 45 17.6
Total 255 100.0
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Site Aliocations Issues and Options Paper

Q29: Which of the following options do you support for the Riverside development?

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Parcent Parcent

Valid Designate all the parades

as main shopping 45 17.6 209

frontages

Designate all the parades

as mixed shopping 40 16.7 18.6

frontages

Designate & mix of main

and mixed frontages 130 51.0 60.5

Total 215 84.3 100.0
Missing | (not given}) 40 15.7
Total 255 100.0

Q30; Are there any changes to the extent of the defined shopping areas of

local centres you would like the Council to consider?

Cumulative
Freguency Percent Valid Percent Parcent
Valid No 186 72.9 20.3 90.3
Yes 20 7.8 9.7 100.0
Total 206 80.8 100.0
Missing | (not given) 44 19.2
Total 255 100.0

Q31: Do you agree with the Feaslbility Study's conclusion regrading how
Proposal Site 51 should be brought forward?

Cumulative
Frequency Percant Valid Percent Percent
Valid Yes 141 55.3 75.8 75.8
No 45 17.6 242 100.0
Total 186 728 100.0
Missing | (not given) 69 27.1
Total 255 100.0

Q32: Do you agree with the Councll's proposed approach to Proposal Sites

TWAS and TWA10?
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid Yes 153 60.0 85.0 85.0
No 27 10.6 15.0 100.0
Total 180 70.6 100.0
Missing | (not given) 75 29.4
Total 255 100.0
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Q33: Do you agree that the Council should allocate fand bounded by Bridge
Street, Leighton Buzzard Road and Marlowes for future shopping floor space?

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Parcent Percent
Valld Yes 1398 54.5 65.0 685.0
No 75 29.4 35.0 100.0
Total 214 83.9 100.0
Missin (not given) 41 16.1
Total 255 100.0

Q34: Do you think that the Council should allocate land In the Cattle Market
site and Forge Car Park for a new supermarket in Tring?

Cumulative
Fraquency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid Yes 50 19.6 24.0 24.0
No 158 62.0 76.0 100.0
Total 208 81.6 100.0
Missing | {not given) 47 18.4
Total 255 100.0

Q35: Should any changes bes madse to the detailed boundaries of the main out

of centre retail locations to encourage their expansion?

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Parcent
Valid No 183 71.8 B7.6 87.6
Yes 26 10.2 12.4 100.0
Totai 209 §2.0 100.0
Missing | (not given) 46 18.0
Total 255 100.0

Q36: Do you think the following proposals should be retained?: Ti - new single
carriageway A4146 Water End Bypass

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percant Percent
Valid Yes 159 62.4 79.1 79.1
No 42 186.5 20.9 100.0
Total 201 78.8 100.0
Missing | (not given) 54 21.2
Total 265 100.0

Q36: Do you think the following proposals should be retained?: Tiii - Tunnel
Fields, link to New Road, Northchurch. Berkhamstad and associated work to
junction of New Road/ A4251

Cumulative
Frequeancy Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid Yes 136 53.3 74.7 747
No 46 18.0 25.3 1000
Total 182 71.4 100.0
Missing | (not given) 73 28.6
Total 2585 100.0
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Q37: Should new road schemes be included for increased capacity on the

Ad2517
Cumulative
Fregquency Percent Valid Percent Parcent

Valid Yes 116 455 62.4 62.4

No 70 275 37.6 100.0

Total 186 72.9 100.0
Missing | (not given) 68 27.1
Total 2656 100.0

Q37: Should new road schemes be included for increased capacity at the

Plough Roundabout?

Cumuiative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid Yes 115 45.1 61.8 61.8
No 71 278 38.2 100.0
Total 186 72.9 100.0
Missing | (not given} 69 27.1
Total 256 100.0

Q37: Should new road schemes be included for A41 Chesham Road junction?

Cumulative
Freguency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid Yes 117 459 84.6 84.6
No 64 25.1 35.4 100.0
Total 181 71.0 100.0
Missing | {not given) 74 29.0
Total 255 100.0

Q38: Should additional car parking provision be made in Hemel Hempstead

Town Centre?
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent

Valid Yes 134 52.5 61.2 61.2

No 85 33.3 38.8 100.0

Total 219 859 100.0
Missing | (not given) 36 14.1
Total 255 100.0

Q39: Should additional car parking be made in Berkhamsted Town Centre?

Cumutative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid Yes 162 63.5 76.3 75.3
No 53 20.8 24.7 100.0
Total 215 84.3 100.0
Missing | {not given) 40 15.7
Total 255 100.0
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Q40: Is any additional site needed for overnight lorry parking?

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
alid Yes 41 16.1 241 24.1
No 129 50.6 75.9 100.0
Total 170 66.7 100.0
Missing | (not given) 85 33.3
Total 255 100.0

Q41: Should a Park and Ride scheme be promoted on the eastern side of
Hemel Hempstead, particularly to serve the Maylands Business Area?

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
alid Yes 172 67.5 78.5 78.5
No 47 18.4 21.5 100.0
Total 219 859 100.0
Missing | (not given) 36 14.1
Total 255 100.0
Q42: Should Tring Stations Car Park be extended?
Cumulative
Fraquency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid Yes 121 47.5 64.7 64.7
No 65 259 35.3 100.0
Total 187 73.3 100.0
Missing | (not given) 68 26.7
Total 255 100.0

Q43: Should the line of strategic cycle routes be identified in the Site

Allocations document?
Cumulative
Fraguency Percent Valid Percent Percent

Valid Yes 184 72.2 88.5 88.5

Mo 24 9.4 11.5 100.0

Total 208 81.6 100.0
Missing { {not given) 47 18.4
Total 255 100.0

Q44: Do you agree with the approach to carry forward the existing proposals?

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Parcent Percent
Valid Yes 167 65.5 83.5 83.5
No 33 12.9 16.5 100.0
Total 200 78.4 100.0
Missin (not given) 55 216
Total 255 1000
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Q45: Which of the following options do you support for Proposal Site C3 (land at 5t

Agnells Lanae, Hemel Hempstead)?

Cumulative
_ Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid Ratain proposal site for
a general social and 130 51.0 75.1 751
community use
Delete proposal site and
reinstate the Opan Land 43 16.9 249 100.0
dasignation
Total 173 67.8 100.0
Missing | (not given) 82 32.2
Total 255 100.0

Q46: Which of the following options do you support for Proposal Site H127

Cumulative
Frequency Parcant Valid Percent Percent
Valid Retain site for 100%
affordable housing 111 435 64.9 64.9
Reallocate for social
and community use 32 125 18.7 83.6
Allow for open market
housing 28 11.0 164 100.0
Total 171 67.1 100.0
Missing | (not given) a4 32.9
Total 255 100.0

Q47: Do you agree that Proposal Site C2 should be retained for a general
social and community use?

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Parcent Percent
Valid Yes 170 66.7 96.0 96.0
No 7 2.7 4.0 100.0
Total 177 69.4 100.0
Missing | (not given) 78 30.6
Total 255 100.0

Q48: Which of the following options do you support for Proposal Site TWA207

Cumulative
_ Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid Eg'ﬁ'srmgjs""g Local 51 20.0 29.8 20.8
Retain for other
community or isisura 106 41.6 62.0 81.8
needs
Some other special need 14 5.5 8.2 100.0
Total 171 . 67.1 100.0
Missing | (not given) 84 329
Total 255 100.0
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Q4%8: Which of the following options do you support for the undeveloped social and
community proposal site (C5) surrounding the hospital?

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
alid Retaln the existing Local
Plan proposal a5 373 455 45.5
Reallocate the land for :
rasidential development 16 6.3 7.7 53.1
Designate the site for a
mix of
social/community/reside 69 27.1 3.0 86.1
ntial
Keep the land in open
uSEs 29 11.4 13.9 100.0
Total 209 82.0 100.0
Missing | (not given) 46 18.0
Total 255 100.0
Col Response
— Cases %

Q50: Residential 40 15.9%

Use of [ Atternative Social and

Wast Community uses 68 27.0%

nﬁ{g Mix of Social and ,

and Community and 98 38.9%

an Residential

Other 24 9.5%
{none glven) 31 12.3%
Total 252 103.6%

Q51: Are there particular areas of land that you would like us fo consider

designating for social or community uses?
Cumutative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid No 158 62.0 92.4 92.4
- Yes 13 5.1 7.6 100.0
Total 171 a7.1 100.0

Missing {not given) 84 32.8
- Total 255 100.0

Q52: Which of the foliowing options do you support for the Gas Board Site, London Road,
Hemel Hempstead?

Cumulative
Fregquency Parcent Valid Percent Percent
Vahd Residential development 70 27.5 32.0 32.0
Mix of residential and
community use 149 58.4 68.0 100,0
Total 219 85.9 100.0
Missing | (not given) 36 14.1
Total 255 100.0
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Q53: Which of the following options do you support for the possible redevelopment of

Martindale?
Cumulative
_ Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Vaid Retain and designate
for social and 54 21.2 27.6 276
community reuse
Designate the site for
residential reuse 17 6.7 8.7 36.2
Designate for mixed
residential and 125 49.0 63.8 100.0
community use
Total 196 76.9 100.0
Missing | (not given) 59 23.1
Total 255 100.0
Q54: Do you consider the existing playing fields should remain in open use at
the Pixies Hill, Barncroft and Jupiter Drive sites?
Cumulative
Freguency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid Yos 194 76.1 96.0 96.0
No 8 3.1 4.0 100.0
Total 202 79.2 100.0
Missing | (not given) 53 20.8
Total 255 100.0

Q55: Which of the following options do you support for the possible redevelopment of

the Pixies Hill site?
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid Residential 22 8.6 16.7 16.7
Social and community 67 26.3 50.8 67.4
Mix residential and
social and community 43 16.9 32,6 100.0
Total 132 51.8 100.0
Migsing | (none given) 123 48.2
Total 255 100.0

Q55: Which of the following options do you support for the possible redevalopmaent of

the Barncroft site?
Cumulative
_ Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid Residential 18 7.1 13.7 13.7
Social and community 71 27.8 54.2 67.9
Mix residential and
social and community 42 16.5 324 100.0
Total 131 51.4 100.0
Missing | (not glven) 124 48.6
Total 255 100.0
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Q55: Which of the following options do you support for the possible redevelopment of

the Jupiter Drive sita?
Cumulative
Freguency Parcent Valid Percent Percent
Valid Residential 19 7.5 14.3 14.3
Social and community 68 26.7 51.1 65.4
Mix residentlal and
social and community 46 18.0 34.6 100.0
Total 133 52.2 100.0
Missing | (not given) 122 47.8
Total 255 100.0

Q56: Should any changes be made to the existing designated open land to
make their boundaries more clearly defined?

Cumulative
Fraquency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid Yas 30 11.8 19.4 18.4
No 125 49.0 80.8 100.0
Total 155 60.8 100.0
Missing | (not given) 100 38.2
Total 255 100.0

Q57: Do you agree that proposals for built sport facilities on open land should
continue to be assessed on a site by site basis?

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Parcent
Valid Yes 211 82.7 a7.2 97.2
No 6 2.4 2.8 100.0
Total 217 85.1 100.0
Missing | (not given) . 38 14.9
Total 255 100.0

Q58: Are there any additional arsas of land that you would like us to consider

designating as Open Land?
Cumulativa
Freguency Percent Valid Percent Parcent
Valid Yes 10 3.9 5.1 6.1
No 155 60.8 939 100.0
Total 185 64.7 100.0
Missing | (not given) a0 35.3
Total 255 100.0
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Q59: Are there any sites you wish the Council to consider for specific
designation for a Leisure proposal?

Cumulative
Fregusncy Percent Valid Percant Percent
Valid Yes 21 8.2 12.1 12.1
No 1562 59.6 87.5 100.0
Total 173 67.8 100.0
Missing | (not given) 82 32.2
Total 255 100.0

Q60; Are thers any sites within Berkhamsted that you would like the Council to
consider for community provision?

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid Yes 11 4.3 7.0 7.0
No 146 57.3 83.0 100.0
Total 157 61.6 100.0
Missing | (not given) a8 38.4
Total 255 100.0

Q61: Are thera any new areas of 1and that you would like us to consider
designating for indoor leisure facilities?

Cumuiative
Frequency Percent Valld Percent Percent
Valid Yes 22 8.6 12.9 12.9
No 148 58.4 87.1 100.0
Total 171 67.1 100.0
Missing | (not given) B4 329
Total 255 100.0

Q62: If a town stadium is proposed for Hemel Hempstead, which of the following locations
would you prefer?

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid Within Hemel
Hempstead settiement 33 129 18.3 16.3
Within the Graen Belt
surrounding Hemel 3 1.2 1.5 17.8
Hampstead
Former Lucas Sports 161 63.1 797 97.5
Other 5 2.0 2.5 100.0
Total 202 79.2 100.0
Missing | {not given) o%] 20.8
Total 255 100.0
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063: Which of the following options do you support for the Hemel Hempstead Footbal

Club site?
' Cumulative
_ Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid Retain the existing Open
Land designation 47 18.4 233 23.3
Reallocate the land for
housing 54 212 26.7 50.0
Designate the site for
social/community uses 8 3.1 4.0 54.0
Develop site for
alternative leisure use 22 8.6 10.8 64.9
A mix of the above 71 27.8 35.1 100.0
Total 202 79.2 100.0
Missing | (not given) 53 20.8
Total 255 100.0

Which of tha following options do you support for the Leverstock Green Football Club site?

Cumulative
o Fraguency Parcent Valid Percent Percent
Valid Allocate specihic housing
proposal site 34 13.3 17.3 17.3
Designate for
social/community uses 23 9.0 .7 298
Develop site for
alternative leisure use(s) 36 14.1 184 48.0
A mix of the above 102 40.0 52.0 100.0
Total 196 76.9 100.0
Missing | (not given) 59 231
Total 255 100.0
Q65: Should the new Bunkers Park Caravan site be covered by a laisure
designation to safeguard it from alternative development?
Cumulative
Freguency Percent Vaiid Percent Percent
Valid Yes 169 66.3 84.5 84.5
No 31 12.2 15.5 100.0
Total 200 78.4 100.0
Missing | (not given) 55 216
Total ' 255 100.0

Q66: Do you agree with the Council's suggested approach for Landacape
Character Assessment Areas?

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valld Yes 192 75.3 97.0 97.0
No 6 2.4 3.0 100.0
Total 198 77.6 100.0
Missing | {not given) 57 22.4
Total 255 100.0
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Q67: Are there any parts of the Borough that you wish the Council to consider
for any local landscape conservation designation?

Curmulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid No 146 57.3 80.7 80.7
Yes 35 13.7 19.3 100.0
Total 181 71.0 100.0
Missing | {not given) 74 29.0
Total 255 100.0

Q68: Are there any other sites that you w.ould wish the Councll to consider as
a Regionally Important Geological or Geomorphological Site?

Cumulative
Frequency Parcent Valid Percent Parcant
Valid No 161 63.1 92.0 92.0
Yes 14 5.5 8.0 100.0
Total 175 68.6 100.0
Missing | (not given) 80 314
Total 255 100.0

(269: Do you agree with the Council’s proposed approach to Wildlife Sites (by
identiylng them on the Proposals Map)?

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Parcent Percent
Valid Yes 206 80.8 97.2 97.2
No 6 2.4 2.8 100.0
Total 212 831 100.0
Missing | (not given) 43 16.9
Total 255 100.0

Q70: Are there any other areas of Ancient Woodland you wish the Council to

consider protecting?
_ Cumuiative
Frequency Percent Valid Percant Percent
Valid No 147 57.6 82.1 82.1
Yes 32 12.5 17.9 100.0
Total 179 70.2 100.0
Missing | (not given) 76 2048
Total 255 100.0

Q71: Are there any other sites that you would wish the Council to put forward
for consideration as Areas of Archaeological Significance?

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid No 166 65.1 94.3 94.3
Yes 10 39 5.7 100.0
Total 176 69.0 100.0
Missing | (not given) 79 31.0
Total 255 100.0
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Col Response
Cases %
Q72 Beechwood House, near
Which Markyate 10 3.8%
shouid Chipperfield Manor 9 3.5%
NOT be Cheverells, Markyate 8 3.1%
identified
on the Rossway, south of 8 3.1%
Proposals Berkhamsted .
Map? Gaddesden Place 7 2.7%
Abbotts Hill, Kings
Langley 9 3.5%
Waestbrook Hay, near
Hemel Hempstead 8 3.1%
Shendish Manor, near
Hemel Hempstead 10 3.9%
Gadebridge Park 8 31%
Champneys, near
Amersfort, Potten End 1 A%
Thea Golden Parsonage, 1 4%
Bridens Camp near HH )
Haresfoot, south of
Berkhamsted 3 1.2%
{not given) 223 87.5%
Total 255 124.7%

Q73: Are there any other parks and gardens of similar Importance which you
would like the Councll to consider for inclusion within the policy?

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid No 146 873 93.6 93.6
Yas 10 39 6.4 100.0
Total 156 61.2 100.0
Missing | {not given) 99 38.8
Total 255 1000

Q74: Are thers any spacifc sites or facilities along the Grand Unlon Canal that
you wish us to consider safeguarding?

Cumulative
Freguency Percent Valid Parcant Percent
Valid Yes 91 35.7 48.7 48.7
No 96 37.86 51.3 100.0
Total 187 733 100.0
Missing | (not given) &8 28.7
Total 255 100.0
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Q75: Do you agree we should define urban design areas in the towns and
large villages as recommended in the Urban Design Asaessment?

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid Yes 158 62.0 89.3 89.3
No 19 7.5 10.7 100.0
Total 177 69.4 100.0
Missi (not given} 78 30.6
Total 265 100.0

Q76: IF YES are there any chnages you would like the Council to consider to
the boundaries of the urban design areas?

Cumulative
Frequency Parcant Valid Percent Percent
Valld Yes 8 31 74 7.4
Na 100 39.2 92.6 100.0
Total 108 42.4 100.0
Missing | (not glven) 147 57.6
Total 255 100.0

Page 22



APPENDIX 3

Open Questions







Appendix 3: OPEN QUESTIONS

NOTE: Where appropriate responses to open questions have been included in the
text of the report. However for a number of the open questions, the responses were
numerous. Where this has occurred the responses have been included in this
appendix and simply noted in the main body of the report.

o QuestionT: Changes to.make more iden '_'t:ﬁable boundanes

-_vﬂlages will evéntualfy become ju:
fousing needs are.a ways expandf

: J'boundar L 9 if: Iundardevaloped
g reas that are less. visible -and 'rrant transpon‘ infrastructure could

ped
_;W:th exception of Hemeél Hempstead no changes




Manoren Borough Touncl - Pangd Bureey Spring 2007
SITE ALLOCATIONS

Question 8: Reasons for NOT carrying forward unimplemented housing
proposal sites

o 7H6 Marshoroft Lane, 7H10 Station Road.Low Lane Landon‘..Rcad, 7H11, .TL3, TL4 -

_ Hemel, Berkhamstsd and.Trin
. Roads, -schools and
‘and. the hosprtai are dus

" the. Raad New housmg wou;'d make this sven.worse - '
Sites ‘with current major commundy use should be m—eva!uated e.g. gas board site in

. London Road 52 : :
‘. The East of England. p,'an needs to be senous!y quesﬂoned
o This vould be unlimited numbers . :
o Too much.development: parﬂculaﬂy Bo or and Hammerﬁe;‘d
o - Unless jocal amenities can grow; siich as no to the closure of downs:zmg heel hospital.

Suitable schooling why close. schools thenr develop the . sn‘es? Ramammg school will be
7 overcrowded, crazyl.. .0 : _ ]
o Urban Infiif is not always appropnate
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”LCO? an Rorous Gounch - Pangt Durvey Soring 2087
SiTER ALLOAT \)Nb

o ¢ - We havetoo many: houses and ﬂar " ah‘eady, m do nomam rhe Iocai services _to cope

o We are over capacity
o . We do not have rhe fac:ht:es to accommodate too many more houses Ie na proper

' _hosp:ta!

o .- You just keep taking the green.bei
. also the'hospital is going fo shuf =~

' Question 14: Reasons for disagreement — _'_locaﬁm of Sites *

reputaﬂon Is hard to ignore - loca! communities may suffer. May bé easier to- he[p ﬂ:em set
- up and rurr'some services, e.g. local shop for their own needs. = .
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ST

ALLGUATIONS

©C 0 o0

o0

. Only if abﬁpfutely nece

. The need to live close to their bommun;ty

""'_'Theypmferfobealone ﬂ?ere )

. foh
 more cons:derafa before’ any help is offered - :
: jWhy do we need to provfde more gypsy & ﬁ’aveﬂers s:tes m this &
..meaiy mofe crime
" Why should rate payers subsidise gypSJes9 Move them on

Question 14 ctd o
Minimise friction with setiled commumfy

Most people. feel intimidates by these people, wou!d nof like them c.'ose .

Need to consider clamping down on extra crime they bring t‘o an-anea Loca! peop!e need
to feel safe. Also need fo.consider the mess they makef
No sxtra facilities should be provided

No new pmvrs:on in accord with .'ocaf overwheimmg op.'mon

" No sifes are requirement _ ' :
" :None should be located in Hedfordshrre om‘ ' ax;stmg sn‘e shou.'d be cons:dered :

‘Not close fo housrng ' tes .
Not Important .:
‘One site in Heme! Hemp '\

That's for goad tax payers

zton wher ™
- are tranSpon 17

They refuse to integrate- therefore leave th 3

] _a_s more __s;fes wilf

Why should rhey get any more mferent:af treaﬁnent than peopie who pay the:r own wayf

_WhySpoiithem - - - SRS
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o _- Yes, as long as they pay oounc:! tax, naﬂonaf msurance and make a contnbutton fo socrety

o Would prefer lo see a large site for gypsiesfiraveliers, as there is increased crime mmugh
this particular aroup, 50 would be better to police than smaller sites all over.

C explamad why we. nead mors sn‘es n thts area anyway

"o Crime + aﬁt: social behawour
o Detrimental to, green areas

0

o o'b_o

o Question 15: Reasons for believing sites to be unsuitable =~ o
Q. ..Gypsyrﬁ'aveﬂer sites should ‘be restricted to former Brown Field Sftss 2 No one has

'_Cmne

Don't Want them anywhere nea
__'_'Due to thefr transient ﬁfestyle t

o]

Hemel has & qypsy s;te

Hemel Hempstead bemg the :‘arger of towns mentioned are

see any prob!ems arising, eg polrcmg . S v
Quesfion15ctd. - _
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Q

5 .1 feel that there is & lack.of a hool ___:n these towns. 1. a?sc bve in Tring & am.;
- thus applying the Nimby proces _ R : o
:\f kr_row councils hawe oS P

00 0 0.0 0008

.. communities .
" Sufficient sites a!ready o

0000,

crime levels in the area -

{ can only speak for Berkhamsted, already very senousiy over crowded and congested.

Plans for reducing this are a real priority
! do not see why there should be fixed sn‘es at aﬂ they are ‘traveﬂers and do not pay

council tax or contribute to the community

1'don't feel that | should pay taxes for people who don't oonb‘:bute o rhe waa:‘th of the area

& usually leave the area they live in an exﬁ'emefy bad-condition

_ thing
from soc:ety and. g:vs nothing back i m ‘refurn,’

;.'n the main these are more rural areas mﬂz lower pohca presence ar_)d iess‘facif’ tras that

by communities bordenng S

‘Increase in mn‘:e__and rubbrsh

'Not wanted eiways cause frouble
" Overstrained access and infrastructure.
- Prison needs expansion,.spare {and not ava ' ' _
- Rather than mciud‘ irg or excludin s_pecrﬁc towns, itis :mparfanr to select. surtabfe sites mat
- i il .

i acceptable

The sites selected offer best poss:bmty for developmg iraveﬂer s:tes
There are already enough sites in these areas - '
There-are foo many armady and to !ocate the

ar ocafsemces efc will sm:ply mcrease
There'is a site already in use for Hemef fﬁmpstead B
Question 15 ctd. .
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0.

o

66 6 ofo 0o

o o

There is little free land, already a developed. area..

~ There aren'tany fields and sites for them in Hemel, Tﬂng, Markyate

There isn't anyudrere suftabfe and Tn‘ng School :s already oversubscnbed f’t:ur'sewe.!'aair year

groups -

They are given handouts byﬂre 70

Too near Green Beit and op"
Towns can easily absorb an;

- also more likely to ﬁnd_ empfo
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BITE ALLGUATIONS

o4

tgece 5000

o0

o oio b f_b; .0

o}

00 0.0 00 fo"'o_-ﬁ

R o__.:e.'-g'; iq © oo eif

Y000

_._-Anythmg that could i "ﬂpfove ours__ o A
CAsin retaﬁ' and Jersure study S

. Get rid of hombw‘e orange debenhams front knockﬁoivn the.

n Berkhamsted all front
retention ofh_;stmcna in

_Stop bur!o‘mg more supermarkets..- o ) ' L

. The mix of shops in Berkhamsted Is some whaf unba!anced as somg goods are nor
" available locally. A balanced mix-of retail should be encouraged. '

‘The quantity if not the- ‘quality of cafes is sufficient, proportion of shops is 100 Iow

The town looks very ‘tacky where Sainsbury's used lo be there s now a very seedy shop

Question 28: Changes to type and spread of shop frontages i

A. varied retail mix whn‘e acﬁvefy supporfmg and _ encouraging . ':?ridependent
retail/café/restaurant owners - T

Agree with café/shop. mix

gstate. agents ;eweﬂers gifts, sh" 56
Encwmge ano‘ deve!op :‘arger range of retail arger_s!ores) in Heme:' Hempstea '
_ specialist retailers. {’Usmg rafes as anj:neentfve) to
S ‘Same o.ld retail groups’ towns. :
tan' units, many empty shops in area N

Fronts of shoppmg area could alwa ys rmprove

_ for : encourage" local shoppmg
Old Town needs attentfon to ansure life dunng day as welf as at night

'_Redeveiopment old town: edge to join to end of Marlowes to regenerate the.ofd rawn
_Restaurants and ca o .
“ Retail and leisure

fos =-but not- other no shoppmg user

Retain character -

" Riverside is taking a long time to Ist the shops, unils have no been emp!y over a year _
- Shoe -shops .and- clothing aiteration prem:ses in town. Hand made wurk on premlses.

shops, arts or crafts
Shopping centres not foc spread out anymore

selling junk, If's a complete let down to our town.

To minimise the unused shops- empty, unused ﬁehfages gwe the :mpress:on of a farlmg:;

town. Be flexible!
To redevelop town centre parking, accommodat:on and parkmg :
Tring High St should be pedestrianised with ‘free parking' if the towrn.is fo survive

 Tring fown cenire is losing ifs market fown image bécause oo many shop fronts and
- signs are not in keepmg mth rhe arch:fecturai sty!e of the buudmg a.g. The ‘molorists

Question 28 ctd.

inc in local shops' :
- Betler parkmg prewsran more housmg bemg buitt but o addmonai' rk: 2 :
Corporate :dentdy ﬁtmtages make every h:gh_street look the same houia‘ be banned

-..rgh streat'names and_
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o Tring town is a smalf dead town especially dolphin square

o Village style. Remove large shops, encourage small specialist starr ups and supporr new
_ ventures, provide fax creaks and rate-free. Good mix:

o ‘We need a food shopin Tring centre. it's d:sgracefuithattheretsmtone!----

 ALink from travel fiefds
.80 busy atpeak trmes
_-__-:aftramc into:new.

;Areais ah’eady conges ed will on, Iy,
_ . Both are .crying out 0. be fixed,; d_ ji

R

" Should be dua:'—camageway
Smoother traffic wastes Iess fue!

-The amounf bf traffic passm'g"' through water end is unacceptab!g | : L
Congesttons only in town centre two r:mes a day 8am and 5pm, clear at mast other t:mes

coc o O'.' OO -0' 000 I . _.':; . -

the huge lorries usmg thrs road are: wﬁoﬂy mappropnate ina qualnr histodc viﬂage
.These roads have been necessary for many years ' :
This would encourage: mare traffic and’ wou!d not be usefu! for local res:dents -
Ti - safety and congestion on road - S
Ti - would relieve congestron mrough water end
TF- adverss impact o ' '
Ti Ban large lorries ﬂom tms mad ail together mstead of desimymg an. area of
— outsfanding nawra! beauty .

0000000
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o Question 36 ctd
o Ti-lesser of two evils, wou!d enoourage grarer use of A4146 Tu— wou!d d:srupt
: ne:ghbourhood
traﬁic flow on the main road mmugh Nmthchurch down to Billet Lane traﬂ‘ic fights
o Tiwould remove current hour botfié nack .
o Ti-would solve a major traffic problem Til- is not needed
o Ti needed urgently - lemporary easing from installation of traffic lights. at narrow river
: -bridge. Tii, benefit from existing wide raffic light junction at High St/Billet Lane -
' eeid ry NGrrov Tiil: “Good idea but traffic calming would be needed
‘- Tii might €ase congestion In Berkhtamsted so might an'exit from Wailtrose irito lower kings -
=% road, instead of all !rafﬁc bemg funnelied back :nto the high street. Shou:'d loave water
- endasitis -
o Tif would greate a rat run
- itis.already very busy ..
w0 - Time saved would amoum‘ to not more than 3/4 mms the despoilmg of the Iandscape is
" -not-worth i :
o To accommodate addmonaf fraffic fmm ﬁ:rfher deve!opmenr .
o To ease congestion and pollution in buift up areas ... .
- Toease ?oca!areaafthmugh traffic R
- Tohelp relieve congestion- " ... -
0. To.make traffic move more freely- = -
Ta reduce ‘congestion of l‘hes:a.:'smaﬂ roads

: "ntra! area create mor traffic +congesa‘"" when -

e need fb reduce traﬂic.._a
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