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Ref. Rep No. Applicant Agent
0365 67 Natural England - East of
England Region
Document Section: Site 40
Representation: Comment

This site appears to be directly adjacent to the County Wildlife Site 11/038 Westmill Lane, Ickleford, and any potential adverse impacts on the site from development would need to be
addressed.
0459 94 CPRE - The Hertfordshire
Society
Document Section:Site 40
Representation: Object

This site is in the narrow strip of Green Belt separating Ickleford from Hitchin. Although its existing use is as a house with extensive grounds, its development for housing would have a
significant effect on the openness of this part of the Green Belt.
0468 5 Ickleford Parish Council -
Chairman
Document Section: Site 40
Representation: Object

This site is clearly not 'brownfield land' as described in the Appraisal Summary and the Parish Council is very concerned about the intrusion into the greenbelt separation between
Ickleford and Hitchin. Therefore we OBJECT to using this safe for development.
2800 1 Saunders

Document Section: Site 40
Representation: Object

1. Green Belt land must be protected.
2. Housing would add nothing to the village.
3. Increase in traffic volumes to be discouraged.
4. Entry to Bedford Road would be problematic due to the adjacent traffic roundabout.
3950 68 Hertfordshire County
Council - Historic
Environment
Document Section: Site 40
Representation: Comment

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
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application for development.
3952 40 Hertfordshire County
Council - Passenger
Transport Unit
Document Section: Site 40
Representation: Comment

Plot 40: Vehicle access located along the Bedford Road, classified as the A505 Main Distributor Road and subject to a speed limit of 30mph. The best location to access the site would
be in a central location this is in order to maximise the vehicle to vehicle inter visibility to meet the safety requirements of a classified main distributor road in accordance with the Design
Manual for Roads and Bridges. The site of this size could accommodate a large development. A transport assessment is therefore required which should include the scoping of the
adjacent mini roundabout in Ickleford located to the north of the site. The extent of the scoping work should also consider the cumulative increase in the traffic generated.

3994 1 Lewis

Document Section: Site 40
Representation: Object

1. I am surprised that | have not been consulted about this proposed allocation (site 40) as | live immediately adjacent to the relevant site. | only know of it because a neighbour
mentioned it to me.

2. Contrary to what is stated in the consultation document, the site is not brownfield. The great majority lies outside the curtilage of Burford Grange, the curtilage of which is confined to
the garden around the house. Most of the site is effectively just a field.

3. The land is green belt and could only be allocated for housing if taken out of the GB. An exceptional case must be established before the boundary of the GB is altered. No
exceptional case exists for taking this site out of the GB and none has been suggested.

4. The site is adjacent to Oughtonhead Common and increased housing in this area would threaten the natural environment of that site.

5. Additional housing in this location is not needed to assist, and would not assist, in retaining local services in the village. The village shop is already successful and busy and is not
under any threat. In any case, the site is far more related to Hitchin than to Ickleford.

6. The allocation is contrary to Core Policy C of the Core Strategy which seeks to confine development in the village to within the village limits. This site lies outside the village limits. If
the village limits were to be changed to accommodate this site, Core Policy C would be robbed of all meaning.

7. The consultation document does not argue that this site should be allocated as an exception site in accordance with Core Policy E. There is no evidence that such local need as may
exist for affordable housing or other special need cannot be met within the village limits.

8. The occupants of the site would mainly travel by car to work, the great majority doing so by travelling south along the Bedford Road to Hitchin (especially to the railway station to
commute to London), Stevenage, Luton or other towns. Few if any would drive north as the only town in that direction is Bedford, and that lies too far away to attract workers to this site.
The Bedford Road is already very heavily used, especially in the morning rush hour. Queues are a daily occurrence, particularly during term time, and drivers already try to beat the
queues by rat-running either through the village or through the Westmill Estate. The development of this site would exacerbate that problem.

9. The existing residential development in the immediate vicinity is very low density. It is clear that this site would not be developed other than as a high density scheme (partly on
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account of current policies which dictate minimum densities and partly on account of the identity of the site's promoter - Galliard Homes which is a volume housebuilder. Such a high
density scheme would sit awkwardly with the surrounding low density development to the north on Westmill Lane and opposite the site to the east, on the Bedford Road. Burford Grange
itself is an example of the low density nature of the area currently. Hitchin has seen a huge and disproportionate increase in the number of flats that have been developed over recent
years, not least in the Town centre at places such as next to Sainsburys and on the former Brookers site. The area of this omission site is one of the few in the town where the historic
pattern of low density housing is preserved.

4095 24 Anglian Water Services Ltd

Document Section: Site 40
Representation: Comment

Wastewater Treatment Works (WWTW) - Hitchin
WWTW capacity - Capacity available

Foul Sewerage Network capacity - Capacity available
Surface Water Network capacity - Unsewered

1. Assets Affected
c) Pipelines (Protected easements or diversion under Section 185 Water Industry Act 1991)
4247 2 Lindsey

Document Section:Site 40
Representation: Object

1 the access onto Bedford road will create more congestion on a busy road, even if acces is via burford way
2 the local school is over subscribed

3 other amenities in the village will be adversely stretched by further development.

4508 1 Cowie

Document Section:Site 40
Representation: Object

| strongly object to any development whatsoever on Site 40 It would be an invasion of our privacy. When we purchased our house the searches carried out by our solicitors revealed that
this site was "Green Belt" and no building development would ever be approved. This was a strong influence in our decision to move to this address. In your summary of the site it states
that it is "Brownfield Land" not "Green Belt". How can this change without consultation to the landowners adjoining the site? Is it a mistake and the site is "Green Belt" still? Furthermore
any development would devalue our property to the detriment of my children and grandchildren's inheritance.

Please keep me appraised of the result of the consultation in relation to site 40.

4530 1 Williams
Document Section: Site 40
Representation: Comment

Although not agreeing with this site being used it would have less impact on the area compared to site 41. These is reasonable access to a main road which could probably cope with
increased traffic. | believe this is brownfield site. Whilst on a flood plain | have never seen this area flood, but building on it could possibly have a knock on effect in other areas.

5363 1 Galliard Homes Scott Wilson

Document Section: Site 40

Representation: Support
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The Council has indicated in its Core Strategy papers that in order to meet strategic housing requirements as set out in the East of England Plan, Ickleford is one of the main villages
where new development may be permitted, in addition to the principal towns in the District.

Although 2 other possible sites have been identified in the Halcrow study, it is estimated these would have a capacity of 6 homes each. It is unlikely that anything more will be achieved
for the village than the homes themselves. Similarly with the possible additional Site 41 now being suggested.

However, in the case of Site 40, comprising 2.4 ha, and already in residential use, as well as a worthwhile scale of housing, there is potential for more to be achieved for the village. The
Council has recognised that village boundaries can be changed to accommodate new development, and in this case a defensible new southern boundary could be created. The
Council's own sustainability appraisal raises few disadvantages in releasing this site, and we support its identification for future housing.

Not every site can be conveniently located in relation to the railway, but there are adequate bus services, and the village centre is walkable. As well as new homes we would like to look
at village requirements with the Council to design a site masterplan that could provide for new or improvements to public amenities/ community uses. The scale of housing that could be
achieved would make a mixed use potentially viable.

5624 5 Dodds

Document Section: Site 40
Representation: Object

OBJECT
5625 5 Deller

Document Section: Site 40
Representation: Object

OBJECT
6132 5 Hudson

Document Section:Site 40
Representation: Object

Over developed area, already with non planning approved sites in the near vicinity! Massive increase to local traffic in residential areas including weekends contravening planning
already!
6289 2  Warner

Document Section: Site 40
Representation: Support

With regard to site 40, the traffic generated would, we feel, cause congestion on the already overloaded A600 at a point not far from a small roundabout. It would also increase the use of
Ickleford as a rat run. Ickleford has limited, narrow and in some cases non-existent pavements. The Parish Council has done a great deal of consultation with residents regarding traffic
and the village is hoping to roll out traffic calming measures soon. It would be a pity to further add to the village's traffic difficulties. There has been a lot of work done to encourage both
primary and secondary school children to walk, scooter or cycle and again it would be a disadvantage to them and even hazardous if traffic levels increase through the village.

6296 6 Hardy

Document Section:Site 40
Representation: Object
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1/ The Proposal will remove a significant amount of rural wildlife and rural land Hitchin so desperately needs.

2/1t will have a Major impact on the environmental stability already at the brink of collapse to the drainage/sewage systems.

3/ The surrounding roads and through Roads are already at maximum capacity at the high points of the day and struggle to cope with Haulage traffic from the adjacent industrial
area's,including the Road safety issue's with over capacity this will cause for the A505,into and out of Hitchin.

4/ This will be Hitchin's worst Environmental and social disaster to have taken place in decades of the Towns history and will ruin it's rural traditional market town image that many have
moved to the area to enjoy.

5/ It is also my belief this proposal will increase the likely hood of raised crime through out Hitchin,with area's that have been recently crime free.

6394 1 Holford Taylor Vinters

Document Section: Site 40
Representation: Object

The site comprises approximately 2.4ha of land, the main part of which consists of paddock land adjoining the existing dwelling and its curtilage. It is not, therefore, "previously
developed" in terms of the definition contained in PPS3 or "brownfield land" as indicated in the Council's Sustainability Appraisal summary. The site is not "residential, being a house with
extensive grounds" and whilst the dwelling and its immediate curtilage may constitute brownfield land, the very large paddock area, which is separately fenced, is definitely greenfield in
nature. The photograph of the site in the Council's Suggested Sites document clearly shows that open green nature. Assessment of the site as "brownfield" is both incorrect and
misleading, since it affords the site a status and priority for development, as defined in Paragraph 36 of PPS3, which it simply does not deserve. We request, therefore, that the
brownfield assessment is deleted from the sustainability "strengths" in the Council's document and replaced by its true definition as greenfield in the list of weaknesses. 111 The site is, of
course, outside the defined limits of the built-up area of the village of Ickleford and an urban extension to the village as suggested would be inappropriate in a situation where the
adjoining land to the north is characterised by loose-knit development in the form of large properties in substantial grounds and the site itself constitutes a pleasant area of open
countryside, bounded by mature vegetation. Whilst the settlement at Ickleford does benefit from a relatively wide range of facilities, the core of the village is some distance away.
Development of the site would undoubtedly lead to an increase in the use of the private motor vehicle and would be entirely unsustainable. If any development is to take place at
Ickleford, it should be located within the built-up area rather than as a greenfield extension.J[JMost importantly, the site lies within the area designated as green belt and one of the most
important functions of that designation, as set out in PPG2, is to prevent the coalescence of settlements, thus safeguarding their separate identities. If this site were to be developed the
resulting development would intrude into the green belt and make even more fragile the separation of Ickleford from the urban area of Hitchin to the south.[1CJThe Council has already
identified in its Core Strategy Preferred Options Paper, September 2007 "green wedges (most important parts of the green belt)" where green belt policy should be strictly applied. Site
40 is included in the "green wedge" between Ickleford and Hitchin as shown on the map (Figure 2) defining the urban structure of Hitchin, Letchworth Garden City and Baldock and we
consider it is essential that the site remains undeveloped if the separate identity of the communities is to be maintained, as indicated in Paragraph 3.25 of the Core Strategy Preferred
Options document.1CWhilst we do not have any evidence of actual flooding of the site, it is situated in close proximity of the river and in such circumstances the risk-based sequential
test contained in Annex D of PPS25 should be applied, the aim of which is to steer new, and particularly more vulnerable, development such as housing to areas at the lowest probability
of flooding.1JIn conclusion, we maintain that the development of Site 40 would be totally unsuitable and unsustainable and we object to any possible future allocation of this land for the
reasons set out above. We wish to reserve the right to extend and expand these objections if necessary when the Land Allocations DPD moves through its various stages and we
request that we are kept informed of progress.

6395 1 Parker Taylor Vinters

Document Section: Site 40
Representation: Object

The site comprises approximately 2.4ha of land, the main part of which consists of paddock land adjoining the existing dwelling and its curtilage. It is not, therefore, "previously
developed" in terms of the definition contained in PPS3 or "brownfield land" as indicated in the Council's Sustainability Appraisal summary. The site is not "residential, being a house with
extensive grounds" and whilst the dwelling and its immediate curtilage may constitute brownfield land, the very large paddock area, which is separately fenced, is definitely greenfield in
nature. The photograph of the site in the Council's Suggested Sites document clearly shows that open green nature. Assessment of the site as "brownfield" is both incorrect and
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misleading, since it affords the site a status and priority for development, as defined in Paragraph 36 of PPS3, which it simply does not deserve. We request, therefore, that the
brownfield assessment is deleted from the sustainability "strengths" in the Council's document and replaced by its true definition as greenfield in the list of weaknesses. 111 The site is, of
course, outside the defined limits of the built-up area of the village of Ickleford and an urban extension to the village as suggested would be inappropriate in a situation where the
adjoining land to the north is characterised by loose-knit development in the form of large properties in substantial grounds and the site itself constitutes a pleasant area of open
countryside, bounded by mature vegetation. Whilst the settlement at Ickleford does benefit from a relatively wide range of facilities, the core of the village is some distance away.
Development of the site would undoubtedly lead to an increase in the use of the private motor vehicle and would be entirely unsustainable. If any development is to take place at
Ickleford, it should be located within the built-up area rather than as a greenfield extension.J[JMost importantly, the site lies within the area designated as green belt and one of the most
important functions of that designation, as set out in PPG2, is to prevent the coalescence of settlements, thus safeguarding their separate identities. If this site were to be developed the
resulting development would intrude into the green belt and make even more fragile the separation of Ickleford from the urban area of Hitchin to the south.[JCJThe Council has already
identified in its Core Strategy Preferred Options Paper, September 2007 "green wedges (most important parts of the green belt)" where green belt policy should be strictly applied. Site
40 is included in the "green wedge" between Ickleford and Hitchin as shown on the map (Figure 2) defining the urban structure of Hitchin, Letchworth Garden City and Baldock and we
consider it is essential that the site remains undeveloped if the separate identity of the communities is to be maintained, as indicated in Paragraph 3.25 of the Core Strategy Preferred
Options document.1CWhilst we do not have any evidence of actual flooding of the site, it is situated in close proximity of the river and in such circumstances the risk-based sequential
test contained in Annex D of PPS25 should be applied, the aim of which is to steer new, and particularly more vulnerable, development such as housing to areas at the lowest probability
of flooding.1JIn conclusion, we maintain that the development of Site 40 would be totally unsuitable and unsustainable and we object to any possible future allocation of this land for the
reasons set out above. We wish to reserve the right to extend and expand these objections if necessary when the Land Allocations DPD moves through its various stages and we
request that we are kept informed of progress.

6396 1 Cowie Taylor Vinters

Document Section: Site 40
Representation: Object

The site comprises approximately 2.4ha of land, the main part of which consists of paddock land adjoining the existing dwelling and its curtilage. It is not, therefore, "previously
developed" in terms of the definition contained in PPS3 or "brownfield land" as indicated in the Council's Sustainability Appraisal summary. The site is not "residential, being a house with
extensive grounds" and whilst the dwelling and its immediate curtilage may constitute brownfield land, the very large paddock area, which is separately fenced, is definitely greenfield in
nature. The photograph of the site in the Council's Suggested Sites document clearly shows that open green nature. Assessment of the site as "brownfield" is both incorrect and
misleading, since it affords the site a status and priority for development, as defined in Paragraph 36 of PPS3, which it simply does not deserve. We request, therefore, that the
brownfield assessment is deleted from the sustainability "strengths" in the Council's document and replaced by its true definition as greenfield in the list of weaknesses. 111 The site is, of
course, outside the defined limits of the built-up area of the village of Ickleford and an urban extension to the village as suggested would be inappropriate in a situation where the
adjoining land to the north is characterised by loose-knit development in the form of large properties in substantial grounds and the site itself constitutes a pleasant area of open
countryside, bounded by mature vegetation. Whilst the settlement at Ickleford does benefit from a relatively wide range of facilities, the core of the village is some distance away.
Development of the site would undoubtedly lead to an increase in the use of the private motor vehicle and would be entirely unsustainable. If any development is to take place at
Ickleford, it should be located within the built-up area rather than as a greenfield extension.J[JMost importantly, the site lies within the area designated as green belt and one of the most
important functions of that designation, as set out in PPG2, is to prevent the coalescence of settlements, thus safeguarding their separate identities. If this site were to be developed the
resulting development would intrude into the green belt and make even more fragile the separation of Ickleford from the urban area of Hitchin to the south.[1CJThe Council has already
identified in its Core Strategy Preferred Options Paper, September 2007 "green wedges (most important parts of the green belt)" where green belt policy should be strictly applied. Site
40 is included in the "green wedge" between Ickleford and Hitchin as shown on the map (Figure 2) defining the urban structure of Hitchin, Letchworth Garden City and Baldock and we
consider it is essential that the site remains undeveloped if the separate identity of the communities is to be maintained, as indicated in Paragraph 3.25 of the Core Strategy Preferred
Options document.1CWhilst we do not have any evidence of actual flooding of the site, it is situated in close proximity of the river and in such circumstances the risk-based sequential
test contained in Annex D of PPS25 should be applied, the aim of which is to steer new, and particularly more vulnerable, development such as housing to areas at the lowest probability
of flooding.1JIn conclusion, we maintain that the development of Site 40 would be totally unsuitable and unsustainable and we object to any possible future allocation of this land for the
reasons set out above. We wish to reserve the right to extend and expand these objections if necessary when the Land Allocations DPD moves through its various stages and we
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request that we are kept informed of progress.

6397 1 Adams Taylor Vinters
Document Section: Site 40

Representation: Object

The site comprises approximately 2.4ha of land, the main part of which consists of paddock land adjoining the existing dwelling and its curtilage. It is not, therefore, "previously
developed" in terms of the definition contained in PPS3 or "brownfield land" as indicated in the Council's Sustainability Appraisal summary. The site is not "residential, being a house with
extensive grounds" and whilst the dwelling and its immediate curtilage may constitute brownfield land, the very large paddock area, which is separately fenced, is definitely greenfield in
nature. The photograph of the site in the Council's Suggested Sites document clearly shows that open green nature. Assessment of the site as "brownfield" is both incorrect and
misleading, since it affords the site a status and priority for development, as defined in Paragraph 36 of PPS3, which it simply does not deserve. We request, therefore, that the
brownfield assessment is deleted from the sustainability "strengths" in the Council's document and replaced by its true definition as greenfield in the list of weaknesses. 111 The site is, of
course, outside the defined limits of the built-up area of the village of Ickleford and an urban extension to the village as suggested would be inappropriate in a situation where the
adjoining land to the north is characterised by loose-knit development in the form of large properties in substantial grounds and the site itself constitutes a pleasant area of open
countryside, bounded by mature vegetation. Whilst the settlement at Ickleford does benefit from a relatively wide range of facilities, the core of the village is some distance away.
Development of the site would undoubtedly lead to an increase in the use of the private motor vehicle and would be entirely unsustainable. If any development is to take place at
Ickleford, it should be located within the built-up area rather than as a greenfield extension.J[JMost importantly, the site lies within the area designated as green belt and one of the most
important functions of that designation, as set out in PPG2, is to prevent the coalescence of settlements, thus safeguarding their separate identities. If this site were to be developed the
resulting development would intrude into the green belt and make even more fragile the separation of Ickleford from the urban area of Hitchin to the south.[JCJThe Council has already
identified in its Core Strategy Preferred Options Paper, September 2007 "green wedges (most important parts of the green belt)" where green belt policy should be strictly applied. Site
40 is included in the "green wedge" between Ickleford and Hitchin as shown on the map (Figure 2) defining the urban structure of Hitchin, Letchworth Garden City and Baldock and we
consider it is essential that the site remains undeveloped if the separate identity of the communities is to be maintained, as indicated in Paragraph 3.25 of the Core Strategy Preferred
Options document.1CWhilst we do not have any evidence of actual flooding of the site, it is situated in close proximity of the river and in such circumstances the risk-based sequential
test contained in Annex D of PPS25 should be applied, the aim of which is to steer new, and particularly more vulnerable, development such as housing to areas at the lowest probability
of flooding.1JIn conclusion, we maintain that the development of Site 40 would be totally unsuitable and unsustainable and we object to any possible future allocation of this land for the
reasons set out above. We wish to reserve the right to extend and expand these objections if necessary when the Land Allocations DPD moves through its various stages and we
request that we are kept informed of progress.

6398 1 Maguire Taylor Vinters

Document Section:Site 40
Representation: Object

The site comprises approximately 2.4ha of land, the main part of which consists of paddock land adjoining the existing dwelling and its curtilage. It is not, therefore, "previously
developed" in terms of the definition contained in PPS3 or "brownfield land" as indicated in the Council's Sustainability Appraisal summary. The site is not "residential, being a house with
extensive grounds" and whilst the dwelling and its immediate curtilage may constitute brownfield land, the very large paddock area, which is separately fenced, is definitely greenfield in
nature. The photograph of the site in the Council's Suggested Sites document clearly shows that open green nature. Assessment of the site as "brownfield" is both incorrect and
misleading, since it affords the site a status and priority for development, as defined in Paragraph 36 of PPS3, which it simply does not deserve. We request, therefore, that the
brownfield assessment is deleted from the sustainability "strengths" in the Council's document and replaced by its true definition as greenfield in the list of weaknesses.1[1The site is, of
course, outside the defined limits of the built-up area of the village of Ickleford and an urban extension to the village as suggested would be inappropriate in a situation where the
adjoining land to the north is characterised by loose-knit development in the form of large properties in substantial grounds and the site itself constitutes a pleasant area of open
countryside, bounded by mature vegetation. Whilst the settlement at Ickleford does benefit from a relatively wide range of facilities, the core of the village is some distance away.
Development of the site would undoubtedly lead to an increase in the use of the private motor vehicle and would be entirely unsustainable. If any development is to take place at
Ickleford, it should be located within the built-up area rather than as a greenfield extension.JT7Most importantly, the site lies within the area designated as green belt and one of the most
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important functions of that designation, as set out in PPG2, is to prevent the coalescence of settlements, thus safeguarding their separate identities. If this site were to be developed the
resulting development would intrude into the green belt and make even more fragile the separation of Ickleford from the urban area of Hitchin to the south.[1T7The Council has already
identified in its Core Strategy Preferred Options Paper, September 2007 "green wedges (most important parts of the green belt)" where green belt policy should be strictly applied. Site
40 is included in the "green wedge" between Ickleford and Hitchin as shown on the map (Figure 2) defining the urban structure of Hitchin, Letchworth Garden City and Baldock and we
consider it is essential that the site remains undeveloped if the separate identity of the communities is to be maintained, as indicated in Paragraph 3.25 of the Core Strategy Preferred
Options document.10Whilst we do not have any evidence of actual flooding of the site, it is situated in close proximity of the river and in such circumstances the risk-based sequential
test contained in Annex D of PPS25 should be applied, the aim of which is to steer new, and particularly more vulnerable, development such as housing to areas at the lowest probability
of flooding.17In conclusion, we maintain that the development of Site 40 would be totally unsuitable and unsustainable and we object to any possible future allocation of this land for the
reasons set out above. We wish to reserve the right to extend and expand these objections if necessary when the Land Allocations DPD moves through its various stages and we
request that we are kept informed of progress.

6399 1 Wallace Taylor Vinters

Document Section:Site 40
Representation: Object

The site comprises approximately 2.4ha of land, the main part of which consists of paddock land adjoining the existing dwelling and its curtilage. It is not, therefore, "previously
developed" in terms of the definition contained in PPS3 or "brownfield land" as indicated in the Council's Sustainability Appraisal summary. The site is not "residential, being a house with
extensive grounds" and whilst the dwelling and its immediate curtilage may constitute brownfield land, the very large paddock area, which is separately fenced, is definitely greenfield in
nature. The photograph of the site in the Council's Suggested Sites document clearly shows that open green nature. Assessment of the site as "brownfield" is both incorrect and
misleading, since it affords the site a status and priority for development, as defined in Paragraph 36 of PPS3, which it simply does not deserve. We request, therefore, that the
brownfield assessment is deleted from the sustainability "strengths" in the Council's document and replaced by its true definition as greenfield in the list of weaknesses.1[1The site is, of
course, outside the defined limits of the built-up area of the village of Ickleford and an urban extension to the village as suggested would be inappropriate in a situation where the
adjoining land to the north is characterised by loose-knit development in the form of large properties in substantial grounds and the site itself constitutes a pleasant area of open
countryside, bounded by mature vegetation. Whilst the settlement at Ickleford does benefit from a relatively wide range of facilities, the core of the village is some distance away.
Development of the site would undoubtedly lead to an increase in the use of the private motor vehicle and would be entirely unsustainable. If any development is to take place at
Ickleford, it should be located within the built-up area rather than as a greenfield extension.JT7Most importantly, the site lies within the area designated as green belt and one of the most
important functions of that designation, as set out in PPG2, is to prevent the coalescence of settlements, thus safeguarding their separate identities. If this site were to be developed the
resulting development would intrude into the green belt and make even more fragile the separation of Ickleford from the urban area of Hitchin to the south.[1T7The Council has already
identified in its Core Strategy Preferred Options Paper, September 2007 "green wedges (most important parts of the green belt)" where green belt policy should be strictly applied. Site
40 is included in the "green wedge" between Ickleford and Hitchin as shown on the map (Figure 2) defining the urban structure of Hitchin, Letchworth Garden City and Baldock and we
consider it is essential that the site remains undeveloped if the separate identity of the communities is to be maintained, as indicated in Paragraph 3.25 of the Core Strategy Preferred
Options document.(10Whilst we do not have any evidence of actual flooding of the site, it is situated in close proximity of the river and in such circumstances the risk-based sequential
test contained in Annex D of PPS25 should be applied, the aim of which is to steer new, and particularly more vulnerable, development such as housing to areas at the lowest probability
of flooding.17In conclusion, we maintain that the development of Site 40 would be totally unsuitable and unsustainable and we object to any possible future allocation of this land for the
reasons set out above. We wish to reserve the right to extend and expand these objections if necessary when the Land Allocations DPD moves through its various stages and we
request that we are kept informed of progress.

6400 1  Bancroft Livingstone

Document Section: Site 40
Representation: Object

The site comprises approximately 2.4ha of land, the main part of which consists of paddock land adjoining the existing dwelling and its curtilage. It is not, therefore, "previously
developed" in terms of the definition contained in PPS3 or "brownfield land" as indicated in the Council's Sustainability Appraisal summary. The site is not "residential, being a house with

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




Representation for
Land Allocations: Additional Suggested Sites July 2009

Site 40

Ref. Rep No. Applicant Agent

extensive grounds" and whilst the dwelling and its immediate curtilage may constitute brownfield land, the very large paddock area, which is separately fenced, is definitely greenfield in
nature. The photograph of the site in the Council's Suggested Sites document clearly shows that open green nature. Assessment of the site as "brownfield" is both incorrect and
misleading, since it affords the site a status and priority for development, as defined in Paragraph 36 of PPS3, which it simply does not deserve. We request, therefore, that the
brownfield assessment is deleted from the sustainability "strengths" in the Council's document and replaced by its true definition as greenfield in the list of weaknesses. 111 The site is, of
course, outside the defined limits of the built-up area of the village of Ickleford and an urban extension to the village as suggested would be inappropriate in a situation where the
adjoining land to the north is characterised by loose-knit development in the form of large properties in substantial grounds and the site itself constitutes a pleasant area of open
countryside, bounded by mature vegetation. Whilst the settlement at Ickleford does benefit from a relatively wide range of facilities, the core of the village is some distance away.
Development of the site would undoubtedly lead to an increase in the use of the private motor vehicle and would be entirely unsustainable. If any development is to take place at
Ickleford, it should be located within the built-up area rather than as a greenfield extension.J[JMost importantly, the site lies within the area designated as green belt and one of the most
important functions of that designation, as set out in PPG2, is to prevent the coalescence of settlements, thus safeguarding their separate identities. If this site were to be developed the
resulting development would intrude into the green belt and make even more fragile the separation of Ickleford from the urban area of Hitchin to the south.[1CJThe Council has already
identified in its Core Strategy Preferred Options Paper, September 2007 "green wedges (most important parts of the green belt)" where green belt policy should be strictly applied. Site
40 is included in the "green wedge" between Ickleford and Hitchin as shown on the map (Figure 2) defining the urban structure of Hitchin, Letchworth Garden City and Baldock and we
consider it is essential that the site remains undeveloped if the separate identity of the communities is to be maintained, as indicated in Paragraph 3.25 of the Core Strategy Preferred
Options document.1CWhilst we do not have any evidence of actual flooding of the site, it is situated in close proximity of the river and in such circumstances the risk-based sequential
test contained in Annex D of PPS25 should be applied, the aim of which is to steer new, and particularly more vulnerable, development such as housing to areas at the lowest probability
of flooding.1JIn conclusion, we maintain that the development of Site 40 would be totally unsuitable and unsustainable and we object to any possible future allocation of this land for the
reasons set out above. We wish to reserve the right to extend and expand these objections if necessary when the Land Allocations DPD moves through its various stages and we
request that we are kept informed of progress.

6408 5 Chismon

Document Section: Site 40
Representation: Object

Should be kept as a greenfield.
6834 5 Gooch

Document Section:Site 40
Representation: Object

On the basis that it would destroy the Ickleford/Hitchin separation.
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0436 3 Plews Barker Parry Town Planning

- On behalf of Mr Plews
Document Section: Site 41
Representation: Support

Mr Plews has already been in contact with the LDF team because, rather misleadingly, the accompanying photograph does not feature his land and this may explain the accompanying
text. An up to date aerial photograph showing the site is attached (red dot).

The identified strengths are acknowledged and endorsed. On the matter of the weaknesses; in planning terms the lawful use of the land is as a domestic garden so it is inaccurate and
misleading to describe it as either Greenfield or grade 3 agricultural land.

Most edge of settlement sites, even those in the large urban areas are more than 800m from a train station and this weakness appears to be applied selectively rather than consistently.
This notwithstanding, Ickleford is effectively an outlying suburb of Hitchin and just as close if not closer to the station than parts of the main built up area (eg the Westmill area of town)
and it is on a main bus route so it is possible to live in the village without a car.

Adjoining an archaeological area is not a weakness and whilst the sites juxtaposition with a Conservation Area is a consideration, it does not prevent sensitive and appropriate
development.

The land remains available and it is commended for inclusion in the Preferred Options.

See Att:

0459 95 CPRE - The Hertfordshire
Society

Document Section: Site 41

Representation: Object

This site is in the Green Belt on the edge of Ickleford. Its release for development has not been justified.
0468 6 Ickleford Parish Council -
Chairman
Document Section:Site 41
Representation: Object

Please note that the plans circulated by NHDC do not show the current buildings on the site i.e the dwelling Ashfields and a stable block or their relation to the existing green belt area.
the driveway for Ashfields means there is no access to this site from Arlesey Road, to one side of Ivy Cottage, as would appear possible on the plans.
Ickleford OBJECT to using this site for the following reasons.

The site is listed as being 'off Duncots Close'. Presumably the developer wishes to gain access through the turning circle and parking area. If so, the following must be considered.
* We understand that when the Close was built plans to place 15 dwellings on the site were rejected because it was too narrow to accommodate more car use than required by 7

houses, especially with regard to impact of vehicles exiting onto the Arlesey Road. This is important as the pavement route to and from the village for primary and secondary school
children is along the Duncots Close exit side only). An increase in cars turning in or out of the close would also be a hazard for the school children crossing the Close end and increase
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potential for accidents.

* The current Arlesey Road pavement on the Duncots side to the village school is known to Highways as inadequate already and cannot safely support more use by young families living
in additional properties. A parent with pushchair and walking child fills the entire width of the pavement and anyone walking in the order direction can be forced into moving traffic.

* There are no pavements on Duncots Close itself and, while current residents are mindful of children walking, any expansion and ensuing rise in car use would necessitate such
provision to make it safe. There is no space to make such alterations.

*Residents use the turning circle and parking area continually for parking and also to allow large vehicles to back down onto the private road servicing nos 3,4 and 5. There is no turning
area at the bottom of the private road for large vehicles. The space in front of no 3 is a private parking area for four cars and houses 4 and 5 have no right of access to this area.

* Two-way traffic through the current turning area would create an awkward and dangerous exit from the private road at the bottom of the close.

* We are concerned about the impact on drainage of more dwellings on the site as the Close experiences difficulties with surface water run off in heavy rain. The turning area is the
current site for the soakaway for the Close.

* The pond on the meadow at the bottom of no 3 fills in winter and we are concerned that further surface run off from paved areas may cause flooding to properties 3 and 4 if the water
table is disturbed by building.

*The current village drainage system as a whole already struggles to cope with heavy rain at this end of the village and sewerage flooding has occurred in the past.

* The site is listed as Green Belt. Any development of this area would affect the open character of this part of the village and it is worrying that the development could spread beyond to
include the meadow in future. Are there no brown field sites available?

* This area has nesting boxes for owls and they can often be heard flying their territory boundary. What impact would this have on wildlife?

The Parish Council hope NHDC take the above objections and views of residents into consideration when making the final decision.
2800 2  Saunders

Document Section:Site 41
Representation: Object

1. Green Belt land must be protected.

2. Additional housing in these volumes would add nothing to the village.

3. Increase in traffic volumes to be discouraged.

4. To permit change of use and re-classification would result in immediate application for housing on all the adjacent land - which is also Green Belt. Rejection of that subsequent
application would be impossible, and the population of the village would be increased by approximately 50% with the attendant, and unnecessary, problems that would bring.

5. This is a village, let us all try not to forget that. If we all wanted to live in a town we would, surely, do so.

2959 38 English Heritage

Document Section: Site 41
Representation: Comment

Site 41 has the potential to harm the setting of Ickleford Conservation Area and may require development briefs to guide proposals, particularly given its position as a green and open
site.
3950 34 Hertfordshire County
Council - Historic
Environment
Document Section: Site 41
Representation: Comment

Requirement for Pre-application or Pre-determination Archaeological Assessment
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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 41 Hertfordshire County

Council - Passenger

Transport Unit
Document Section: Site 41
Representation: Comment

Plot 41: The development lies at an end of Duncots Close, which is a cul-de-sac. It is narrow and serves the existing residential development at the junction of Old Hale Way. The
visibility requirement needs to accord to modern standards and would accommodate two-way traffic for a small scale development. Any planning application should be supported by a
Transport Statement which sets out the transport implications of the development proposals and identify measures required to overcome any transport impact of the proposals such as
the junction appraisal with Old Hale Way.

4095 25 Anglian Water Services Ltd

Document Section: Site 41
Representation: Comment

Wastewater Treatment Works (WWTW) - Hitchin
WWTW capacity - Capacity available

Foul Sewerage Network capacity - Capacity available
Surface Water Network capacity - Unsewered

4247 1 Lindsey

Document Section: Site 41
Representation: Object

Objections.

1 this site is behind other properties making access a problem,

2 the site is adjacent to a conservation area

3 this site is adjacent to an area of archaeological interest

4 the access onto Arlesey road will create more congestion on a busy road

5 the local school is over subscribed

6 other amenities in the village will be adversely stretched by further development.
4396 1 Beattie

Document Section:Site 41
Representation: Object
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With regard to the proposal to change the use from grazing to residential, | would be opposed to this change for the following reasons:

*Providing access off Duncots Close, which is a small close of 7 properties would in my view be disruptive and potentially dangerous to myself and my young family, the Close is not, in
my opinion designed to accommodate through traffic in this way.

*If the use is changed to residential, this would generate additional through traffic causing additional noise, pollution, inconvenience and a greater risk of accidents occurring.

*The site is adjacent to greenbelt land which is enjoyed by many, the change in use would effect the area considerably in terms of peoples enjoyment of this area. The development of
this site would effect our view and outlook, which forms part of the appeal of living in Duncots Close.

*The infrastructure i.e. drainage, sewerage would be significantly effected which could effect my property.

*Construction traffic would be disruptive and dangerous to the residents of Duncots Close and the dust and noise during buildings work would cause considerable inconvenience and
costs to the owners of properties in Duncots Close.

* Finally, it is my belief that our property could be devalued as a result of this change in use and  would be unsalable during this time.

| hope that you will give consideration to declining the request to change the use of this site from grazing to residential.
4480 1 Routh

Document Section: Site 41
Representation: Object

| wish to register an objection against one of the proposed land allocations in Ickleford. Specifically the land allocation off Duncots Close.

| live at 2 Duncots Close and the fence next to my property is the only way the land can be accessed. This extra road would increase traffic on this quiet and private road. My children
are 10 and 7 and | specifically bought a property in a cul de sac so that there would be minimal traffic outside our house. | have taught my children how to cross the road safely, but |
don't want to live on a busy road. Building houses on agricultural land will increase the number of cars who pass my house.

As well as a safety issue, | am concerned about the increased noise levels. | chose to live in a village because | wanted to live somewhere quiet and private. My house will no longer be
quiet because of increased traffic getting to this proposed housing which might be built. The reason | mention private is my concern about where the pedestrian access to the site will
be? There is no pavement outside my house, there is only a front garden. Is the pedestrian access going to be through my front garden? | have two windows on the ground floor which
look out onto the front, will | have to keep them boarded up to stop pedestrians having a look in every time they pass? | would then have to live in constant darkness on the ground floor
as the front is south facing and hence the sunlight comes in mainly from the front. If the council were to build a pavement, where would they put it? Make the road access more narrow
or actually in my front garden?

With regard to the drainage for this proposed site, | am unsure whether sustainable urban drainage systems are viable. | cannot get house insurance from certain insurers because my
postcode is designated as a flood plain area. Why would it be designated as a flood plain area if there have never been any floods? Well | understand numbers 3 & 4 on Duncots Close
have suffered with flood water, mainly sewerage, because the drainage system on our close is at capacity.

| have rambled on for a while so | hope | have registered my concerns sufficiently.
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4482 1 Braybrook &
Launder-Braybrook
Document Section: Site 41
Representation: Object

We are writing to express our concern at the proposed change of use to a plot of land off Duncots Close, Ickleford, currently used for grazing. We understand that the proposal is to
change the use of this area of land for residential use, with access through Duncots Close.

Our primary concern is one of safety, as another residential development would increase the level of traffic into the road. The driveway and garage to 7 Duncots Close are positioned at
the rear of the property and there is no footpath along side the house. We regularly have to walk our children (aged 2 1/2 years and 8 months) along the road to get into the car. This is
currently relatively safe, due to the very low level of traffic accessing the close. If the level of traffic through the close was to increase, we fear that the lack of footpath on both sides of
the road would pose a significant risk to all pedestrians entering the close. We consider the site inappropriate for increased residential use for this reason.

We are also concerned about the environmental impact of a residential development on site 41 because of its proximity to a conservation area. Construction work, however considerate,
is bound to upset the natural balance and beauty of the area.

We welcome the opportunity to express our views and hope that you will consider our comments carefully when reaching your decision on this matter.
4515 1 Reynolds

Document Section: Site 41
Representation: Object

| have three objections to the proposed change of allocation for this site.

My first objection is the incursion into Green Belt land.

The use of this area, previously used for grazing horses, for residential development would be another bite into the open, green land on this side of the village.

In PPS2, the Policy Document relevant to the Green Belt, Article 3.4 says that development on Green Belt land is inappropriate unless it is for certain purposes. Of the purposes listed,
the only possible ones would be:

limited infilling in existing villages (under the circumstances described in the box following paragraph 2.11), and

limited affordable housing for local community needs under development plan policies according with PPG3 (now PPS3).

| understand the pressure to identify and bring forward land for housing. Ickleford has, however, already more than its fair share of allocated housing land ¢, particularly to the west of the
village. This site has no special feature which justifies its being made an exception to the Green Belt policies.

There have, in the last 12 years, been eight additional houses added to the housing stock in the immediate area ¢, seven on the brownfield site which was formerly Walker & Hawkes'
builder's yard (now Duncots Close) and on in the curtilege of 36 Arlesey Road (not shown on the Consultation Plan). That represents sufficient intensity of development.

One of the advantages claimed is that the development of this site could 'contribute to retaining local services in the village'. That is true of any development: there is nothing particular
about this site which would make its contribution more significant or more likely than other sites.

Another strength is said to be the availability of a local bus service. There is indeed an hourly service through the village. That is not sufficiently frequent to be used for casual travel,
and often the times and connections are such that it is generally an unsatisfactory service. Other identified sites, those lying in the more westerly parts of the village, are better placed to
benefit from bus availability, because an additional service runs along the main road ¢, the A600 ¢, hourly, in the gaps between the village centre service.

The effect of such development will, as the 'weaknesses' identify, increase car use, in conflict with the policies set out in PPS13.

My second objection relates to drainage. There is a claim (under 'strengths’) that there is sustainable urban drainage. That is not so. The drainage system in Duncots Close backs up,
and overflows in certain circumstances ¢, at least four times in the past few years. Effluent leaves the system via the higher manholes and has to be cleared. Adding further dwellings,
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each producing sewage would exacerbate this problem.

My third objection relates to traffic into and out of Duncots Close. At present, seven houses use the access. It is frequently necessary to wait substantial amounts of time to turn out of,
and, to a lesser extent, to turn into the Close. That is because Arlesey Road carries a great deal of traffic, not only from Ickleford, but from the villages to the north, and the A1, as well
as from the A600, using the southern exit from the village, Arlesey Road / Old Hale Way, to reach Hitchin, avoiding the slow queues on the A600 (Bedford Road) into the town. Adding
further dwellings would make this worse.

In summary, the suggested advantages for this site are not borne out. The land is Green Belt and there is nothing special about it which should lead to its allocation for residential
development.

4530 2  Williams
Document Section: Site 41
Representation: Object

| strongly disagree with this site being used as it would have a major impact on the village in that it is a greenfield site close to a conservation area used by many people not only from the
village. There would be an increase to traffic to an already busy road, & access to the site could be difficult & cause hazards. The local village school is already heavily subscribed &
might be difficult to cope with increased numbers. With regard to drainage the site has a high water table & there are drainage routes through the area & surrounding fields. | also have
doubts about sustainable urban drainage systems being available as there are already problems on drainage in close by areas when heavy rain occurs & water board & sewerage
companies have to be called out & have advised that the main drainage through the village has some problems in such conditions which are not unusual.

4871 32 Smith

Document Section: Site 41
Representation: Object

| object to all sites that alter the Green Belt boundary.

| 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.

5633 5 Stephenson

Document Section:Site 41
Representation: Object

Green land low lying no river. Used by many people near. Conservation area. Lots of wildlife. Noise pollution, fume pollution will affect wildlife.
6090 1 Tomlinson

Document Section: Site 41
Representation: Object

DUNCOTS CLOSE JOINS ARLESEY ROAD AT AN ALREADY BUSY JUNCTION,ORIGINAL PLANS FOR DUNCOTS CLOSE WERE TURNED DOWN PARTLY DUE TO THE
AMOUNT OF TRAFFIC WHICH WOULD EXIT AT THIS POINT.

THE CURRENT 7 HOUSES (allowing that young people are having to stay at home longer) CAN THEMSELVES PRODUCE BETWEEN 21 AND 28 VEHICLES.

THE CLOSE IS A RELATIVELY NARROW ROAD MAKING PASSING WITHIN IT AND PARKING ALONG THE KERB HAZZARDOUS.THIS MAKES THE EXISTENCE OF THE
VISITORS PARKING PROVISION AND THE SPACE IN FRONT OF IT ESSENTIAL FOR OUR VISITOR PARKING AND SAFETY.THE ACTUAL AMOUNT OF KERBSIDE PARKING
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IS LIMITED WITHIN DUNCOTS CLOSE MAKING THE EXISTING LAYOUT ESSENTIAL.

| SHOULD STRESS THE DANGERS WHICH ALREADY EXIST ALONG ARLESEY ROAD,THERE IS ONLY PAVEMENT ON ONE SIDE OF THE ROAD AND MY CHILDREN AND |
HAVE TO NEGOTIATE THIS ALONG WITH MANY OTHERS TWICE EVERY SCHOOL DAY.Il UNDERSTAND THE HIGHWAYS DEPT VIEW THIS ROAD AS A POTENTIAL
ACCIDENT SPOT.

MY OWN HOME HAS A DRIVEWAY WHICH EXITS STRAIGHT ON TO THE EXISTING TURNING CIRCLE, IF THIS WERE TO BECOME IN EFFECT A THREE WAY JUNCTION
WITH MY DRIVEWAY, THE NEW ENTRANCE AND THE EXITING EXIT FROM NOS.3,4 AND 5 .THIS ADDS UP TO DANGER FOR ANY CHILDREN LIVING IN OR VISITING THE
CLOSE.THE HOUSES IN DUNCOTS CLOSE ARE FAMILY HOMES MEANT FOR CHILDREN TO LIVE AND PLAY SAFELY.

IN COMMON WITH NOS.3,4 AND 5 | HAVE NO KERBSIDE FRONTAGE PARKING AT MY PROPERTY,PROVISION FOR SUCH PARKING AS IN THE VISITOR PARKING
IMPORTANT FOR THE DROPPING OFF OF SMALL CHILDREN, AND DELIVERIES.

THE TURNING CIRCLE IS IMPORTANT FOR THE ACCESS OF EMERGENCY VEHICLES AND OTHER LARGE VEHICLES IN TO THE LOWER PART OF THE CLOSE.

THE SOAKAWAY WHICH HELPS PROTECT THE LOWER PART OF THE CLOSE WOULD FORM THE CENTRE OF ANY JUNCTION CREATED TO ACCOMODATE THE NEW
DEVELOPEMENT.THIS WOULD INCREASE WEAR AND TEAR ON THE STRUCTURE, AND MAKE ACCESS MORE DIFFICULT

| UNDERSTAND THAT DRAINAGE PROBLEMS ,CONTRARY TO YOUR DECLARATION, ARE A PROBLEM IN THIS AREA,THE LOWER PARTS OF THE CLOSE ARE SUBJECT
TO SEWERAGE BACK UP AND OVERFLOW FROM SEWERAGE DRAINS IN HEAVY RAIN.HOW IS ADDING MORE HOUSES TO THE SAME LOW POINT IN THE SYSTEM
GOING TO IMPOVE THE SITUATION?

6268 1 Naylor

Document Section: Site 41
Representation: Object

The available plans do not show the current buildings on the site.There is a dwelling, Ashfields and a stable block.Neither is their proximity to current Green Belt Land available to
view.Access to site 41 cannot be made from Arlesey Rd, as the driveway to Ashfields utilizes the space shown on the current plans.

ACCESS MUST THEREFORE BE GAINED VIA DUNCOTS CLOSE.

1) The original plans for the development of Duncots Close (The Willows by Bellcross Homes) was for 15 dwellings.These were rejected because a) the road within Duncots Close itself
was too narrow to accomodate frequent safe passing of vehicles;b ) Arlesey Rd itself was ill equipped to deal with the car product of 15 houses.NEITHER OF THESE FACTS HAS
CHANGED.

PLEASE NOTE.:- Access to both local schools require that school children of all ages negotiate the exit across Duncots Close twice a day.The only pavement is on the Duncots Close
side of the road and the Arlesey road is a busy road, pushing more cars out through the current exit would increase the hazzards that the children face.

It is already accepted by Highways that pavement in Arlesey Rd is inadequate,

any attemps at passing often force people to side-step into the busy road.

The turning circle and Visitors parking spaces are constantly in use.and there is no turning circle within the lower part of the close to enable large vehicles and emergency vehicles to
turn for access.Any access route into the site would cause traffic to exit out into the area of the turning circle and Visitor parking.Creating inevitable danger to the reidents.

2) DRAINAGE:-The proposed exit from the site into Duncots Close would pass across the existing Soakaway,to which emergency access must be given.

Numbers 3,4 and 5 have all in the past experienced varying degrees of drainage problems, sewage has been deposited when the village drainage system is overloaded in heavy

rain. ANY CONSIDERATION OF INCREASING THE NUMBER OF HOUSES IN WHAT IS ONE OF THE LOWEST POINTS IN THE VILLAGE DRAINAGE SYSTEM MUST BE
PRECEDED BY A COMPLETE OVERHAUL OF THE DRAINAGE FACILITIES WITHIN ICKLEFORD.

3)The site is listed as GREEN BELT,surely there are brownfield sites available.Any developement on this site would raise the spectre of development on the Water Meadows beyond
and spoil much of Icklefords natural beauty.

4) Attention should be drawn to the wildlife aspect ,contrary to your statement there are existing OWL NESTING BOXES within the perimeter of the site.From which they can be heard
flying thier territory.

WE FEEL THAT THIS PROPOSAL IS UNWISE..ALL THE ESSENTIALS FOR A STRAGHT FORWARD LOW IMPACT DEVELOPMENT DO NOT EXIST,
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6289 1 Warner

Document Section: Site 41

Representation: Comment

Please note that the plans circulated by NHDC do not show the current buildings on the site i.e. the dwelling Ashfields and a stable block or their relation to the existing Green Belt area.
The driveway for Ashfields means there is no access to this site from Arlesey Road, to one side of lvy Cottage, as would appear possible on the plans.

As residents of Duncots close we have major concerns about this site with regard to access, traffic and drainage.

The site is listed as being 'off Duncots Close'. Presumably the developer wishes to gain access through the turning circle and parking area. If so, the following must be considered:

We understand that when the Close was built plans to place 15 dwellings on the site were rejected because it was too narrow to accommodate more car use than required by 7 houses,
especially with regard to impact of vehicles exiting onto the Arlesey Road. This is important as the pavement route to and from the village for primary and secondary school children is
along the Duncots Close exit side only (please see Ickleford Primary Travel Plan letter to the Parish Council). An increase in cars turning in or out of the Close would also be a hazard for

the school children crossing the Close end and increase potential for accidents.

The current Arlesey road pavement on the Duncots side to the village school is known to Highways as inadequate already and cannot safely support more use by young families living in
additional properties. A parent with pushchair and walking child fills the entire width of the pavement and anyone walking in the other direction can be forced into moving traffic.

It is already extremely difficult for cyclists and vehicles to turn right out of the close in rush hour traffic and an increase in cars exiting could also lead to accidents.

There are no pavements on Duncots Close itself and, while current residents are mindful of children walking, any expansion and ensuing rise in car use would necessitate such provision
to make it safe. There is no space to make such alterations.

Residents use the turning circle and parking area continually for parking and also to allow large vehicles to back down onto the private road servicing nos 3, 4 and 5. There is no turning
area at the bottom of the private road for large vehicles. The space in front of no 3 is a private parking area for four cars and houses 4 and 5 have no right of access to this area.

Increased use of Duncots Close for vehicles would have a negative impact on the Arlesey Road residents currently backing onto the road opposite the end of the Close.
Two-way traffic through the current turning area would create an awkward and dangerous exit from the private road at the bottom of the close.

We are concerned about the impact on drainage of more dwellings on the site as the Close experiences difficulties with surface water run off in heavy rain. The turning area is the
current site for the soakaway for the Close.

The pond on the meadow at the bottom of no 3 fills in winter and we are concerned that further surface run off from paved areas may cause flooding to properties 3 and 4 if the water
table is disturbed by building.

The current village drainage system as a whole already struggles to cope with heavy rain at this end of the village and sewerage flooding has occurred in the past.

The site is listed as Green Belt. Any development of this area would affect the open character of this part of the village and it is worrying that the development could spread beyond to
include the meadow in future. Are there no brown field sites available?
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This area has nesting boxes for owls and they can often be heard flying their territory boundary. What impact would this have on wildlife?
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