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0365 58 Natural England - East of 

England Region

AshwellDocument Section:

CommentRepresentation:

Any new development sites in the area of this village will need to take account of the Ashwell Springs SSSI. Changes to the drainage system of the village, or the lowering of the water 
table through the need for increased abstraction to service larger numbers of houses could have an adverse impact on the designated features of this SSSI.

0852 14 Gurney Family Savills (L&P) Ltd- on behalf 

of the Gurney Family

AshwellDocument Section:

SupportRepresentation:

Ashwell is very well served with facilities compared to its size. We suggest that as Ashwell supports a much greater level of services than any other village in terms of its size, it should 
be allowed to accommodate additional growth in order to ensure that these facilities remain sustainable.

In particular we note that in terms of facilities and service provision, Ashwell compares favourably with villages such as Knebworth and Codicote. Whilst it does not have the same 
population size (being about a third of the size of Knebworth) we note that it did nevertheless score well in the Council's facility survey as detailed in the Housing Background Paper 
published in 2007. We consider that without additional development, this level of service provision may not be sustainable and that this would be to the detriment of the existing 
community if such facilities were lost.

We note that the wording of draft Policy C of the Core Strategy allows development within Ashwell:

'The majority of the District's development will be located within the boundaries of the towns of Baldock, Hitchin, Letchworth Garden City and Royston, the large villages of Codicote and 
Knebworth and as potential extensions to Stevenage and Luton, which will be defined on the Proposals Map.

Other development will be allowed within the boundaries of the villages of Ashwell, Barkway, Barley, Breachwood Green, Graveley, Great Offley, Hexton, Ickleford, Kimpton, Little 
Wymondley, Oaklands (part), Pirton, Preston, Reed, Sandon, St Ippolyts (including Gosmore), Therfield, Weston and Whitwell, which will be defined on the Proposals Map."

As mentioned above we suggest that Ashwell, despite being smaller than the likes of Knebworth should be given equal status in terms of locating development because of the facilities it 
offers. In defining the boundaries for the village, significant consideration should be given to the need to provide additional land for development within the boundaries to enable 
appropriate and sustainable development to occur and ensure that the facilities offered in the village remain viable.

In respect of providing affordable housing our client recognises the need to provide homes for all of the community and agrees that a significant amount of any housing on these sites put 
forward would be in the form of affordable housing to meet local needs.

1525 7 Rogers

AshwellDocument Section:

CommentRepresentation:

GENERAL COMMENTS
The existing amenities in the Village are already at, or over capacity and Bus services in the area are limited. The Rail Station is located outside of the Village and any development is 
likely to increase commuting and private car use.
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1717 13 Cambridgeshire County 

Council

AshwellDocument Section:

CommentRepresentation:

General 
Cambridgeshire County Council does not have any objections to the proposed sites as these are unlikely to have a significant impact on Cambridgeshire due to their size, location and 
scale.

The detailed transport impacts of these developments would be a matter for Hertfordshire County Council as Highway Authority to consider further.

Currently there are a number of cross border Rights of Way links from the village of Ashwell into Cambridgeshire.  In accordance with the relevant policy in the emerging Core Strategy 
the County Council requests that improvements to the existing Rights of Way network which are required for these developments should include those paths which are in 
Cambridgeshire where these are within close proximity to the site.

4437 1 Hare

AshwellDocument Section:

CommentRepresentation:

I have viewed with concern the 8No. additional suggested sites in Ashwell and on a general  point I would comment as follows:-

* All the proposed sites increase the curtlage of Ashwell and could if they are approved and be designated as building land be used to set the precedent for future development without 
the consent of the residents of Ashwell.
* Site 4  would, I feel alter the village boundary and therefore would be even more critical to the future size of the village.  As it also has building potential it could open the flood gates for 
building outside of the village by setting the precedent.

* The potential increase in the village population even if only a part of the proposed additional sites are granted planning permission would have a detrimental effect on the village :
*Increase in the number of school aged children in the village- Ashwell School is over subscribed even after recent extensions being completed.  Some class sizes are 38 pupils, 

although government legislation states no more than 30 pupils per class.
*Sewerage Plant - The plant would be incapable of treating the effluent produced by the proposed increase in population. Please refer to letters addressed to Mr Ironside dated 23rd 

April 1996 and Development Control Group Manager dated 2nd May 1996 respectively.  I believe the NHDC have a duty of care to protect the people under its jurisdiction as it is a 
known fact that sewerage has flown into the nearby stream in Ashwell, again with all its potential risks.

* On the individual sites I wish to comment as follows:-
Sites 3 and 4 - Building on these sites would be contrary to the Department of the Environment and Transport (see letters dated 30th July 1987 received in the NHDC Planning 
Department and duly stamped 3rd August 1987 quote:

*Consolidate the ribbon of fringe development into a more dense and intrusive form
*An unsightly incursion into the attractive open land that rises southwards from the village
* Any building on these parcels of land would result in the impingement on the privacy of ALL the occupants of the dwellings that abut the land.
* Inflict additional noise, pollution and in some cases reduce the sunlight to the existing adjacent properties.
* Site 4 would extend the village boundary and therefore on that basis alone should not be approved.

I cannot speak with much authority on the other six sites proposed in Ashwell but no doubt they would have a significant impact on adjacent buildings and their occupants. 
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(see general points)  Consideration should be given to the substantial amount of land available within the curtlage of the village i.e Silver Street, Partridge Hill being land owned by the 
late Mr Angel.

5205 1 George

AshwellDocument Section:

ObjectRepresentation:

I live in Ashwell and object to the proposal to develop any of the sites suggested for the following reason:
Ahswell does not have the infrastructure to sustain further housing. the school is at capacity and some classes are having to be mixed in ages due to oversubscription. The school 
premises can hardly cope with the current number of children let alone more. the education appeals tribunal continues to allow appeals from children living outside of the catchment area 
which has greatly contributed to the current situation.
The traffic has become a problem in Ashwell and the roads are crumbling with the heavy traffic coming through the village. Parking is an issue for residents.
The sewage system in Ashwell is heavily over capacity. A major overhaul would be needed to cope with further users.
I would disagree with any suggestion that further housing will assist the local shops and amenities to any significant extent. The current number of residents could support several more 
shops if everyone chose to shop locally. The reality is that most residents choose to support the supermarkets rather than the local shops in order to save money. A handful of new 
houses are unlikely to make a significant difference. So much depends on the personal principals and preferences of those who buy or rent those houses.
Ashwell is a pretty village full of local character. I am concerned that development will threaten that character which has attracted a recent best village accolade and attracts visitors all 
year round. Extending the village boundary as most of these sites do, is likely to lead to further development and endanger the characteristics which make the village special. This is a 
village where residents know eachother and help eachother. We will battle as a village to retain this.

With regard to sites 4 and 3 to which my land is adjacent, housing in this area would greatly reduce the aesthetics of the village from the Bygrave road. The housing would extend the 
village boundary and impact visually on the Arbury Banks site. The development might open the door to further development beyond the village boundary. Any development would 
increase risk of flooding down towards the village as this is currently a problem during heavy rain. 

Finally, I am very concerned that only the residents of homes adjoining the proposed sites have been given notice of this development which will have a much wider impact on the 
community should it be permitted to go ahead.

5208 1 Floyd

AshwellDocument Section:

CommentRepresentation:

The Local Planning Authority has previously identified one proposed housing allocation site within the settlement boundary which will make sensible use of previously developed land to 
provide a modest supply of new housing, part of which could be provided as social housing to meet local need. I support that proposed allocation.

The additional allocations proposed by promoters (with the possible exception of site 7 which straddles the settlement boundary) all lie outside the village. Development on any of these 
sites would represent expansion of the village into the surrounding countryside which could only be justified on grounds of exceptional need. I am not aware of any need to provide 
significant additional housing land at Ashwell. 

Moreover, I would oppose any significant expansion of the village for two reasons.

Firstly, Ashwell is not a sustainable settlement. While there are some local facilities, all residents are effectively dependent on the use of a car to access essential services that cannot be 
obtained in the village (or indeed to travel anywhere). The bus service is wholly inadequate and the nearest station is way beyond reasonable walking distance.
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Secondly, existing infrastructure in the village is incapable of accommodating significant additional development. Mains sewerage does not extend to all parts of the village, existing 
roads (particularly the High Street) are frequently choked with traffic and parked vehicles, and I believe there is a full roll at the primary school in most years.

In regard to site no 7, I would support redevelopment of the existing house and garden lying within the settlement boundary to provide a modest number of houses, again hoping that 
some houses could be secured to meet local need. However, there is no justification on grounds of need for backland development of that part of site 7 lying outside the settlement 
boundary. 

In relation to site 4, the Sustainability Appraisal summary says there are no direct development implications in the request by Three Valleys Water to include the site of a pumping station 
on Claybush Road within the settlement boundary. This may be factually correct, as the promoter does not seek allocation for any other use now. However, it is evident that the reason 
for requesting inclusion of site 4 within the settlement boundary is in order to facilitate provision of a suitable vehicular access to site 3, in the event that the latter site is allocated for 
residential development. Accordingly, I believe that the District Council should consider sites 3 and 4 as a single entity. I have previously explained my reasons why site 3 should not be 
allocated.

5528 1 Reddaway

AshwellDocument Section:

CommentRepresentation:

I appreciate that the document has probably been compiled by several people but there is a lack of consistency, which I regard as serious,in the strengths and weaknesses listed for the 
different sites, for example:
1."In a groundwater vulnerable zone" - my understanding is that all of Ashwell is in such a zone and so this comment should be appended to all sites (or none).
2. "Not in a source protection zone" - it is my understanding that none of Ashwell is in such a zone so again this comment should be applied to all zones or none.
3.  There is inconsistency as to what is or is not in the conservation area, or bordering it.  A comment on this for each site is essential, in my view.
I hope that this lack of consistency will be addressed before this document is used in important decision making. 

I would like the village boundary to be maintained.  We desperately need more affordable housing in Ashwell.  A case can usually be made for putting this outside the boundary.  If you 
extend the boundary the new land will be too expensive for social or low cost housing and we will just get more "executive" homes.  The social balance and, I suspect, the age 
demographic in Ashwell have become very skewed over the years and we need to return to a more balanced society.

I would like to object to the following sites: 1,2,3,4,& 8.
For 1,3,4,& 8 I agree with the reasons given by the Parish Council.
Site 2 is an important green oasis in what is a lane much used and valued for walking. This part of Ashwell Street is becoming increasingly "built-up" and I consider that building on Site 2 
is 
a step too far.

I would like to support 5 & 7.  I would also support site 6 subject to a 106 being attached.

6352 1 Ten Hove

AshwellDocument Section:

CommentRepresentation:

With reference to the 8 additional sites identified for potential development in Ashwell, I feel it is important that no further development be allowed in the centre of the village thus 
eliminating site 6 (as well as the previously identified area in grey). I also think that the village should remain a cohesive unit and that development should not simply be tacked on to the 
village boundary thus eliminating sites 1, 3, 4, 5 and 8. My option therefore, if there has to be more development, would be for sites 2 and 7. 
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I would strongly urge the Team to encourage low cost housing - we do not need more houses for the wealthy. We do need affordable housing for the children of local people who are 
unable to stay in the village because they are unable to afford the inflated prices of Ashwell property commands. 
The maps on which we are asked to base our opinions are very difficult to read; perhaps this problem could be addressed in future.
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0423 20 Ashwell Parish Council

Site 1Document Section:

ObjectRepresentation:

Site 1 ( Land east of Ashridge Farm) be recommended for rejection on the grounds that development would have an adverse visual impact and concerns existed re the impact on water 
sources.

0459 70 CPRE - The Hertfordshire 

Society

Site 1Document Section:

ObjectRepresentation:

This is a greenfield site outside the boundary of the Selected Village of Ashwell (Policy 7 of the current North Hertfordshire District Local Plan 1996).  Under draft Core Policy C of the 
Council's Core Strategy Preferred Options (September 2007) document, land outside the settlement boundary should only be allocated for housing as an exception site in the rural area 
(for affordable housing).  This site should not therefore be allocated for general market housing.

0852 11 Gurney Family Savills (L&P) Ltd- on behalf 

of the Gurney Family

Site 1Document Section:

SupportRepresentation:

The site adjoins the current village boundary and has residential development to the east and to the west with a caravan site to the north.

We note your comments about the existing hedgerows but these can be safeguarded and enhanced in any proposed development. In addition although well served with facilities we note 
your comments about accessibility but suggest that allowing additional development in Ashwell would help make improvements to the bus service viable. If that were to take place then 
the overall sustainability of the village would be enhanced.

1525 5 Rogers

Site 1Document Section:

CommentRepresentation:

Extension of the village, development would have an adverse visual impact and impact on water sources.

3950 15 Hertfordshire County 

Council - Historic 

Environment

Site 1Document Section:

CommentRepresentation:

Requirement for Pre-application or Pre-determination Archaeological Assessment

The sites below have known archaeological remains within them or have archaeological potential.  We would therefore wish that - in accordance with Government policy in PPG 16 and 
the current draft PPS 15 - the LPA requests that pre-application or pre-determination archaeological assessments should be included within all development briefs and other proposals 
for the sites, if they are formally adopted as development sites in the local development plan. Such assessment would, depending upon the size and location of the proposals, range in 
scope from additional desk-based research to more extensive archaeological field survey and evaluation.  The purpose of the archaeological assessment would be to provide sufficient 
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information about the archaeological resource and in particular the extent of archaeological remains worthy of preservation in situ, to enable the LPA to determine any specific 
application for development.

3952 1 Hertfordshire County 

Council - Passenger 

Transport Unit

Site 1Document Section:

CommentRepresentation:

Plot 1: Site accesses from Ashwell Street and the lane bounded to the other side of the plot are narrow as well as mostly unsurfaced. This makes the access corridor to the development 
site impractical without further surface treatment and widening to accommodate two-way traffic.  The size of the development plot is such that it could accommodate a medium sized 
development. However, it would generate a cumulative increase in traffic and may overload this area of road network and may cause concern for existing users such as the caravan 
club, emergency and service vehicles. Therefore the access route leading to the new proposal must be carefully assessed to calculate the amount of capacity the route to the new 
development can offer.

4095 1 Anglian Water Services Ltd

Site 1Document Section:

CommentRepresentation:

Wastewater Treatment Works (WWTW) - Ashwell
WWTW capacity - Capacity available
Foul Sewerage Network capacity - Major upgrades
Surface Water Network capacity - Unsewered

4395 1 Wheeler

Site 1Document Section:

ObjectRepresentation:

Sites 1, 2, 3 and 8 are all greenfield sites used for agricultural purposes and I believe that agricultural land should not be used for building purposes. It should remain capable of 
producing food in keeping with the rural aspect of the village.
I am also concerned that, if sites 1, 6, 7 and 8 have an area of archaeological interest involved, they should only be developed with care to avoid any potential damage to our local 
history.
I also feel strongly that families should have housing which allows gardens for children to play in and would not welcome any large developments without these green spaces.

4403 1 Sims

Site 1Document Section:

CommentRepresentation:

I think we must protect our village from ill thought out land allocation applications whose only benefit is to fill the pockets of a few individuals who often move elsewhere after they have 
sold there land. Ashwell is one of the most attractive villages in the UK dating back to Anglo Saxon and Roman times and many of these applications have areas of archaeological 
importance in or near them.  Ashwell own design statement states that all new development should be in harmony with the village and should be integrated within the village. 
Some of these sites are Greenfield such as areas 1/3/5/8 some of which have had many planning applications in the past all of which have been turned down, some of the reasons are 
poor access, more traffic onto minor roads, a green field site, a biodiversity threat, on or near sites of archaeological sites and would ruin the appearance of the village. 
Surely there are sites within the village already some of those proposed such as 7 and 2 would have less impact as they are surrounded by houses already, and there are brown field 
sites which could be compulsory purchased as the present owners are just letting them decay attracting rats and threaten to fall down in some areas, there has been no maintenance on 
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most of these sites in the twenty eight years I have lived in the village. 
Also some of these plans are totally insensitive to people living nearby such as 1 & 5 people who live on the edge of the village near green field sites who did not expect to find houses 
being built on there door step often after spending large amounts of money on buying there own property. 
So please when you consider the plans have a thought for are village which we all love, and disregarded the plans of a few individuals whose only wish is to line there own pockets and 
leave the village and retire on the coast.

4407 1 Whitworth

Site 1Document Section:

SupportRepresentation:

I have seen a plan of the planned development sites for Ashwell and favour the following:-

Land near Ashridge Farm opposite the caravan site.

Land at the end of Station Road, Ashwell - next to existing Council houses.

These two sites have good access and are not intrusive to the entrance to the village. The approaches are at present pleasantly rural.

I do hope that the infrastructure is sufficient to cope i.e. size of the school, parking and the sewage system.

4422 1 Gates

Site 1Document Section:

ObjectRepresentation:

Sights 1) 3) 4) and 8) are all blatant agricultural land. This particular owner has a policy, in my mind, of try, try and try again until ultimately the Planners just give in and say yes. Please 
resist.

4470 3 Roach

Site 1Document Section:

ObjectRepresentation:

This proposed site is large and as such could be used to construct many new houses.

My objection is the same as for Site 7. 

This site is further down Ashwell Street (past the Caravan Club and is just a track) and access would no doubt have to be via this unsuitable highway. The amount of increased traffic 
would in my view make Ashwell Street dangerous and an unpleasant place to live for current residents. Also the impact of such a large development on the environment would be hugely 
detrimental and detract from the beauty of the area which is benefited by both Ashwellians and visitors to the village.

4655 1 Mitchell

Site 1Document Section:

ObjectRepresentation:

We feel this site is not suitable for the following reasons:

Printed: 01/03/2010 12:25:01



Representation for 

Land Allocations: Additional Suggested Sites July 2009

Site 1

AgentRep No.Ref. Applicant

1.  Why spoil the village of Ashwell with further overcrowding. 
2.  Traffic throughout the village at any time of day is extremely difficult, particularly between 7.30am and 9.30am and 4.00pm and 6.00pm, Any additional housing at the opposite end of 
the village to the school will create major traffic difficulties.
3. Bus services are extremely limited and the Railway station is out of the village therefore creating further traffic problems.
4. Ashwell is a beautiful village, why spoil it with further overcrowding making it more like a town, rather than the village that it is.
4.  Why are you trying to spoil the English countryside?
5. Leave any expansions to the major towns not the villages.
6.  The ground is already extremely dry and is situated within a vulnerable zone.
7.  Also with the history of Ashwell and its archaeological interest why keep trying to expand.

4871 4 Smith

Site 1Document Section:

ObjectRepresentation:

I object to all sites that alter the Green Belt boundary.
I object to the loss of agricultural land for the following reasons:
Food security is now a national priority;
Open green spaces are a valuable amenity for all;
This country has been in breach of European bio-diversity regulations for the past six years;
A survey of rare and endangered species needs to be undertaken;
Fields are necessary for water management.

5131 1 Linley

Site 1Document Section:

ObjectRepresentation:

Site 1: East of Ashridge Farm: Extension tot he village - any development would have an adverse visual impact of water sources.

5264 2 Powell

Site 1Document Section:

CommentRepresentation:

Extension to the village, development would have an adverse visual impact and impact on water sources.

Printed: 01/03/2010 12:25:01



Representation for 

Land Allocations: Additional Suggested Sites July 2009

Site 2

AgentRep No.Ref. Applicant

0423 21 Ashwell Parish Council

Site 2Document Section:

SupportRepresentation:

Site 2 (Land rear of 67 Station Road) be recommended for acceptance on the grounds that it would be suitable for development.

1525 4 Rogers

Site 2Document Section:

CommentRepresentation:

This has an existing use as residential garden land and yet in the Council's Sustainability Appraisal summary documents is categorised as 'a Greenfield site and is Grade 2 or 3 
Agricultural land, surrounded by established hedgerows. This is incorrect and misleading. 
The site is on the border of an area of archaeological interest.

3688 2 Sheldrick Rolfe Judd Planning

Site 2Document Section:

SupportRepresentation:

Our client wishes to support the inclusions of two of the proposed sites within Ashwell in the Land Allocations DPD:
Site 2 : Land rear of 67 Station Road, Ashwell
Site 7 : 61 Station Road.

Previous representations on Site 7 were submitted on behalf of the clients in March 2008 by GML Architects and are appended for information.

The allocation of Sites 2 and 7 for housing development in Ashwell through the LDF is considered to represent a number of opportunities and benefits including:

1.  Brownfield development
Both of the sites are identified within the Sustainability Appraisal (CAG consultants, July 2009) as brownfield land.  the area of Site 7 which lies outside the existing settlement boundary 
has been developed considerably with large areas of hardstanding and industrial sheds which have been utilised as an on-site car repair business.

2.  Sustainable location
Both sites are located towards the eastern edge of the settlement; part of Site 7 is within the settlement boundary with the remainder adjacent to the boundary, Site 2 lies just outside the 
settlement boundary.  However, both sites are directly adjacent to the existing settlement boundary and bounded to the east by the Ashridge Farm Caravan Park and caravan storage 
compound.
The Council's Housing Background Paper (August 2007) recognises that there must be proportionate housing growth in rural areas and. as a village which scores highly in terms of 
facilities, Ashwell has been identified as a settlement where infill development may occur within the boundary and small Greenfield releases could be considered as part of the Land 
Allocations DPD.  The allocations of these two sites would reduce the pressure for the release of Greenfield sites along the settlement boundary.
the site is within walking distance of the village centre, school, recreation spaces and local amenities.
Additionally, well planned housing development in and around the settlement of Ashwell cold provide the stimulus for public transport improvements and the opportunity to encourage 
sustainable forms of transport such as walking and cycling.

3.  Improvements to the wider setting
The sites are adjacent to the Conservation Area, but not within it.  A sensitively designed development which incorporated guidance from the Ashwell Village Design Statement would 
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help improve the setting of the Conservation Area, particularly the removal of a variety of sheds and car repair use at the northern end of Site 7 and landscape enhancements.

4.  Sustainability
New development would offer the opportunity to include a range of measures targeted at reducing energy consumption and carbon emissions (including the use of renewable energy 
sources) and minimising water usage.  Similarly the potential for sustainable urban drainage could also be considered.

5.  Environmental factors
The sites are not in an identified area of flood risk and the removal of the car repair business would help alleviate any possible groundwater contamination, which could arise from a use 
of this nature.

6.  Opportunity to review the Settlement Boundary
We believe amending the settlement boundary at this location, to include these two sites, would result in a more robust boundary to the village than that currently existing.  Additionally 
the Council are requested to note that, with regards to aspirations for a proportion of affordable housing on-site, grant from the Homes and Communities Agency is reduced for rural 
exception sites (i.e land outside the settlement boundary).  Bringing the site within the settlement boundary could alleviate these difficulties and help ease the delivery of affordable 
housing provision.  Hence we urge the Council to amend the settlement boundary as a matter of priority through the forthcoming Core Strategy and Land Allocations DPD.

For the above reasons, we support the sites for inclusion within the forthcoming Land Allocations DPD - Preferred Options stage, to be published next year.  The release of these 
brownfield sites for housing, and associated amendments to the village boundary, should be preferentially considered before any Greenfield land releases, in line with best practice and 
national policy.

To inform consideration of the sites for inclusion within the LDF, a preliminary exercise has been undertaken to examine capacity of the sites.  Our client considers a development on 
both sites could accommodate between 20 - 30 dwellings, dependent on the mix of units.

3950 30 Hertfordshire County 

Council - Historic 

Environment

Site 2Document Section:

CommentRepresentation:

Requirement for Pre-application or Pre-determination Archaeological Assessment

The sites below have known archaeological remains within them or have archaeological potential.  We would therefore wish that - in accordance with Government policy in PPG 16 and 
the current draft PPS 15 - the LPA requests that pre-application or pre-determination archaeological assessments should be included within all development briefs and other proposals 
for the sites, if they are formally adopted as development sites in the local development plan. Such assessment would, depending upon the size and location of the proposals, range in 
scope from additional desk-based research to more extensive archaeological field survey and evaluation.  The purpose of the archaeological assessment would be to provide sufficient 
information about the archaeological resource and in particular the extent of archaeological remains worthy of preservation in situ, to enable the LPA to determine any specific 
application for development.

3952 2 Hertfordshire County 

Council - Passenger 

Transport Unit

Site 2Document Section:
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CommentRepresentation:

Plot 2: An access from Ashwell Street although classified as a local access road the road is very narrow. This makes the access corridor to the development site impractical without 
widening to accommodate two way traffic.  The development plot of this size could accommodate a small scale development and could be developed in conjunction with plot 7.  However 
the two plots would generate a significant increase in traffic and may overload this area of road network and may cause concern for existing users such as the caravan club, emergency 
and service vehicles. Therefore the access route leading to the proposal must be carefully assessed to calculate the amount of capacity the route to the new development can offer.

4095 3 Anglian Water Services Ltd

Site 2Document Section:

CommentRepresentation:

Wastewater Treatment Works (WWTW) - Ashwell
WWTW capacity - Capacity available
Foul Sewerage Network capacity - Capacity available
Surface Water Network capacity - Unsewered

4235 1 Mynott

Site 2Document Section:

SupportRepresentation:

Being the owners of this small site, our proposal is that the village boundary be re-drawn to incorporate this site for future development. 

It is apparent that the village boundary being largley historical is not now a logical boundary; as it cuts through the gardens of 63 and 65 Station Road on an illogical line, and that it 
should be re-aligned around the perimeter of the properties. 

What makes sense to us is to re-align the boundary around the perimeter of site 7; that would naturally then incorporate site 2 as a result. 

It has been many years it seems since the village boundary has been re-aligned and this slight modification seems to make sense to us to reflect the actual situation on the ground, 
coupled too with the other developments that have taken place along Ashwell Street seems to bring the whole ares back to a more sensible boundary line.

4395 2 Wheeler

Site 2Document Section:

ObjectRepresentation:

Sites 1, 2, 3 and 8 are all greenfield sites used for agricultural purposes and I believe that agricultural land should not be used for building purposes. It should remain capable of 
producing food in keeping with the rural aspect of the village.
I also feel strongly that families should have housing which allows gardens for children to play in and would not welcome any large developments without these green spaces.

4403 2 Sims

Site 2Document Section:

CommentRepresentation:

I think we must protect our village from ill thought out land allocation applications whose only benefit is to fill the pockets of a few individuals who often move elsewhere after they have 
sold there land. Ashwell is one of the most attractive villages in the UK dating back to Anglo Saxon and Roman times and many of these applications have areas of archaeological 
importance in or near them.  Ashwell own design statement states that all new development should be in harmony with the village and should be integrated within the village. 
Some of these sites are Greenfield such as areas 1/3/5/8 some of which have had many planning applications in the past all of which have been turned down, some of the reasons are 
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poor access, more traffic onto minor roads, a green field site, a biodiversity threat, on or near sites of archaeological sites and would ruin the appearance of the village. 
Surely there are sites within the village already some of those proposed such as 7 and 2 would have less impact as they are surrounded by houses already, and there are brown field 
sites which could be compulsory purchased as the present owners are just letting them decay attracting rats and threaten to fall down in some areas, there has been no maintenance on 
most of these sites in the twenty eight years I have lived in the village. 
Also some of these plans are totally insensitive to people living nearby such as 1 & 5 people who live on the edge of the village near green field sites who did not expect to find houses 
being built on there door step often after spending large amounts of money on buying there own property. 
So please when you consider the plans have a thought for are village which we all love, and disregarded the plans of a few individuals whose only wish is to line there own pockets and 
leave the village and retire on the coast.

4422 5 Gates

Site 2Document Section:

SupportRepresentation:

Sights 2) 7) are a perfectly sensible and logical sight on which to say, yes. The access is good, there is a metalled made up road maintained by whom I know not.

4470 2 Roach

Site 2Document Section:

ObjectRepresentation:

My objections to this site are the same as those outlined in my representation against Site 7. These being in essence an adverse impact on local wildlife and plant environment and an 
unwanted and dangerous increase in traffic on an already difficult highway

4871 5 Smith

Site 2Document Section:

ObjectRepresentation:

I object to all sites that alter the Green Belt boundary.
I object to the loss of agricultural land for the following reasons:
Food security is now a national priority;
Open green spaces are a valuable amenity for all;
This country has been in breach of European bio-diversity regulations for the past six years;
A survey of rare and endangered species needs to be undertaken;
Fields are necessary for water management.

5131 2 Linley

Site 2Document Section:

ObjectRepresentation:

I think the following is very misleading to the general public who are asked to make a representation:
Site 2 (residential garden) is categorised as 'greenfield'
Site 5 (residential garden) is categorised as 'brownfield'
Site 7 (residential, garden and workshops) is not categorised at all

Site 2: Land rear of 67 Station Road:- this is misleading for the reason given above. Site is in a Conservation Area and any redevelopment would have an adverse visual impact - it also 
borders on an area of archaeological interest.
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0423 22 Ashwell Parish Council

Site 3Document Section:

ObjectRepresentation:

Site 3 (Land west of Claybush Road) be recommended for rejection on the grounds that development would have an adverse visual impact as stated in the Planning Inspector's report 
when rejecting the appeal from the 1987 application (copy attached).

0459 71 CPRE - The Hertfordshire 

Society

Site 3Document Section:

ObjectRepresentation:

This is a greenfield site and is grade 2 or 3 agricultural land, located outside the existing village boundary.  Draft Core Policy C applies as above.

0852 12 Gurney Family Savills (L&P) Ltd- on behalf 

of the Gurney Family

Site 3Document Section:

SupportRepresentation:

This site has been the subject of a planning application which was refused in 1996 primarily because it was located outside of the then settlement boundaries. Prior to this we understand 
that in 1938 the site was being developed for housing, but due to the outbreak of WWII construction work was halted with the only the foundations of the estate road being excavated.

Part of this site has consent as extensions to the garden areas of the properties fronting Claybush Lane and the landscape works associated with this permission, the planting of a new 
hedgerow between the proposed residential development and the garden extensions have been implemented. We therefore consider this site to be part previously developed.

Access can be achieved from Bygrave Road/Claybush Road as well as an alternative access from Ashwell Street.

We note that site 4 has been put forward as an extension to the village boundary and we would support the inclusion of site 3 within the boundary also.

1512 2 Hodson

Site 3Document Section:

ObjectRepresentation:

I wish to object to building on this land firstly because it is outside the village boundary: It is arable land and is almost parallel with Arbury Banks, one of the most beautiful parts of the 
village. The views of the green countryside from Arbury Banks are so special and the place is of great historical interest to the village. Building on this high ground would ruin the line of 
the village and might open the gates to future development between Claybush Road and Partridge Hill.
Secondly when it rains the rainwater pours off Claybush Road, at great speed, all the way down to the High Street.  The drains barely manage to cope. I think building here would make 
the problem worse. Also there has been a history of problems with the sewage system on Ashwell Street.
Thirdly the verges of the narrow roads between Ashwell and Baldock are being eroded. Were you to build more houses in Ashwell it would mean even more cars on the lanes, which 
were not built for high traffic. Making the roads wider would alter the character of the landscape. Also there is no pedestrian route down Claybush Road.
Fourthly I think the school is close to capacity. Even with the extra 2 classroom built last year the school is bursting. Space in the dining hall, gym and playground is limited. Compare the 
fields of the schools in Baldock to Ashwell School playground which is small and on a hill. In the summer the children are rushed in and out of their swimming time. There is no longer 
room to have a whole parent/pupil end of year assembly. Last term parents were not invited to the assembly unless they had a child leaving or receiving a prize. In my view it has all 
become a matter of managing numbers at the school.
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3950 54 Hertfordshire County 

Council - Historic 

Environment

Site 3Document Section:

CommentRepresentation:

Requirement for Pre-application or Pre-determination Archaeological Assessment

The sites below have known archaeological remains within them or have archaeological potential.  We would therefore wish that - in accordance with Government policy in PPG 16 and 
the current draft PPS 15 - the LPA requests that pre-application or pre-determination archaeological assessments should be included within all development briefs and other proposals 
for the sites, if they are formally adopted as development sites in the local development plan. Such assessment would, depending upon the size and location of the proposals, range in 
scope from additional desk-based research to more extensive archaeological field survey and evaluation.  The purpose of the archaeological assessment would be to provide sufficient 
information about the archaeological resource and in particular the extent of archaeological remains worthy of preservation in situ, to enable the LPA to determine any specific 
application for development.

3952 3 Hertfordshire County 

Council - Passenger 

Transport Unit

Site 3Document Section:

CommentRepresentation:

Plots 3 & 4: These must be considered as combined plots as there is no formal road fronting onto plot 3. Consequently plot 3 must be served through plot 4 from Station Road.  Merging 
both plots together could accommodate a large development as the proposals would be approaching or above the threshold of 100 residential units.  The access to Station Road should 
be located in a central location along the frontage of the development.  This detail would be in order to provide the best option of vehicle to vehicle inter visibility.  The application should 
be supported by a Transport Assessment, which sets out the transport implications of the development proposals and identify measures required to overcome any transport impact of 
the proposals, this is in order to calculate the amount of capacity the access to the development can accommodate. 
In terms of public transport, Plots 3 and 4 would be outside 400m from a bus stop - the nearest being in the high Street close to the Post Office.  The closest stop to the other sites is on 
Station Rd at the War Memorial, which would be within 400m of parts of some of the sites.  The most frequent route available is the 90/91 Letchworth-Royston route available from 
Station Rd, although services are only approx 2 hourly.  Other bus routes only provide limited services only.  Residential development within Ashwell would therefore not be well served in 
terms of access to bus services and given that residents would likely need to travel further a field these sites do not score well in terms of sustainability.

4095 2 Anglian Water Services Ltd

Site 3Document Section:

CommentRepresentation:

Wastewater Treatment Works (WWTW) - Ashwell
WWTW capacity - Capacity available
Foul Sewerage Network capacity - Major upgrades
Surface Water Network capacity - Unsewered

4395 3 Wheeler

Site 3Document Section:

ObjectRepresentation:
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Sites 1, 2, 3 and 8 are all greenfield sites used for agricultural purposes and I believe that agricultural land should not be used for building purposes. It should remain capable of 
producing food in keeping with the rural aspect of the village.
I also feel strongly that families should have housing which allows gardens for children to play in and would not welcome any large developments without these green spaces.

4403 3 Sims

Site 3Document Section:

CommentRepresentation:

I think we must protect our village from ill thought out land allocation applications whose only benefit is to fill the pockets of a few individuals who often move elsewhere after they have 
sold there land. Ashwell is one of the most attractive villages in the UK dating back to Anglo Saxon and Roman times and many of these applications have areas of archaeological 
importance in or near them.  Ashwell own design statement states that all new development should be in harmony with the village and should be integrated within the village. 
Some of these sites are Greenfield such as areas 1/3/5/8 some of which have had many planning applications in the past all of which have been turned down, some of the reasons are 
poor access, more traffic onto minor roads, a green field site, a biodiversity threat, on or near sites of archaeological sites and would ruin the appearance of the village. 
Surely there are sites within the village already some of those proposed such as 7 and 2 would have less impact as they are surrounded by houses already, and there are brown field 
sites which could be compulsory purchased as the present owners are just letting them decay attracting rats and threaten to fall down in some areas, there has been no maintenance on 
most of these sites in the twenty eight years I have lived in the village. 
Also some of these plans are totally insensitive to people living nearby such as 1 & 5 people who live on the edge of the village near green field sites who did not expect to find houses 
being built on there door step often after spending large amounts of money on buying there own property. 
So please when you consider the plans have a thought for are village which we all love, and disregarded the plans of a few individuals whose only wish is to line there own pockets and 
leave the village and retire on the coast.

4422 2 Gates

Site 3Document Section:

ObjectRepresentation:

Sights 1) 3) 4) and 8) are all blatant agricultural land. This particular owner has a policy, in my mind, of try, try and try again until ultimately the Planners just give in and say yes. Please 
resist.

4437 2 Hare

Site 3Document Section:

CommentRepresentation:

* On the individual sites I wish to comment as follows:-
Sites 3 and 4 - Building on these sites would be contrary to the Department of the Environment and Transport (see letters dated 30th July 1987 received in the NHDC Planning 
Department and duly stamped 3rd August 1987 quote:
* Consolidate the ribbon of fringe development into a more dense and intrusive form
* An unsightly incursion into the attractive open land that rises southwards from the village
* Any building on these parcels of land would result in the impingement on the privacy of ALL the occupants of the dwellings that abut the land.
* Inflict additional noise, pollution and in some cases reduce the sunlight to the existing adjacent properties.
* Site 4 would extend the village boundary and therefore on that basis alone should not be approved.

I cannot speak with much authority on the other six sites proposed in Ashwell but no doubt they would have a significant impact on adjacent buildings and their occupants. (see general 
points)  Consideration should be given to the substantial amount of land available within the curtilage of the village i.e Silver Street, Partridge Hill being land owned by the late Mr Angel.
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4488 1 Canning

Site 3Document Section:

ObjectRepresentation:

I understand that a planning permission has been submitted for low cost houses to be built at the top of Claybush Road.

I am strongly against this application for the following reasons:

1.Claybush Road is quite a busy road as it is with a dangerous T junction situated near the school.  Extra traffic would make this junction alot more dangerous for the school children and 
general public.
2.The school could not cater with more children, they already have large classes.
3.Low cost housing would not add anything to the village.  Residents would probably choose not to use the village shops as they would be too expensive.
4.Ashwell is known for being a small pretty village, why spoil it.

I feel this application would impact the village in a very negative way.  It would spoil the view of the village as you drive in, make more noise and traffic congestion and not enhance the 
facilities which we already have.

4871 6 Smith

Site 3Document Section:

ObjectRepresentation:

I object to all sites that alter the Green Belt boundary.
I object to the loss of agricultural land for the following reasons:
Food security is now a national priority;
Open green spaces are a valuable amenity for all;
This country has been in breach of European bio-diversity regulations for the past six years;
A survey of rare and endangered species needs to be undertaken;
Fields are necessary for water management.

4892 1 Banner

Site 3Document Section:

ObjectRepresentation:

Having viewed the suggested sites for Ashwell.  I am greatly concerned about the following:-
Planning permission has been refused in the past on more than one occasion and the reasons for that have not changed.  These were set down in an NHDC Planning Document and 
the DoE.  Bringing Site 4 within the village boundary would be a pre-cursor to building development and again should not be approved on the same basis as Site 3.  These sites would 
extend the village boundary and on that alone should not be approved.

4959 1 Linsley

Site 3Document Section:

ObjectRepresentation:

The current dwellings on Claybush Road are 7 modest homes forming a ribbon on the western side of the road. The proposed site 3 to the rear of these homes currently provides open 
views from the hill above Ashwell across the fields to the Church and the rest of the village. The negative impact on the landscape mentioned in your report and the history of refusal for 
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previous applications for this land shows the importance of this view.

Your report states that the land is greenfield and, as set-aside, represents high biodiversity significance. If this change to the village boundary was permitted, any development would 
mean that both the view and biodiversity would be lost.

The report says that the site is "likely" to provide affordable housing. This may not be appropriate considering the following factors:
* Claybush Road suffers from very fast traffic and there are no safe footpaths down into the village and could not be safely used by unaccompanied children. It is especially hazardous at 
the junction with Ashwell Street where pedestrians often cannot be seen by drivers. 
* The steepness of the road into the village also makes this site unsuitable for the elderly or people with mobility issues.
* The lack of footpath and public transport means that any residents would be highly dependent upon private car use.

The village already has some issues with its size - the school currently has 3 years where the intake exceeds maximum class sizes. Although this has been accommodated by mixing 
years, this will become problematic if the intake increases further. Problems with low water pressure, sewage overflow and rainwater run-off will only grow with population increase.

5131 3 Linley

Site 3Document Section:

ObjectRepresentation:

Site 3: Land West of Claybush Road : Extension to the village and adverse visual impact.

5264 3 Powell

Site 3Document Section:

CommentRepresentation:

Extension to the village and adverse visual impact.
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0423 23 Ashwell Parish Council

Site 4Document Section:

ObjectRepresentation:

Site 4 (Pumping Station, Claybush Road) be recommended for rejection as per the adjacent site 3 above.

3950 20 Hertfordshire County 

Council - Historic 

Environment

Site 4Document Section:

CommentRepresentation:

Requirement for Pre-application or Pre-determination Archaeological Assessment

The sites below have known archaeological remains within them or have archaeological potential.  We would therefore wish that - in accordance with Government policy in PPG 16 and 
the current draft PPS 15 - the LPA requests that pre-application or pre-determination archaeological assessments should be included within all development briefs and other proposals 
for the sites, if they are formally adopted as development sites in the local development plan. Such assessment would, depending upon the size and location of the proposals, range in 
scope from additional desk-based research to more extensive archaeological field survey and evaluation.  The purpose of the archaeological assessment would be to provide sufficient 
information about the archaeological resource and in particular the extent of archaeological remains worthy of preservation in situ, to enable the LPA to determine any specific 
application for development.

3952 4 Hertfordshire County 

Council - Passenger 

Transport Unit

Site 4Document Section:

CommentRepresentation:

Plots 3 & 4: These must be considered as combined plots as there is no formal road fronting onto plot 3. Consequently plot 3 must be served through plot 4 from Station Road.  Merging 
both plots together could accommodate a large development as the proposals would be approaching or above the threshold of 100 residential units.  The access to Station Road should 
be located in a central location along the frontage of the development.  This detail would be in order to provide the best option of vehicle to vehicle inter visibility.  The application should 
be supported by a Transport Assessment, which sets out the transport implications of the development proposals and identify measures required to overcome any transport impact of 
the proposals, this is in order to calculate the amount of capacity the access to the development can accommodate. 
In terms of public transport, Plots 3 and 4 would be outside 400m from a bus stop - the nearest being in the high Street close to the Post Office.  The closest stop to the other sites is on 
Station Rd at the War Memorial, which would be within 400m of parts of some of the sites.  The most frequent route available is the 90/91 Letchworth-Royston route available from 
Station Rd, although services are only approx 2 hourly.  Other bus routes only provide limited services only.  Residential development within Ashwell would therefore not be well served in 
terms of access to bus services and given that residents would likely need to travel further a field these sites do not score well in terms of sustainability.

4095 4 Anglian Water Services Ltd

Site 4Document Section:

CommentRepresentation:

Wastewater Treatment Works (WWTW) - Ashwell
WWTW capacity - Capacity available
Foul Sewerage Network capacity - Capacity available
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Surface Water Network capacity - Unsewered

4422 3 Gates

Site 4Document Section:

ObjectRepresentation:

Sights 1) 3) 4) and 8) are all blatant agricultural land. This particular owner has a policy, in my mind, of try, try and try again until ultimately the Planners just give in and say yes. Please 
resist.

4437 3 Hare

Site 4Document Section:

CommentRepresentation:

On the individual sites I wish to comment as follows:-
Sites 3 and 4 ¿ Building on these sites would be contrary to the Department of the Environment and Transport (see letters dated 30th July 1987 received in the NHDC Planning 
Department and duly stamped 3rd August 1987 quote:
Consolidate the ribbon of fringe development into a more dense and intrusive form
An unsightly incursion into the attractive open land that rises southwards from the village
Any building on these parcels of land would result in the impingement on the privacy of ALL the occupants of the dwellings that abut the land.
Inflict additional noise, pollution and in some cases reduce the sunlight to the existing adjacent properties.
Site 4 would extend the village boundary and therefore on that basis alone should not be approved.

I cannot speak with much authority on the other six sites proposed in Ashwell but no doubt they would have a significant impact on adjacent buildings and their occupants. 
(see general points)  Consideration should be given to the substantial amount of land available within the curtilage of the village i.e Silver Street, Partridge Hill being land owned by the 
late Mr Angel.

4892 2 Banner

Site 4Document Section:

ObjectRepresentation:

Having viewed the suggested sites for Ashwell.  I am greatly concerned about the following:-
Planning permission has been refused in the past on more than one occasion and the reasons for that have not changed.  These were set down in an NHDC Planning Document and 
the DoE.  Bringing Site 4 within the village boundary would be a pre-cursor to building development and again should not be approved on the same basis as Site 3.  These sites would 
extend the village boundary and on that alone should not be approved.

4959 2 Linsley

Site 4Document Section:

ObjectRepresentation:

Regarding site 4, the water board owned land containing covered reservoir and pumping station, for which you report the states 'no direct development implications'. I am confused about 
the intentions for this application and if not related to subsequent development plans, would there be any reason for so dramatically increasing the village boundary to extend to this 
land?

5131 4 Linley

Site 4Document Section:

ObjectRepresentation:
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Site 4: Pumping Station, Claybush Road - Extension to the village and adverse visual impact.

5264 4 Powell

Site 4Document Section:

CommentRepresentation:

Extension to the village and adverse visual impact.

5589 1 Veolia Water Central Ltd Brasier Freeth

Site 4Document Section:

SupportRepresentation:

We are formally instructed by Veolia Water Central Ltd (formerly Three Valleys Water PLC) to confirm that it supports the inclusion of its Pumping Station site within the settlement 
boundary of Ashwell. 

VWCL can confirm that there is sufficient land available between the Pumping Station and the edge of the built up area for a new road access. This would facilitate the development of 
land to the west of Claybush Road for housing. 

VWCL considers that this represents an important green field site opportunity for approximately 50 to 60 houses close to the centre of the village. The site is free of physical and natural 
constraints. There are no major planning policy / development control or design constraints affecting to the site's development. It would result in approximately 20 new affordable houses.
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0423 24 Ashwell Parish Council

Site 5Document Section:

ObjectRepresentation:

Site 5 (land adjoining 7 Green Lane) be recommended for acceptance (proposal for rejection, on the grounds that it would have an adverse visual impact and good access was lacking, 
not carried).

1525 2 Rogers

Site 5Document Section:

CommentRepresentation:

SITE 5 ¿ GREEN LANE, ASHWELL
Green Lane is a private unadopted single track unmade road unsuitable for increased volume of traffic. 
Service trucks, i.e. recycling, central heating oil delivery etc. vehicles are already forced to reverse up Green Lane, due to the constricted nature of the road and the existing properties. 
The existing properties on Green Lane have generally acquired rights of access prescriptively and access over/for services to any new development of the site may not be certain. 
Additional development would put further load on to a junction which has already been identified as dangerous (Station Road/Lucas Lane). 
Green Lane consists of 4 detached houses and 1 pair of cottages ¿ should any development be approved the density should not be greater than already exists. 
This corner of the Village has surprisingly high visibility from the roads into the Village from the North (The Mordens) and West (Eyeworth and Dunton) and any development on this site 
would have an adverse visual impact from the North and West entrances to Ashwell. 
The site borders on to a Conservation area. 
Of the 8 sites under consideration, this is the only residential garden site categorised in the Council's Sustainability Appraisal summary documents as 'Brownfield'. Others which are also 
residential garden land are either categorised as 'Greenfield' or not categorised at all. This is very misleading to the consultation process and is likely to have confused many lay 
observers. In the context of the 8 sites under consideration, accordingly we do not believe that a balanced consultation can have taken place in respect of Site 5.

2959 23 English Heritage

Site 5Document Section:

CommentRepresentation:

Sites 5, 6 and 7 have the potential to harm Ashwell Conservation Area and its setting and may require development briefs to guide proposals.

3950 53 Hertfordshire County 

Council - Historic 

Environment

Site 5Document Section:

CommentRepresentation:

Requirement for Pre-application or Pre-determination Archaeological Assessment

The sites below have known archaeological remains within them or have archaeological potential.  We would therefore wish that - in accordance with Government policy in PPG 16 and 
the current draft PPS 15 - the LPA requests that pre-application or pre-determination archaeological assessments should be included within all development briefs and other proposals 
for the sites, if they are formally adopted as development sites in the local development plan. Such assessment would, depending upon the size and location of the proposals, range in 
scope from additional desk-based research to more extensive archaeological field survey and evaluation.  The purpose of the archaeological assessment would be to provide sufficient 
information about the archaeological resource and in particular the extent of archaeological remains worthy of preservation in situ, to enable the LPA to determine any specific 
application for development.
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3952 5 Hertfordshire County 

Council - Passenger 

Transport Unit

Site 5Document Section:

CommentRepresentation:

Plot 5: An access from Green Lane which is very narrow makes the access corridor to the development site impractical without widening to accommodate two-way traffic.  The 
development plot of this size could accommodate a medium scale development. However, it would generate a significant increase in traffic along the lane and may cause concern for 
existing users such as residents and emergency service vehicles. Therefore the access route leading to the new proposal must be carefully assessed to calculate the amount of capacity 
the route to the development can accommodate.

4095 5 Anglian Water Services Ltd

Site 5Document Section:

CommentRepresentation:

Wastewater Treatment Works (WWTW) - Ashwell
WWTW capacity - Capacity available
Foul Sewerage Network capacity - Capacity available
Surface Water Network capacity - Unsewered

4395 4 Wheeler

Site 5Document Section:

ObjectRepresentation:

Given the locations of sites 5 (of which I have an interest), 6 and 7, I would suggest development of a low density would suit these sites and not significantly detract from the current 
properties, whilst providing potential areas for development in the village which I feel is important for the future of the area.
I also feel strongly that families should have housing which allows gardens for children to play in and would not welcome any large developments without these green spaces.

4403 4 Sims

Site 5Document Section:

CommentRepresentation:

I think we must protect our village from ill thought out land allocation applications whose only benefit is to fill the pockets of a few individuals who often move elsewhere after they have 
sold there land. Ashwell is one of the most attractive villages in the UK dating back to Anglo Saxon and Roman times and many of these applications have areas of archaeological 
importance in or near them.  Ashwell own design statement states that all new development should be in harmony with the village and should be integrated within the village. 
Some of these sites are Greenfield such as areas 1/3/5/8 some of which have had many planning applications in the past all of which have been turned down, some of the reasons are 
poor access, more traffic onto minor roads, a green field site, a biodiversity threat, on or near sites of archaeological sites and would ruin the appearance of the village. 
Surely there are sites within the village already some of those proposed such as 7 and 2 would have less impact as they are surrounded by houses already, and there are brown field 
sites which could be compulsory purchased as the present owners are just letting them decay attracting rats and threaten to fall down in some areas, there has been no maintenance on 
most of these sites in the twenty eight years I have lived in the village. 
Also some of these plans are totally insensitive to people living nearby such as 1 & 5 people who live on the edge of the village near green field sites who did not expect to find houses 
being built on there door step often after spending large amounts of money on buying there own property. 
So please when you consider the plans have a thought for are village which we all love, and disregarded the plans of a few individuals whose only wish is to line there own pockets and 
leave the village and retire on the coast.
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4422 7 Gates

Site 5Document Section:

CommentRepresentation:

Sight 5) has been rejected in the past on the grounds, outside village boundary although it would be possible to put one house close to the existing boundary of no 7 which in late 1980.s 
was turned down. One house could be within the village boundary! 
In 1986 the adult population of Green lane was 12, now 50 plus The Maltings was Light Industrial, R.White Lemonade. In 1988-9 that sight was converted into 22 flats with an 
approximate increase of population to, between 22-40 and 30 plus cars entering the junction by the War Memorial.
Green Lane is a non adopted narrow gravel lane maintained by the present residents. When the Maltings were light Industrial their traffic did go beyond the metalled entrance to the lane. 
Although there is access to the field where the local farmer brings heavy machinery though that is not daily constant passage of cars or maybe trucks
There is no mains drainage.
Please think very carefully, or reject.

5131 5 Linley

Site 5Document Section:

ObjectRepresentation:

I think the following is very misleading to the general public who are asked to make a representation:
Site 2 (residential garden) is categorised as 'greenfield'
Site 5 (residential garden) is categorised as 'brownfield'
Site 7 (residential, garden and workshops) is not categorised at all.

Site 5: Land adjoining 7 Green Lane : This is misleading for the reason given above.

I would object to any development on this site which maybe the subject of a planning application for the following reasons:

1. Green Lane is a private unadopted single track road unsuitable for increased volume of traffic.
2. Development of this site would inevitably involved extra traffic exiting onto an already proved dangerous junction i.e Station Road/Lucas Lane.
3. Service vehicles at present are forced to reverse up to properties in Green Lane due to inadequate turning space - those that do not cause considerable inconvenience to other 
properties due to encroachment.
4. The density of any development should not be greater than already exists.
5. This area of Ashwell has high visibility from the North and West and any development on this site would have an adverse visual impact from these entrances to the village.
6. The site borders onto a Conservation Area.
7. Due to position drainage would be a potential problem.

5264 1 Powell

Site 5Document Section:

ObjectRepresentation:

1.Green Lane is a private unadopted single track road unsuitable for increased volume of traffic.
2.Service trucks, i.e. recycling, central heating oil delivery etc. vehicles are forced to reverse up Green Lane to access properties due to inadequate turning space.
3.Additional development would put further load onto an already proved dangerous junction (Station Road/Lucas Lane).
4.Green Lane consists of 4 detached houses and 1 pair of cottages - should any development be approved the density should not be greater than already exists.
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5.Any development would have an adverse visual impact from the North and West entrances to Ashwell.
6.The site borders onto a Conservation Area.
7.Due to position drainage would be by septic tank thereby potentially adding to impact on water sources?
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0423 25 Ashwell Parish Council

Site 6Document Section:

SupportRepresentation:

Site 6 (22 Lucas Lane) be recommended for acceptance with a section 106 agreement on the grounds that retaining this area as mainly green space would have positive benefit for the 
village.

0885 3 Price Tribal Group

Site 6Document Section:

SupportRepresentation:

These representations are submitted further to earlier representations made at the Core Strategy stage.  Essentially, these representations support the use of existing residential land at 
22 Lucas Lane, Ashwell (identified as Site 6 within the Consultation document) to accommodate one additional retirement dwelling house and seek its allocation as such in the Local 
Development Framework Additional Suggested Sites for Land Allocations Document (ASSLAD).

Due regard has been given to both the "Ashwell" specific document as well as the Sustainability Appraisal and Strategic Environmental Assessment of Land Allocations Additional 
Suggested sites (July 2009).  These documents consider each site in terms of its strengths and weaknesses.  We comment below on these in relation to the consideration of our client's 
site in ASSLAD.

Site Strengths
The Sustainability Appraisal Summary makes the following observations:
* this site is not near or does not contain historical monuments;
* site contains no wildlife designations; and
* site is within walking distance of the village centre, school, recreation ground, green space and local amenities.

Whilst we are in full agreement with these points, there are a number of additional strengths which we believe the site has to offer which further support its allocation to provide an 
additional residential dwelling within the existing garden area.  These are as follows:
1.  The area is a brownfield site (as identified in Section 2(a) of the Sustainability Appraisal).  Paragraph 36 the supporting text to Planning Policy Statement 3 (Housing, 2006), states 
that "the priority for development should be on previously developed land";
2.  Contrary to observations made within Section 3(b) of the Sustainability Appraisal, the site does not lie within the Landscape Character Area of North Baldock Chalk Uplands.  There is 
therefore no impact of development on the character of this landscape designation;
3.  The proposed additional retirement dwelling (built within the grounds of this site) would share the access drive which currently serves the existing house.  There is therefore no need 
to create any additional access or egress points onto the adjoining highway;
4.  The existing residential site benefits from extensive tree/hedgerow screening around its perimeter, much of it planted by our client.  This will help to screen the proposed additional 
dwelling house which is anticipated to be sited within the western half of the site.  Our client expects to provide additional planting for amenity and ecological enhancement as part of the 
proposed development.
5.  As drawn upon in Section 3(d) of the Sustainability Appraisal, the site does not border a watercourse; is not contaminated; and does not lie within 250 metres of a landfill site.  
Furthermore, the site is not located within a Flood Zone as mapped by the Environment Agency; and 
6.  The site is located within a highly sustainable location and therefore accord with the principles of Planning Policy Statement 1 (Delivering Sustainable Development, 2005).  The 
provision of a single additional dwelling in such a location would not therefore have a significant impact on the existing local infrastructure including the local highways network.

Site Weaknesses
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The Sustainability Appraisal Summary makes the following observations:
1.  The site falls within a conservation area;
The site indeed falls within the village's conservation area boundary (as defined by the Local Plan Proposals Map).  Such a designation is however, not a weakness when assessing the 
site's suitability for additional development.  Development in the conservation area is required to preserve or enhance the character or appearance of the conservation area and to this 
end, the reinforcement of such character is a strength of such a development, not a weakness.

2.  Site falls within an area of archaeological interest; and
Despite only part of the site falling within the identified area of archaeological interest, it is appreciated that development could indeed be allowed and subsequently controlled through the 
undertaking of an archaeological survey and the attachment of planning conditions should it be deemed necessary.  This element should therefore not be considered a weakness of the 
site.

3.  Bus services in this area are limited and the railway station is located out of the village.  Likely to increase commuting and private car use.
The creation of one additional dwelling will not have any material impact on additional commuting or use of the private car - the Sustainability Appraisal document recognises that the site 
is within walking distance of the village's centre and its main facilities.

Additional Observations

1.  The site is widely perceived to form part of the existing village settlement of Ashwell.  In support of this view, it should be noted that Lucas Lane both begins and ends within the 
village core and in this sense, the existing dwelling house and its gardens are read within the context of the village;
2.  It is not considered that the provision of one additional, sympathetically designed retirement dwelling within the site's existing garden area would have an adverse impact on the 
character of the existing village settlement (as described in the adopted Ashwell Village Design Statement);
3.  A majority support for the provision of an additional dwelling house within the boundaries of this site has, for some considerable time now, been given by Ashwell Parish Council and 
was reinforced at a recent Parish Council Meeting held on 3rd September 2009.  It is expected that the Parish Council's support for the allocation of this site for development will be 
confirmed when their representations on this consultation document are formally received by North Hertfordshire District Council;
4.  Upon allocation, and if considered necessary by NHDC, our client is willing to enter into a Section 106 obligation to prevent any further development of the land under, over and above 
the single retirement house.  A draft agreement has been prepared and can be provided as necessary;
5.  It has previously been suggested to District Council Planning Officers that the exclusion of this site from the defined Selected Village boundary is a cartographical "anomaly" and that 
the site has been excluded inappropriately and as a consequence of error.  It only becomes apparent when one appreciates the site in its context that it is in fact, clearly orientated 
towards and wholly responds to the village;
6.  The proposed additional dwelling would meet an identified local need by serving as a retirement dwelling.  Furthermore, it would be designed to the highest quality, meet sustainable 
development criteria, reflect its conservation area setting and respect its relationship with the adjoining landscape.

Concluding Remarks
With the above observations in mind, it is considered that the allocations of the site to provide for one additional retirement dwelling would represent an efficient and highly sustainable 
use of previously developed brownfield land.  It is therefore requested that the site known as 22 Lucas Lane, Ashwell (Site 6) be identified as a site suitable for additional residential 
purposes in the North Hertfordshire District Council Additional Suggested Sites for Land Allocations Development Plan Document.  We herby request that the strengths and weaknesses 
shown in the consultation document are updated to reflect the observations made through these representations.

These representations therefore offer support for the proposed development of 22 Lucas Lane, Ashwell (Site 6) to provide an additional residential retirement dwelling house.

2959 24 English Heritage
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Site 6Document Section:

CommentRepresentation:

Sites 5, 6 and 7 have the potential to harm Ashwell Conservation Area and its setting and may require development briefs to guide proposals.

3950 118 Hertfordshire County 

Council - Historic 

Environment

Site 6Document Section:

CommentRepresentation:

Mitigation of archaeological impact by condition

I consider that (without prejudice to any future advice) for the sites listed below, in the event of development proposal, any archaeological issues can probably be dealt with by condition, 
should planning permission be granted.

3952 6 Hertfordshire County 

Council - Passenger 

Transport Unit

Site 6Document Section:

CommentRepresentation:

Plot 6: An access along Ashwell Street although classified as a local access road the road is undulating, quite narrow and not surfaced which makes the access corridor to the 
development site impractical without providing a designed construction road pavement in that would accommodate two way traffic.  

The development plot of this size could accommodate a large sized development. Therefore the application should be supported by a Transport Assessment, which sets out the 
transport implications of the development proposals and identify measures required to overcome any transport impact of the proposals, this would consider the capacity of the junctions 
serving Ashwell Street at either end can accommodate. It is however likely to generate a significant increase in traffic along Ashwell Street and may overload this area of road network 
and may cause concern for existing users such as emergency service vehicles. Therefore the access route leading to the new proposal including the priority junctions at either end must 
be carefully assessed to calculate the amount of capacity the route to the development can accommodate.

4095 6 Anglian Water Services Ltd

Site 6Document Section:

CommentRepresentation:

Wastewater Treatment Works (WWTW) - Ashwell
WWTW capacity - Capacity available
Foul Sewerage Network capacity - Capacity available
Surface Water Network capacity - Unsewered

4395 5 Wheeler

Site 6Document Section:

ObjectRepresentation:

I am also concerned that, if sites 1, 6, 7 and 8 have an area of archaeological interest involved, they should only be developed with care to avoid any potential damage to our local 
history.

Printed: 01/03/2010 12:25:01



Representation for 

Land Allocations: Additional Suggested Sites July 2009

Site 6

AgentRep No.Ref. Applicant

Given the locations of sites 5 (of which I have an interest), 6 and 7, I would suggest development of a low density would suit these sites and not significantly detract from the current 
properties, whilst providing potential areas for development in the village which I feel is important for the future of the area.
I also feel strongly that families should have housing which allows gardens for children to play in and would not welcome any large developments without these green spaces.

4422 8 Gates

Site 6Document Section:

SupportRepresentation:

Sight 6) admirably sensible, say yes.

4444 1 Hurst

Site 6Document Section:

ObjectRepresentation:

Re: Proposed sites for additional housing in Ashwell (Numbered 6 on land allocation map)

One such location (numbered 6 I think) was the land parallel to Ashwell Street (between Ashwell Street and properties lining Lucas Lane).

I wanted to provide some comments for consideration during the process

First of all I am supportive of developing local housing (as said in the local survey) but would also be keen that it was taken into consideration limiting the impact on other people's current 
privacy, enjoyment of outdoor space and outlook (also in the response to the survey) as clearly this has to work on both fronts. I currently live on Lucas Lane and whilst I do not back 
onto the field in question we do have a view of the rural land currently used for grazing animals and know many of the people who do side and back onto the land. 

Clearly this would need to be considered for all the sites as I am sure there are pros and cons and you can never please everyone, my comments are on this suggested location as I 
can't speak for all of the locations as I do not know them all:

The land is on a high slope of a hill overlooking the village and therefore overlooking a number of existing gardens and properties all of whom have enjoyed rural views and privacy for 
some years (if the land was flat clearly this wouldn't be quite so bad but it is not)

I would raise the question about how access to the land would be gained, would Ashwell Street be used or access gained from Lucas Lane where heavy traffic is already something that 
people live with and do not need to become heavier

Access from Lucas Lane would involve putting a new access road between existing properties at a proximity that would effectively ruin several current residents outdoor space with 
traffic noise

Ashwell Street is heavily used by locals for walking and dog walking and is part of a major public right of way that has been enjoyed by people for many years, a new development next to 
this right of way would in my mind be detrimental to that experience

This is a very large space and a concern would be the number of houses a developer would cram into such a space and how high and close properties would be to existing gardens 
along Lucas Lane (regardless there given the slope there would be a large change in landscape)

As an existing resident it is hard to ignore the potential change to your own and neighbours situation though I would also not want young people within the village to not be given an 
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opportunity to live here (that would be a very selfish outlook). I would be interested in knowing how the properties would be reserved and used for local villagers and not sold to non 
villagers which I admit I was myself not all that long ago.

I hope the comments are useful and not unreasonable considerations as clearly the impact on existing residents has to be a very large consideration wherever such a development 
might occur.

4444 2 Hurst

Site 6Document Section:

CommentRepresentation:

I may have misunderstood the proposal, on reading the detail of the proposal for site 6 (which I did not have access to until this morning and now realise it is not the adjacent fields to 
Townsend house but Townsend house land itself) is for 1 additional retirement dwelling, if the proposal is simply for Townsend house to have this dwelling then I have no issue, I was 
more concerned if the land was proposed for residential use (my comments below stand if residential use is being considered for this land or adjacent lands but otherwise my comments 
are not relevant and should be withdrawn).

My only comment would be that the dwelling be built on Ashwell Street and not overlooking Lucas Lane properties

5131 6 Linley

Site 6Document Section:

ObjectRepresentation:

Site 6: 22 Lucas Lane: Concern over size of site for additional dwelling.
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0423 26 Ashwell Parish Council

Site 7Document Section:

SupportRepresentation:

Site 7 (61 Station Road) be recommended for acceptance on the grounds that it would be suitable for development.

1525 3 Rogers

Site 7Document Section:

CommentRepresentation:

The site is in a Conservation area and redevelopment of it would have an adverse visual impact within that Conservation area. 
The site is on the border of an area of archaeological interest.

2959 25 English Heritage

Site 7Document Section:

CommentRepresentation:

Sites 5, 6 and 7 have the potential to harm Ashwell Conservation Area and its setting and may require development briefs to guide proposals.

3688 3 Sheldrick Rolfe Judd Planning

Site 7Document Section:

SupportRepresentation:

Our client wishes to support the inclusions of two of the proposed sites within Ashwell in the Land Allocations DPD:
Site 2 : Land rear of 67 Station Road, Ashwell
Site 7 : 61 Station Road.

Previous representations on Site 7 were submitted on behalf of the clients in March 2008 by GML Architects and are appended for information.

The allocation of Sites 2 and 7 for housing development in Ashwell through the LDF is considered to represent a number of opportunities and benefits including:

1.  Brownfield development
Both of the sites are identified within the Sustainability Appraisal (CAG consultants, July 2009) as brownfield land.  the area of Site 7 which lies outside the existing settlement boundary 
has been developed considerably with large areas of hardstanding and industrial sheds which have been utilised as an on-site car repair business.

2.  Sustainable location
Both sites are located towards the eastern edge of the settlement; part of Site 7 is within the settlement boundary with the remainder adjacent to the boundary, Site 2 lies just outside the 
settlement boundary.  However, both sites are directly adjacent to the existing settlement boundary and bounded to the east by the Ashridge Farm Caravan Park and caravan storage 
compound.
The Council's Housing Background Paper (August 2007) recognises that there must be proportionate housing growth in rural areas and. as a village which scores highly in terms of 
facilities, Ashwell has been identified as a settlement where infill development may occur within the boundary and small Greenfield releases could be considered as part of the Land 
Allocations DPD.  The allocations of these two sites would reduce the pressure for the release of Greenfield sites along the settlement boundary.
the site is within walking distance of the village centre, school, recreation spaces and local amenities.
Additionally, well planned housing development in and around the settlement of Ashwell cold provide the stimulus for public transport improvements and the opportunity to encourage 
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sustainable forms of transport such as walking and cycling.

3.  Improvements to the wider setting
The sites are adjacent to the Conservation Area, but not within it.  A sensitively designed development which incorporated guidance from the Ashwell Village Design Statement would 
help improve the setting of the Conservation Area, particularly the removal of a variety of sheds and car repair use at the northern end of Site 7 and landscape enhancements.

4.  Sustainability
New development would offer the opportunity to include a range of measures targeted at reducing energy consumption and carbon emissions (including the use of renewable energy 
sources) and minimising water usage.  Similarly the potential for sustainable urban drainage could also be considered.

5.  Environmental factors
The sites are not in an identified area of flood risk and the removal of the car repair business would help alleviate any possible groundwater contamination, which could arise from a use 
of this nature.

6.  Opportunity to review the Settlement Boundary
We believe amending the settlement boundary at this location, to include these two sites, would result in a more robust boundary to the village than that currently existing.  Additionally 
the Council are requested to note that, with regards to aspirations for a proportion of affordable housing on-site, grant from the Homes and Communities Agency is reduced for rural 
exception sites (i.e land outside the settlement boundary).  Bringing the site within the settlement boundary could alleviate these difficulties and help ease the delivery of affordable 
housing provision.  Hence we urge the Council to amend the settlement boundary as a matter of priority through the forthcoming Core Strategy and Land Allocations DPD.

For the above reasons, we support the sites for inclusion within the forthcoming Land Allocations DPD - Preferred Options stage, to be published next year.  The release of these 
brownfield sites for housing, and associated amendments to the village boundary, should be preferentially considered before any Greenfield land releases, in line with best practice and 
national policy.

To inform consideration of the sites for inclusion within the LDF, a preliminary exercise has been undertaken to examine capacity of the sites.  Our client considers a development on 
both sites could accommodate between 20 - 30 dwellings, dependent on the mix of units.

3950 31 Hertfordshire County 

Council - Historic 

Environment

Site 7Document Section:

CommentRepresentation:

Requirement for Pre-application or Pre-determination Archaeological Assessment

The sites below have known archaeological remains within them or have archaeological potential.  We would therefore wish that - in accordance with Government policy in PPG 16 and 
the current draft PPS 15 - the LPA requests that pre-application or pre-determination archaeological assessments should be included within all development briefs and other proposals 
for the sites, if they are formally adopted as development sites in the local development plan. Such assessment would, depending upon the size and location of the proposals, range in 
scope from additional desk-based research to more extensive archaeological field survey and evaluation.  The purpose of the archaeological assessment would be to provide sufficient 
information about the archaeological resource and in particular the extent of archaeological remains worthy of preservation in situ, to enable the LPA to determine any specific 
application for development.
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3952 7 Hertfordshire County 

Council - Passenger 

Transport Unit

Site 7Document Section:

CommentRepresentation:

Plot 7:  An access to Station Road may be considered acceptable, provided that it is located centrally along the frontage of the development.  This would optimise the vehicle to vehicle 
inter visibility.  The plot of this size, together with Plot 2 could accommodate a large scale development. Therefore the application should be supported by a Transport Assessment, 
which sets out the transport implications of the development proposals and identify measures required to overcome any transport impact of the proposals

4095 7 Anglian Water Services Ltd

Site 7Document Section:

CommentRepresentation:

Wastewater Treatment Works (WWTW) - Ashwell
WWTW capacity - Capacity available
Foul Sewerage Network capacity - Capacity available
Surface Water Network capacity - Unsewered

4395 6 Wheeler

Site 7Document Section:

ObjectRepresentation:

I am also concerned that, if sites 1, 6, 7 and 8 have an area of archaeological interest involved, they should only be developed with care to avoid any potential damage to our local 
history.
Given the locations of sites 5 (of which I have an interest), 6 and 7, I would suggest development of a low density would suit these sites and not significantly detract from the current 
properties, whilst providing potential areas for development in the village which I feel is important for the future of the area.
I also feel strongly that families should have housing which allows gardens for children to play in and would not welcome any large developments without these green spaces.

4403 5 Sims

Site 7Document Section:

CommentRepresentation:

I think we must protect our village from ill thought out land allocation applications whose only benefit is to fill the pockets of a few individuals who often move elsewhere after they have 
sold there land. Ashwell is one of the most attractive villages in the UK dating back to Anglo Saxon and Roman times and many of these applications have areas of archaeological 
importance in or near them.  Ashwell own design statement states that all new development should be in harmony with the village and should be integrated within the village. 
Some of these sites are Greenfield such as areas 1/3/5/8 some of which have had many planning applications in the past all of which have been turned down, some of the reasons are 
poor access, more traffic onto minor roads, a green field site, a biodiversity threat, on or near sites of archaeological sites and would ruin the appearance of the village. 
Surely there are sites within the village already some of those proposed such as 7 and 2 would have less impact as they are surrounded by houses already, and there are brown field 
sites which could be compulsory purchased as the present owners are just letting them decay attracting rats and threaten to fall down in some areas, there has been no maintenance on 
most of these sites in the twenty eight years I have lived in the village. 
Also some of these plans are totally insensitive to people living nearby such as 1 & 5 people who live on the edge of the village near green field sites who did not expect to find houses 
being built on there door step often after spending large amounts of money on buying there own property. 
So please when you consider the plans have a thought for are village which we all love, and disregarded the plans of a few individuals whose only wish is to line there own pockets and 
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leave the village and retire on the coast.

4422 6 Gates

Site 7Document Section:

SupportRepresentation:

Sights 2) 7) are a perfectly sensible and logical sight on which to say, yes. The access is good, there is a metalled made up road maintained by whom I know not.

4470 1 Roach

Site 7Document Section:

ObjectRepresentation:

This plot borders hedges and trees that support a huge amount of wildlife, particularly a large varied population of birds. Also there are a large amount of fruit trees (elderberries, various 
plums, sloes etc). This habitat would be greatly affected by this proposed development. This habitat is enjoyed greatly by the local Ashwell population as well as outsiders visiting Ashwell 
Caravan Club. This lovely country environment is a great advert for Ashwell and one of its attractions for visitors to the village. 
In addition, possible access could be by Ashwell street which is opposite my current house. Ashwell Street is narrow (with limited parts for cars/vans/lorries/caravans to pass in either 
direction) and used by a large number of walkers (with and without dogs) and people horse riding. Also Ashwell Street has a heavy usage with caravans and campers. Also current 
entrance into Ashwell Street from Station Road and exiting Ashwell Street into Station Road is a relatively tricky junction. There have been many near misses with vehicles and 
pedestrians as most vehicles (particularly caravans/larger vehicles) have to swing wide when entering or exiting Ashwell Street. Also visibility exiting Ashwell Street into Station Road is 
poor especially looking left up the incline as vehicles enter Ashwell at speed (and often on the wrong side of the road due to parked cars on the lhs of Station Road.  
Approval of this site would affect negatively on our current environment and with an increase of traffic etc by installing new housing stock on this site would make Ashwell Street a more 
unsafe highway. Most of the residents in Ashwell Street and the nearby vicinity have young children and an increase in road traffic in my opinion be resisted.

5131 7 Linley

Site 7Document Section:

ObjectRepresentation:

I think the following is very misleading to the general public who are asked to make a representation:
Site 2 (residential garden) is categorised as 'greenfield'
Site 5 (residential garden) is categorised as 'brownfield'
Site 7 (residential, garden and workshops) is not categorised at all

Site 7: 61 Station Road: This is misleading for the reason given above.This site is in a Conservation Area and any development would have an adverse visual impact within that area.
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0423 27 Ashwell Parish Council

Site 8Document Section:

ObjectRepresentation:

Site 8 (Land south of 120 Station Road) be recommended for rejection on the grounds that development would have an adverse visual impact and result in loss of agricultural land.

0459 72 CPRE - The Hertfordshire 

Society

Site 8Document Section:

ObjectRepresentation:

This is a greenfield site, in agricultural use, lying outside the existing village boundary.  Its development would extend the linear development along Station Road into the rural area.

0852 13 Gurney Family Savills (L&P) Ltd- on behalf 

of the Gurney Family

Site 8Document Section:

SupportRepresentation:

This relatively small site is on the edge of the village and like all the sites put forward, should be included within any extension to the village boundary.

All these sites are in highly sustainable locations close to the centre of the village and all the facilities it provides. Without additional development within the village these facilities may be 
at risk. With development a such facilities may be able to be enhanced, for example the bus service to and from Ashwell could be improved with a more frequent service if the numbers 
in the village were increased.

1525 6 Rogers

Site 8Document Section:

CommentRepresentation:

Extension of the village, development would have an adverse visual impact and result in loss of agricultural land.

3950 16 Hertfordshire County 

Council - Historic 

Environment

Site 8Document Section:

CommentRepresentation:

Requirement for Pre-application or Pre-determination Archaeological Assessment

The sites below have known archaeological remains within them or have archaeological potential.  We would therefore wish that - in accordance with Government policy in PPG 16 and 
the current draft PPS 15 - the LPA requests that pre-application or pre-determination archaeological assessments should be included within all development briefs and other proposals 
for the sites, if they are formally adopted as development sites in the local development plan. Such assessment would, depending upon the size and location of the proposals, range in 
scope from additional desk-based research to more extensive archaeological field survey and evaluation.  The purpose of the archaeological assessment would be to provide sufficient 
information about the archaeological resource and in particular the extent of archaeological remains worthy of preservation in situ, to enable the LPA to determine any specific 
application for development.
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3952 8 Hertfordshire County 

Council - Passenger 

Transport Unit

Site 8Document Section:

CommentRepresentation:

Plot 8: An access from Station Road, would have to have the access located centrally along the frontage of the development in order to provide the optimum vehicle to vehicle inter 
visibility.  This size of plot may accommodate a large scale development, which is approaching or above the threshold of 100 residential units.  Therefore the application should be 
supported by a Transport Assessment, which sets out the transport implications of the development proposals and identify measures required to overcome any transport impact of the 
proposals, this is in order to calculate the amount of capacity the access to the development can accommodate.

4095 8 Anglian Water Services Ltd

Site 8Document Section:

CommentRepresentation:

Wastewater Treatment Works (WWTW) - Ashwell
WWTW capacity - Capacity available
Foul Sewerage Network capacity - Capacity available
Surface Water Network capacity - Unsewered

4395 7 Wheeler

Site 8Document Section:

ObjectRepresentation:

Sites 1, 2, 3 and 8 are all greenfield sites used for agricultural purposes and I believe that agricultural land should not be used for building purposes. It should remain capable of 
producing food in keeping with the rural aspect of the village.
I am also concerned that, if sites 1, 6, 7 and 8 have an area of archaeological interest involved, they should only be developed with care to avoid any potential damage to our local 
history.
I also feel strongly that families should have housing which allows gardens for children to play in and would not welcome any large developments without these green spaces.

4403 6 Sims

Site 8Document Section:

CommentRepresentation:

I think we must protect our village from ill thought out land allocation applications whose only benefit is to fill the pockets of a few individuals who often move elsewhere after they have 
sold there land. Ashwell is one of the most attractive villages in the UK dating back to Anglo Saxon and Roman times and many of these applications have areas of archaeological 
importance in or near them.  Ashwell own design statement states that all new development should be in harmony with the village and should be integrated within the village. 
Some of these sites are Greenfield such as areas 1/3/5/8 some of which have had many planning applications in the past all of which have been turned down, some of the reasons are 
poor access, more traffic onto minor roads, a green field site, a biodiversity threat, on or near sites of archaeological sites and would ruin the appearance of the village. 
Surely there are sites within the village already some of those proposed such as 7 and 2 would have less impact as they are surrounded by houses already, and there are brown field 
sites which could be compulsory purchased as the present owners are just letting them decay attracting rats and threaten to fall down in some areas, there has been no maintenance on 
most of these sites in the twenty eight years I have lived in the village. 
Also some of these plans are totally insensitive to people living nearby such as 1 & 5 people who live on the edge of the village near green field sites who did not expect to find houses 
being built on there door step often after spending large amounts of money on buying there own property. 
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So please when you consider the plans have a thought for are village which we all love, and disregarded the plans of a few individuals whose only wish is to line there own pockets and 
leave the village and retire on the coast.

4407 2 Whitworth

Site 8Document Section:

SupportRepresentation:

I have seen a plan of the planned development sites for Ashwell and favour the following:-

Land near Ashridge Farm opposite the caravan site.

Land at the end of Station Road, Ashwell - next to existing Council houses.

These two sites have good access and are not intrusive to the entrance to the village. The approaches are at present pleasantly rural.

I do hope that the infrastructure is sufficient to cope i.e. size of the school, parking and the sewage system.

4422 4 Gates

Site 8Document Section:

ObjectRepresentation:

Sights 1) 3) 4) and 8) are all blatant agricultural land. This particular owner has a policy, in my mind, of try, try and try again until ultimately the Planners just give in and say yes. Please 
resist.

4655 2 Mitchell

Site 8Document Section:

ObjectRepresentation:

The area where site 8 is allocated lies on a particulary dangerous part of Station Road in Ashwell.

I feel that further housing on this area of Station Road will make 
it extremely dangerous and noisy for the residents of this area.

Traffic on this road is already very busy for the village and often turning onto Station Road on a partially blind bend is extremely dangerous.

Why do you want to expand the beautiful village of Ashwell.  Leave expansion for the major towns.

4871 7 Smith

Site 8Document Section:

ObjectRepresentation:

I object to all sites that alter the Green Belt boundary.
I object to the loss of agricultural land for the following reasons:
Food security is now a national priority;
Open green spaces are a valuable amenity for all;
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This country has been in breach of European bio-diversity regulations for the past six years;
A survey of rare and endangered species needs to be undertaken;
Fields are necessary for water management.

5131 8 Linley

Site 8Document Section:

ObjectRepresentation:

Site 8: land south of 120 Station Road: Extension to the village, development would have an adverse visual impact and result in loss of agricultural land.

5264 5 Powell

Site 8Document Section:

CommentRepresentation:

Extension to the village; development would have an adverse visual impact and result in loss of agricultural land.
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