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1. GENERAL REMARKS  
                                                                                                                                                  
1.1. This response is generally to the District Plan pre-submission consultation 2016 document overall, but is concentrated on proposals for Thorley. Thorley Parish Council can supply some supporting documentary evidence on local transport, noise and other local issues, but this will not form part of this response.	


1.2.  Because the major issues of the plan are suppositions based on the number of houses proposed as “required” for the district, Thorley Parish Council considers the plan to lack the required evidence base which EHDC claim to have provided. TP Council disputes the number of required houses as stated by EHDC,  TPC  believe that if government and NPPF guidelines for housing number assessments are followed, the required number would be substantially less. Also, TPC consider that Bishops Stortford has been unjustifiably burdened with a higher proportion of EHDC housing requirement than can demonstrated by the evidence base.

1.3. The  evidence base statement  para 1.3 in the Consultation District plan,  refers to evidence base research, from which the plan has evolved. On studying these references and researches, the plan does not seem to correspond with them, it is hard to believe that this plan has evolved out  of the referred “studies” or “strategy reports” which have been researched.


1.4. The plan  states that the NPPF requires that every effort should be made to meet the housing requirement – this statement must be qualified to to state that every effort should be made “within the guidelines of government policy”, not what EHDC say is the government policy.

1.5 The Parish Council considers that Bishop’s Stortford has been unfairly burdened with a greater proportion of the proposed EHDC development than is justified.

1.6.Thorley Parish Council suggests that the Group 1 and Group 2 villages should bear a greater burden of development because by this means this should “enhance or maintain the vitality of rural communities”














2. HOUSING


NUMBERS.

2.1. Disagreement on basic house number requirement for Bishop’s Stortford.

2.1.1. National statistics state national average number of persons per household as 2.3.
Censuses since 1991 suggest that B.Stortford has already had more than its share of new homes. Since 1991 the population of Hertford has increased from 21,665 to 26,658 in 2011, an increase of just 23%, whilst B.Stortford over the same period has increased from 28,403 to 37,838, an increase of 33.2%. There clearly has been no previous attempt to proportionally develop the two towns, and the new District Plan proposals merely seek to continue the same theme.

2.1.2. National statistics as of December 2016 state that the population increase, present and future as 7.5% per 10 year period, i.e. 15% from 2011 up to 2031 – the plan period under discussion.

2.1.3. Bishop’s Stortford has a population of 37,000, using national statistics this indicates approximately 16,000 houses and EHDC previous plan proposed 5,000 extra homes required.  According to EHDC tables, this shows an increase of 32% in housing for Bishop’s Stortford , as 24% in Ware,  as 11% in Hertford  and 2.4% in Welwyn Garden City.
Even allowing for a population increase of 20%, for Bishops Stortford over 20 years we should have been looking at 3,100 homes not 5,000., the new plan suggests that the requirement is now for approx.6,200 homes, this would indicate a population increase of approx. 40% which is more than twice that which national statistics and government guidelines forecast for population expansion, therefore we must conclude that EHDC forecasts for housing number requirements are indeed flawed. There is public evidence which has been produced between government departments and CPRE which indicates that a large number of already produced District Plans have proposed housing number requirements on average a good 15% above what the government has stated.
EHDC on being queried on this question stated to us that “the government have dictated to us, the housing numbers required for the district”
We then questioned the government department concerned, who confirmed back to us that the government does not dictate the numbers of housing requirements to the local authorities, but that it was for the authorities to propose the numbers to the government.
Therefore, we believe that this doubly confirms to us that the housing number requirements are definitely flawed and these numbers should be re-assessed. A realistic diminishment in numbers of housing requirement in turn would alleviate some of the burdens already found to be encumbent on the execution of the plan
2.1.4. There appears to be no actual demand or order in NPPF for a local authority to have a plan but it provides a presumption in favour of development where there is no plan in place.  The plan refers to NPPF para 17: “proactively drive and support sustainable economic development to deliver the homes, business and industrial units, infrastructure and thriving local places that the country needs.  Every effort should be made objectively to identify and then meet the housing, business and other development needs of an area, and respond positively to wider opportunities for growth”.  The  assessed housing number requirements  for East Herts  in 2011 were for 15,000 houses for the region of which, 5000 were allocated to B.Stortford [33%], in the 2014 draft plan, the requirement was adjusted to 16.390 for the region and 5,100 for B.Stortford [31%], according to the new plan as set out at 3.2.7 it is stated that new government projections show the requirement as 19,500 for the region, using 32% factor then approx. 6,200 houses for B.Stortford. They are apparently based on the Consensus of 2011 and 2013 and demographic projections.    The Council do not accept the projections as a true reflection of need in the area, particularly as it is suggested that the ageing population leads to a greater need for houses.  Thorley Parish Council does not believe the forecasts are justified in accordance with the requirements of NPPF.  

2.1. TYPES of HOUSING

2.2.1 EHDC admits that there is a pressing need for more affordable housing in the district, and have stated a suggested percentage of housing development to be affordable, whilst that is acknowledged, T.P.Council  believe that any affordable housing forthcoming from developments should only be used for local requirements, and not let to overspills from any other local authorities.


2.2.2. The viability assessment suggests that the affordable homes percentage targets could be 30% or 40%.  We take this to mean that 1 in 10 or 2 in 10 of the affordable homes will not be in place to meet the need.  Indeed if a developer can demonstrate that the development is not viable under NPPF 137 then the number of affordable homes that won’t be built will increase.

LOCATION.
2.3.1. TP Council iterate the recommendation that “green belt” and “class 1 and 2 agricultural land” should be kept free from housing development.
2.3.2. TP Council recommend a higher percentage of development in type 1 and 2 villages , and maybe even some type 3 villages





3. INFRASTRUCTURE


3.1. EHDC have stated that they cannot either foresee or provide the infrastructure for the projected 5,000 houses, but concede that there is an insufficient water supply, insufficient capacity for disposal of treated sewage from the sewage treatment system, but state that this does not merit a reduction in housing requirements.  These systems cannot be piece meal expanded bit by bit but must be pre-designed and constructed in advance of any development

3.2.EHDC state that without a plan, new development may not be supported by adequate infrastructure, it would seem that with a plan, the same comment applies.

3.3.Schools:  EHDC state that they have to “keep open” options for a school site at Whittington Way. This option was ousted by the public enquiry, whilst principally on the “green belt” issue, the other upheld objections still apply, and still equally apply to housing in this particular location.

3.3.1. EHDC has yet to provide evidence based substantiation for requirements for school places which justifies the “new school requirements”.

3.4.Flight paths from and to Stansted were developed as they are now, because of the undeveloped nature of the terrain below, but EHDC now propose development on the exact location chosen for flight paths.

3.5.Bearing in mind the Council has (and still is) allowing residential development on existing school lands and sports fields, and now stating that there is no room for educational expansion on these sites, as a basis for requirements for school and public recreation sports facilities, to justify their planning strategy.



3.6. EHDC state that the latest plan will creates  9,700 jobs – there are no “plans”, only statements of hopes that private enterprise will come to the rescue to create the said jobs.

3.7. EHDC plan  DPS4 states a requirement for improvements to infrastructure and transport, some aspects of which are outside the control of EHDC [M11 junc.7 and 7a for example] whilst doing nothing towards these improvements other than hope that developers will provide these under section 106s whilst knowing full well that if the developers consider that it cannot be provided within budget, the council is powerless to enforce them.
3.8. EHDC plan  states that there is enough capacity at the existing sewage works for all the proposed developments in  B. Stortford and Essex, even if this statement is borderline true, the capacity for the drainage of the treated sewage is admitted not to be sufficient but is understated.

3.9. Our view is that Bishop’s Stortford cannot deal with the number of houses proposed by the Plan.  The road system is currently inadequate in our view.  Historically Bishop’s Stortford has taken more than its fair share of the development in the EHDC area.  There is no Accident and Emergency Department at the local hospital for example.  We also feel that, with the proposals for new houses in Bishop’s Stortford, together with a proposed number of 10,000 nearby in the Uttlesford District Council area, Bishop’s Stortford will be placed under unsustainable strain. The transport  aspect of the proposal has been ill considered by lack of local research.

3.10. It is our firm belief that the current roads will not be able to sustain the increased demands that will be placed upon them, [there are at present 15,000 traffic movements recorded daily over a 19 hour period  on Thorley Street] and we do not see a solution to this fundamental problem.  Thorley Street (London Road) cannot be widened due to safety reasons and traffic hazard (see letter from Hertfordshire Highways dated 14/09/04).  Many of the houses on Thorley Street also have windows and doors within two metres of pavements.  The road is a major entry point into the town and we fear that it will not be fit for purpose.  If the road is inadequate then the economic life of the town could be compromised.


3.11.  Our view is that there has been a historical failure to make infrastructure improvements in Bishops Stortford to support the large scale building of houses that has already taken place. It imposes an exacting standard on everybody to get the infrastructure right. We have no confidence that the standard will be achieved under the current Section 106 regime.
3.11.1.  TPC  promote the suggestion  that the EHDC in co-operation with  HCC propose direct action for the upgrade/supply of main infrastructure requirements and not rely on the developers for this important integral requirement to allow development. If left to developers, at best this would be carried out piecemeal and certainly not co-ordinated across all the required interfaces.
3.11.2. The Influence of NPPF Paragraph 173.
Our reading of NPPF 173 is that the commercial success of developments for developers and landowners is paramount.  The needs of the residents are clearly secondary as set out in the following.
“To ensure viability, the costs of any requirements likely to be applied to development, such as requirements for affordable housing, standard infrastructure contributions or other requirements should, when taking account of the normal cost of development and mitigation, provide competitive returns to a willing land owner and willing developer to enable the development to be deliverable.”
In practical terms our fear is this will allow developers to change the nature of developments to the detriment of residents.  No commitment to affordable housing is safe.  No commitment to infrastructure is safe.  At the local level the answer will be, “Sorry, it is no longer possible to provide the promised infrastructure.  Our consultants tell us that the viability of the project is put at risk and we are following policy NPPF Paragraph 173.”  It also undermines the effect of EHDC as any conditions it imposes to meet local concerns can be set aside under NPPF 173.
What residents need is certainty of housing provision and infrastructure.  Invoking NPPF para. 173 completely undermines this in our view, and we would propose that EHDC can include in the final Plan, the potential imposition of planning conditions on future developments to negate or minimise the effects of para.173.




		



























4. METROPOLITAN GREEN BELT

In relation to the district plan, EHDC have stated previously that “whilst  the council could have located the required development exclusively outside of the green belt, this would not have been realistic or a sustainable distribution and consequently would have been contrary to the NPPF”. The part of the NPPF to which it would have been contrary has not been identified.
A piece of land south of Bishops Stortford, defined in the E.H.District Plan pre-submission Consultation 2016 is designated as Bish 5, is at present cultivated grade 2 arable land and is in the Metropolitan Green Belt. This site has previously been the subject of a lengthy and expensive Public Enquiry following an appeal to an objection/refusal to a previous planning application for the construction of schools on the site, the public enquiry upheld the objection/refusal to the planning application on numerous factors including inappropriate development on green belt.
The NPPF para. 83 states that green belt boundaries should only be altered in “exceptional circumstances”. EHDC have not demonstrated the required “exceptional circumstances”

The EHDC plan states in para. 4.3.1 that in the NPPF there is no definition of what constitutes “exceptional circumstances”, however, there is in NPPF, definition of what does not constitute “exceptional circumstances” and that is “housing requirement” and “Gypsy and traveller sites”.
EHDC plan cites in paras.4.3.2 and 4.3.3 that there are a number of factors which constitute the exceptional circumstances required for the removal of land from green belt, but only housing requirement is cited. EHDC have refuted government ministerial statements issued to them which confirm that housing requirements do not constitute the required circumstances for removal of the land from green belt, and have stated that they have other later government ministerial statements which contradict the earlier statements which we issued to them, but despite requests from various sources, copies of these statements have not been supplied to verify the demonstration of exceptional circumstances.
The Metropolitan Green Belt Act is not one of the documents replaced by the NPPF in annexe 3, and as such, this is still a valid piece of legislation. The act states that there should be no reduction in the area of the green belt land, and should any of the land can be justified for its removal from the green belt, then the same area of non-green belt land must be added to the green belt locally to replace it. The exceptional circumstances for this replacement of land back into green belt, must also be demonstrated, which EHDC have not demonstrated.
Additionally, EHDC have not demonstrated the required circumstances to allow inappropriate development on high grade arable land.
The action required for the removal of land from green  is as stated in NPPF:-
NPPF para. 82 states that ”New green belts should only be established in “exceptional circumstances” this includes removal of land from and addition of land to the green belt, and a requirement of the authority to  demonstrate the exceptional circumstances which would allow the change of designation of this land.
The timing of the action required is stated in NPPF para. 83 which states that removal of land from [or addition of land to] the green belt can only take place through the preparation or review of the local plan following  a review of the green belt.
EHDC carried out a green belt review of the area which did not demonstrate the required circumstances  and  additionally, it stated  that the site was not suitable for development.


5.  AGRICULTURAL LAND

5.1. The land as shown in the District Plan as “BISH 5” is designated as Grade 2 Agricultural  land and is in the Metropolitan Green Belt.

5.2. The area known in the District Plan as “BISH 5” is classified as Grade 2 Agricultural Land, and as such would preclude planning permission for re-classification for residential development.  Government guidance on use of agricultural land, and any re-classification of agricultural land, is clearly described in Government in association with Natural England” published in September 2012 and is very specific what planning permissions would be permitted on each type of land.

N.B. This guidance covers all agricultural land whether designated as green belt or not.

5.3. The plan for consultation fails to mention or take account of the effect the proposals will have on farmland in terms of sustainability, which is defined as “development which meets the needs of the present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs”.  

5.4. NPPF Paragraph 112 states “Local planning authorities should take into account the economic and other benefits of the best and most versatile agricultural land.  Where significant development of agricultural land is demonstrated to be necessary, local planning authorities should seek to use areas of poorer quality land in preference to that of a higher quality.”  























6. LAND SOUTH OF BISHOP’S STORTFORD



6.1.The land south of Bishop’s Stortford (BISH 5) obviously would require  a hugely detailed Supplementary Planning Document at huge expense just to confirm the unfeasibility of this site bearing in mind the topographical and geological nature of the land, with unstable mineral content and underground streams amongst other relevant aspects of this area.  The transport aspect of the proposal has been ill considered by lack of local research.

6.2.This land is Grade 2 Listed Agricultural Land.

6.3.The land is wholly within Metropolitan Green Belt

Planning reasons for not developing the land south of Bishop’s Stortford:

a. This land is not wholly in Bishop’s Stortford, 90% of  it is within Thorley Parish, see BISH 5
b. Thorley is a Group 3 village according to the District Plan,  and development would not be permitted other than that appropriate in green belt.
c. This land is in the green belt.
d. The plan at 2.5.1.4. seeks to protect the countryside from inappropriate development.
e. The land is prime farmland, a precious resource, and as such it is not within the definition of sustainable, i.e. taking account of the needs of future generations.

f.  A guiding principle for green belt boundaries is “wherever possible to utilise available features to provide clear and unambiguous boundaries.  The land south of Bishop’s Stortford already has clear and unambiguous boundaries and should not be compromised – “once established, green belt boundaries should only be altered in exceptional circumstances” NPPF para 83.

g. The land is partially on a flood plain, and under flight paths, and the existing access roads are already congested.

h. On transport, EHDC plan  18.2.1.1 states that “minimise the need to travel” is the challenge to avoid car usage, then later in the plan, propose to build the houses in the locations furthest from the town and other transport systems.

6.5. FLOOD RISK “BISH 5”

6.5.1.Land from the top of Whittington Way to Thorley Wash Cottage (London Road, Thorley Street) has a drop of 20.5 metres (55 feet).
There is an underground stream that runs from the West to the East of the site (i.e. Obrey Way to Thorley Street).  It follows the path of “the Valleys”.  It comes out at Thorley Wash Cottage, then goes under the road to “The Glade”.  This stream can be viewed on either side of Thorley Street (London Road).

6.5.2.  We believe that there should be no building on the flood plain as this will, in our view, increase the flood risk to existing properties close to the plain, even the use of flood resilient techniques only slow down the effects of water flow.

                    6.6. NOISE POLLUTION “BISH 5”

6.6.1. Thorley Parish Council has been concerned about aircraft noise for some years and aircraft noise near to the site has been monitored.  Have the results been considered by EHDC?


6.7. AIR QUALITY “BISH5 ” THORLEY STREET (LONDON ROAD)

6.7.1. Thorley Street has approximately 15,000 traffic movements a day (19 hour period).  The likely increase in traffic resulting from the proposed development of Bishop’s Stortford South, Sawbridgeworth, and Gilston will increased what we feel are already bad pollution levels.  

We request that a survey is carried out to see if the air pollution levels are currently above World Air Pollution accepted levels.
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