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| object strongly to any form of housing development on 'greenbelt' land around St Ippolyts and where applicable any changes in the designation of such 'greenbelt' land that will alter its
protected status and thus at any future date make such land eligible for ongoing creeping or major development.

Generally the building of significant numbers of dwellings in the areas surrounding Hitchin would:

(a) ruin the innate rural character of our towns and surrounding areas.

(b) be totally disproportionate to Hitchin and its surrounding districts actual housing and transportation needs.

(c) create unwarranted urban sprawl that would destroy the unique character and heritage of St Ippolyts, Gosmore and other surrounding villages and key conservation areas
Development would have a negative impact on the area's biodiversity and wildlife population as well as the beauty of the area and should not be endorsed.

(d) raise pollution levels (both car noise and emissions from the additional residential and through traffic)

(e) forever lose swathes of Hitchin's vital surrounding green belt (including beautiful sections of agricultural land, wildlife areas and woodland).

(f) place excessive pressure on infrastructure and resources such as waste disposal, water, roads, availability of long term local employment, etc.

(g) depletion of a healthy countryside environment between areas of existing towns and villages in which green areas play a vital role.

(h) increase road travel and commuting due to insufficient availability of local employment with an associated increase in 'North Herts' carbon footprint.

(i) further increase road development to meet new housing road user needs.

Moreover, the potential building of thousands of dwellings across all the North Herts development sites goes far in excess of any housing growth target set for Hitchin and its environs
and would be thus constitute disproportionate housing growth. Such development, it is considered, appears also inextricably linked with a means of raising funding for a bypass that has
not been formally assessed as meeting Hitchin's transportation needs.

Additionally many of the areas are recommended as a leisure cycling route by Herts County Council and classified as a tranquil areas by the Campaign to Protect Rural England (CPRE)
tranquillity maps. In many cases they also incorporate rights of way and footpaths regularly used by both town and village populations for free recreational use.

With the additional threat from Luton's proposed housing expansion towards Hitchin as well as the Stevenage West proposals, it is even more important to retain, protect and enhance
all existing greenbelt areas.

On this basis | object to any form of housing or associated bypass development on this proposed site.
6328 28 Moss

Document Section:Site 115
Representation: Object

- Not justified to include allotments and agricultural land within proposed village boundary
6371 15 Holden

Document Section: Site 115
Representation: Comment

Allotments are central to the village
6406 27 Taylor

Document Section:Site 115
Representation: Object

| object strongly to any form of housing development on 'greenbelt' land around St Ippolyts and where applicable any changes in the designation of such 'greenbelt' land that will alter its
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protected status and thus at any future date make such land eligible for ongoing creeping or major development.

Generally the building of significant numbers of dwellings in the areas surrounding Hitchin would:

(a) ruin the innate rural character of our towns and surrounding areas.

(b) be totally disproportionate to Hitchin and its surrounding districts actual housing and transportation needs.

(c) create unwarranted urban sprawl that would destroy the unique character and heritage of St Ippolyts, Gosmore and other surrounding villages and key conservation areas
Development would have a negative impact on the area's biodiversity and wildlife population as well as the beauty of the area and should not be endorsed.

(d) raise pollution levels (both car noise and emissions from the additional residential and through traffic)

(e) forever lose swathes of Hitchin's vital surrounding green belt (including beautiful sections of agricultural land, wildlife areas and woodland).

(f) place excessive pressure on infrastructure and resources such as waste disposal, water, roads, availability of long term local employment, etc.

(g) depletion of a healthy countryside environment between areas of existing towns and villages in which green areas play a vital role.

(h) increase road travel and commuting due to insufficient availability of local employment with an associated increase in 'North Herts' carbon footprint.

(i) further increase road development to meet new housing road user needs.

Moreover, the potential building of thousands of dwellings across all the North Herts development sites goes far in excess of any housing growth target set for Hitchin and its environs
and would be thus constitute disproportionate housing growth. Such development, it is considered, appears also inextricably linked with a means of raising funding for a bypass that has
not been formally assessed as meeting Hitchin's transportation needs.

Additionally many of the areas are recommended as a leisure cycling route by Herts County Council and classified as a tranquil areas by the Campaign to Protect Rural England (CPRE)
tranquillity maps. In many cases they also incorporate rights of way and footpaths regularly used by both town and village populations for free recreational use.

With the additional threat from Luton's proposed housing expansion towards Hitchin as well as the Stevenage West proposals, it is even more important to retain, protect and enhance
all existing greenbelt areas.

On this basis | object to any form of housing or associated bypass development on this proposed site.
6408 22 Chismon

Document Section:Site 115
Representation: Object

Should be kept as a greenfield.
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0878 22 St Paul's Walden Parish
Council
Document Section:Site 116
Representation: Object

The issues and Options Paper shows that 0.96 hectares are proposed for residential development, with an estimate number 20-40 extra houses i.2 47-94 people, together with a similar
number of cars.

Developments should be directed away from areas with few facilities such as Whitwell. At the present time the village has two shops (the Post office/Stores and Cressmans Corner). The
shop at Cressmans Corner is currently under development for residential use, and therefore will shortly no longer be available. there is little or no available employment in the village and
the bus service is a bare minimum and certainly not adequate for a realistic daily journey to work, therefore most people would travelling by car. The bus service does not provide a
service to the Lister Hospital that could be completed in one day, therefore travel there would have to be by car. The bus service does not provide an evening service to allow people to
travel into Hitchin or other towns for entertainment so a car journey would result. Therefore it can be demonstrated that Whitwell is not a suitable site for any further development.

Whitwell is a small village, which in recent years, has seen its population increase by some 20%. This is due to various developments eg Roberts Court, Bradway, and some infill etc. In
the Parish COuncil's view this has allowed a degree of natural expansion of the village in support of natural demand. Any further development can only be justified if there is a real
LOCAL need and any development must be able to demonstrate that it would complement, and form a cohesive part of the village.

The proposed site is a brown field site, and as such is a preferred option to those green belt sites already proposed (Whr1 & Whr2). There is very little opportunity for local employment,
especially as the last industrial site (now Roberts Court), was allowed to be developed for residential use, contrary to the wishes of the Parish Council. Another option for this new
proposed site could be for commercial use. The provision of small industrial units, for which there is a demonstrable need, could be seen as a much better use for this land. Use of the
site for housing, even if this included low cost housing to fulfil LOCAL need, would be less desirable because site 116 is some way outside the village along a narrow country road with
no pavement, and would consequently result in numerous car journeys through the High Street, which is already heavily congested. The route is a major rat run between the A505 and
A1, but even outside peak hours the High Street is difficult to navigate due to the tendency for vehicles to park on one side of road or the other, thus effectively reducing the width of the
road to a single carriageway. Any development of Site 116 would be growing a ribbon development along the Whitwell-Codicote road which was admitted to be a mistake by previous
planners after 1960 when the Codicote Road houses were built.

The site is outside the designated village boundary, which currently drawn very tightly , and is therefore subject to Policy 7 of the current Local Plan and the draft Core Strategy. There is
no overriding need to allocate it for housing development. The Parish Council believe that those boundaries should be maintained so as to allow natural expansion to be within the
existing village development limits. Any extension of the village boundary would be strongly resisted.

To summarise, Whitwell is not a village suitable for any further development, which has already seen some significant expansion in recent years. Site 116 is unsuitable for housing being
too far outside the village boundary and would be better used as a small industrial site which could provide much needed local employment.

1107 14 Peggie

Document Section:Site 116

Representation: Object

Further to your letter of the 16th July 2009 advising me of the additional suggested sites | wish to make the following comments on site 116 near Whitwell:

- Whitwell's population and associated additional housing has increased some 20% in the last 15 years. Whitwell is not a suitable location for any further development. ; The lack of

facilities & infrastructure, minimal buses, no employment, associated increase in car usage make any further development unwise & unacceptably intrusive and Whitwell has done more
than its fair share of accommodating additional housing ¢, 'Enough is Enough’
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- Should Whitwell be forced to have some development, and without detracting at all from the comments above & below, then site 116 does have some major advantages over the
Wh/r1 & Wh/r2 sites.
It is much smaller site putting less strain on the village infrastructure & other resources. (Unlike WH/r1 &WH/r2).
It would not disturb the village during development or cause continuing intrusion & disturbance when completed (Unlike WH/r1 &WH/r2).
It does not entail building houses overlooking other residences. (Unlike WH/r1 &WH/r2).
It is not as close to listed buildings (Wh/r1/r2 is right next to several listed buildings)
It does not involve destruction of Greenfield sites & wildlife & recreation areas. (Unlike WH/r1 &WH/r2).
It does not have the problem of road access or directly causing major disruption to high street traffic. (Unlike WH/r1 &WH/r2).
It should however be note that site 116 is unacceptable for all the reason listed below:
- Whitwell has already done more than its fair share of housing expansion.
Use of the site for housing is unsuitable, because site 116 is some way outside the village along a narrow country road with no pavement, and would consequently result in numerous car
journeys through the High Street, which is already heavily congested. The route is a major rat run
Any development of site 116 would be growing a ribbon development along the Whitwell-Codicote road which was admitted to be a mistake by previous planners after 1960 when the
Codicote Road houses were built.
This site is outside the designated village boundary, which is currently drawn very tightly. Any extension of the village boundary would be strongly resisted.
The site is believed to be contaminated.
It is close to a flood plain.
+ all the other reasons already listed on your website.
1493 4 James

Document Section: Site 116
Representation: Comment

Developments should always be directed away from areas with few facilities such as Whitwell. At the present time the village has two shops, the post office/stores and Cressmans
Corner The latter is currently under development for residential use, and therefore will shortly no longer be available. There is little or no available employment in the village. The bus
service is a bare minimum , certainly not adequate for a realistic daily journey to work. It does not provide a service to the Lister Hospital that could be completed in one day, nor does
not provide an evening service to allow people to travel into Hitchin or other towns for entertainment so a car journey would result. Therefore it can be demonstrated that Whitwell is not a
suitable site for any further development.

Whitwell is a small village, which in recent years, has seen its population significantly increase due to various developments e.g. Roberts Court, Bradway, and some infill etc. Any further
development would be met with strong local resistance, unless there was a real demonstrable need.

The proposed site is a brown field site, and as such is a preferred option to those green belt sites already proposed (Whr1 & Whr2). However site 116 is unsuitable for development
because it is some way outside the village, and would consequently result in numerous car journeys through the heavily congested High Street, which is a major rat run between the
A505 and the A1. Any further loading of traffic serving residential developments will exacerbate the present position, suggesting that Whitwell is not the most suitable locations for
developments

An alternative, and preferable option, for site 116 would be for commercial use, i.e. The provision of small industrial units, for which there is a demonstrable need.

This site is outside the designated village boundary, which are currently drawn very tightly,and is therefore subject to Policy 7 of the current Local Plan and the draft Core Strategy.
There is no overriding need to allocate it for housing development. Any extension of the village boundary would be strongly resisted.
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To summarise, Whitwell is not a village suitable for any further development, which has already seen some significant expansion in recent years . Site 116 is unsuitable for housing being
too far outside the village boundary and would be better used as a small industrial site which could provide much needed local employment.

1705 4 James

Document Section: Site 116
Representation: Comment

Developments should always be directed away from areas with few facilities such as Whitwell. At the present time the village has two shops, the post office/stores and Cressmans
Corner. The latter is currently under development for residential use, and therefore will shortly no longer be available. There is little or no available employment in the village. The bus
service is a bare minimum and certainly not adequate for a realistic daily journey to work, nor does it provide a service to the Lister Hospital that could be completed in one day,and does
not provide an evening service to allow people to travel into Hitchin or other towns for entertainment so a car journey would result. Therefore it can be demonstrated that Whitwell is not a
suitable site for any further development.

Whitwell is a small village, which in recent years, has seen its population increase by some 20%, due to various developments e.g. Roberts Court, Bradway, and some infill. Any further
development would be met with local resistance , unless there was a demonstrable real local need.

The proposed site is a brown field site, and as such is a preferred option to those green belt sites already proposed (Whr1 & Whr2). However site 116 is unsuitable for development
because it is some way outside the village, and would consequently result in numerous car journeys through the heavily congested High Street, which has become a major rat run
between the A505 and the A1. Any further loading of traffic serving residential developments will exacerbate the present position, suggesting that Whitwell does not offer the most
suitable locations for developments

An alternative, and preferable option, for site 116 would be for commercial use, i.e. The provision of small industrial units, for which there is a demonstrable need and would provide
useful local employment.

This site is outside the designated village boundary, which is currently drawn very tightly,and is therefore subject to Policy 7 of the current Local Plan and the draft Core Strategy. There
is no overriding need to allocate it for housing development. Any extension of the village boundary would be strongly resisted.

To summarise, Whitwell is not a village suitable for any further development, which has already seen some significant expansion in recent years . Site 116 is unsuitable for housing being
too far outside the village boundary and would be better used as a small industrial site which could provide much needed local employment.
2111 4  Hawkings

Document Section:Site 116
Representation: Object

We are writing to you with our comments and concerns regarding the additional suggested development site for Whitwell/St Paul's Walden, site 116, which we believe is an
unacceptable proposal.

Many of our concerns relating to this proposal are the same as those for sites WH/r1 and WH/r2 which were covered in a letter to you dated 21 February 2008. We feel that the type of
housing development proposed for site 116 would be detrimental to the village of Whitwell and the surrounding area because:

- Such development would alter the character of the area. It would extend the Boundary of the village of Whitwell which is currently a compact and mainly unspoilt village with
character. It would have a detrimental impact on the rural scenery. Also it would probably encourage further infill between this development and the current edge of the village.

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



Representation for
Land Allocations: Additional Suggested Sites July 2009

Site 116
Ref. Rep No. Applicant Agent
- A prime concern is that lack of other reasonable means of transport in the area would make dependence on cars essential for the incoming population.

- What is proposed would essentially be a dormitory settlement. There are no jobs for the additional population in the local area, and the local facilities such as schools and shops
would be inadequate. Inevitably this additional population would need to travel outside of the area for almost everything, thereby increasing car traffic. Even journeys to the centre of
Whitwell from the proposed development would most probably be made by car as the road distance is about 3/4 mile and the road has no pavement.

- The roads in the area are narrow and rural and traffic congestion in Whitwell is already a problem that would be worsened, as would pollution from cars. Additional car journeys
would exacerbate congestion problems in surrounding areas such as Codicote and the B656.

- The site is immediately adjacent to a farm which previously raised cattle for milk and now for beef. The BBC 'Farming Today' programme has recently reported many incidents of
people who have moved from towns to the countryside complaining about the smells and noise from farms with resultant legal problems. This could easily occur at this site. Farming is
in a fragile condition at present and such complaints might well result in the farmer going out of business.

As the site has been used previously and is not agricultural land then a small development of low-density housing might be appropriate. However, the proposal for an estate of
high-density housing in a completely rural location is neither appropriate or practical.

Surely the development aim should be to provide the additional housing that is said to be required as near as possible to the sources of employment and facilities such as schools, shops
and public transport i.e. within, or on the outskirts of, existing large towns. Urban creep into unspoilt countryside not only permanently changes rural environments that should be
preserved as such, but increases car transport on already over used roads.

2115 4  Gilmour

Document Section:Site 116

Representation: Object

The village of Whitwell is relatively small within its infrastructure to accommodate any further development.

With regards to the site any further development would impact upon the already over stretched village school; traffic flow through the village is already at a dangerous level.
The proposal impacts upon the beauty of Hoo estate and any development would impact upon the sustainability of any ancient monuments.

The village has reached saturation with regards to new housing within the infrastructure and the impact upon the environment needs to be heeded.

We implore you to explore the other sites available to you that can sustain further development.
2171 4 Bowes Lyon Residents
Limited
Document Section:Site 116
Representation: Object

Totally unrelated to village of Whitwell

Sporadic development in MGB [Metropolitan Green Bell]
Dangerous access

No public transport and will increase car usage
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No local facilities

In flood plain?

Under proposed Luton flightpath.

2311 8 Nash

Document Section:Site 116
Representation: Object

| wish to make the following comments on the possible proposal of Site 116 near Whitwell:

1. Whitwell is totally unsuitable for further development. There is a complete lack of facilities (only 1 shop), inadequate infrastructure (local roads are very narrow with no pavements),
bus services are infrequent and there is no local employment.

2. However if, despite the above comments and those made in previous correspondence, Whitwell is selected as a possible location for additional housing, this site would be far
preferable to the previous two sites suggested (WH/r01 and WH/r02), both of which are much larger and more or less within Whitwell Village. A smaller site would put far less strain on
the existing village resources and infrastructure.

3. This site is not close to Listed Buildings, there would be no overlooking of existing properties and it would not entail the destruction of Greenfield sites, wildlife and recreational areas.
4. There would be less disturbance to the village during development and less intrusion once completed.

5. The road access would cause less disruption to the village. Whitwell High Street already suffers considerably from major congestion, and any increase in local traffic will cause
increased problems and raise safety issues for residents and those travelling through.

In spite of the above comments, | would like to make the point that Whitwell's population has increased by some 20% during the last 15 years and its selection as a potential area for
further development is totally unreasonable and unviable in the longterm.
2321 4 Moore

Document Section:Site 116
Representation: Object

Totally unrelated to village of Whitwell

Sporadic development in MGB [Metropolitan Green Belt]
Dangerous access

No public transport and will increase car usage

No local facilities

In flood plain?

Under proposed Luton flightpath.

2849 6 Nash

Document Section:Site 116
Representation: Object

| feel this would be quite unsuitable as the area is already overpopulated. The road through the village becomes dangerous at times and to add to all that would be most unwise.
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2850 6 McKenzie

Document Section:Site 116

Representation: Object

| wish to object to the possible proposal of site 116 near Whitwell on the following grounds.

1. The access to the possible site would be from and onto a road with a speed limit of 60 mph. This road is a narrow winding country road and the subject site is very close to a sharp
bend with obvious danger implications.

2. Surface water from the site would affect the area, which | believe is a designated floodplain.

3. What provisions would be made for sewage/

4. There is one small local over-subscribed school in the village for the area.

5. There is a very limited bus service which runs through Whitwell but does not pass the site. The narrow road which runs past the possible proposed site to Whitwell is very dangerous
for pedestrians and does not have a pavement.

6. No information is currently available concerning the possible number/type of units intended for the site but there is a nearby river which flows towards and past a watercress business
further downstream. This business could be affected by oil, etc., draining from the site.

7. The village is totally unsuitable as a site for further redevelopment. There is only 1 shop and a general lack of infrastructure to cope with an increase in traffic and residents.

8. There are no local opportunities for employment

On the basis of the above comments | would strongly urge you to conclude that this site, together with those previously identified in the area, is totally unsuitable for development.
2907 4  Oxford University Chest Savills

Document Section:Site 116
Representation: Support

1.1 Savills (L&P) Ltd are instructed by Oxford University Chest to submit representations to the North Hertfordshire Land Allocations 'Additional Suggested Sites' Issues and Options
DPD. This is in connection with their landholdings at Kimpton and the Hoo Estate (St Paul's Walden), both located within the district of North Hertfordshire.

1.2 The following response aims to justify further inclusion of our client's site - site 116 - which has recently come forward within this round of consultation.

1.3 As specified with the adopted East of England plan, the current housing target for the North Hertfordshire District is 6,200 dwellings over the period 2001-2021 (excluding the portion
of NHDC which abuts the SNAP).

1.4 NHDC produced its Core Strategy Preferred Options paper in September 2007. Core Policy C: Settlement Hierarchy identified Kimpton and Whitwell (St Paul's Walden) as villages
where development would be allowed within existing settlement boundaries. In addition, land outside of these boundaries may be allocated for affordable housing or employment in
accordance with Core Strategy Policy E. Policy F Housing Distribution also stated the need to find a further 1,027 dwellings on greenfield land for the area of North Herts. excluding that
part of the district within the Stevenage North Herts. Action Plan (SNAP). This figure was based on data from 1 April 2006.

1.5 Since these figures were made available, the Council produced a Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA) of deliverable housing sites in 2008. The SHLAA provides
more up-to-date figures in its opening chapters as to the current requirements for housing elsewhere in North Hertfordshire. These figures are based on rates of housing completions
since 2001 and extant permissions against the original housing requirement set for areas 'elsewhere in North Hertfordshire' ; which include the villages of Kimpton and Whitwell. The
SHLAA states that after taking into account housing completions between 2001-2008, identified sites as of March 2008

(previous urban capacity study) and current extant permissions, there is a residual requirement to provide over 1,891 houses elsewhere in North Herts. against the original target of
6,200 houses. Against this 1891 figure, the SHLAA document has identified enough suitable, available and achievable land for 2876 houses elsewhere in the North Herts. District until
2021 4, a surplus supply of housing land sufficient to accommodate around 985 houses.

1.6 With this in mind, this consultation for 'Additional Suggested Sites' could potentially add to the District Council's overall deliverable housing land capacity. As a result it is important for
the Council to analyse all submissions appropriately, especially with regard to the deliverability requirements specified in PPS3 - Housing. Those sites which fail in respect of their being
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available, suitable and achievability ¢, re deliverability ¢, should be disregarded in order to maintain a focus on those sites

which do fulfil such requirements.

1.7 Turning to site specific issues, our client also wishes to submit additional comments on an additional site (site 116) known as the Estate Yard. This site is located to the south east of
Whitwell (St Paul's Walden) and is adjacent to our client's main landholding in this area known as the Hoo Estate, which lies further south. These comments follow on from our previous
representations made to the Council's Potential Site's Response Form in 2008. Within our previous comments, we

suggested that redevelopment of the site would bring environmental gain to the local area, especially in the context of the site's existing appearance and proximity to the wider Hoo Park
Estate. In addition to our previous comments, we would like to promote the site's potential by addressing issues which have been subsequently raised in the 'additional suggested sites'
consultation (Land Allocations DPD Issues and Options).

1.8 The 1ha site - known as the Estate Yard - currently hosts a handful of redundant agricultural buildings, together with an associated yard area, which our client is keen to redevelop.
1.9 Though outside of any recognisable settlement boundary and within a fairly rural location, the brown-field site is located in close proximity to the Codicote Road, which heads north
into the nearest settlement of Whitwell. Such good linkages with the existing highways network are indicative of the accessibility of the site to residents within the surrounding area.

1.10 The following represents our response to the issues (weaknesses) that have been raised within the current consultation document:

1.11 Flood Risk

1.12 The River Mimram lies around 110m to the east of the site and although this has been considered as in close proximity to the flood plain, the proposed site is not located within the
designation and so is suitable in terms of its potential to accommodate a housing allocation.

1.13 Land Contamination

1.14 It is unlikely that any significant irreversible land contamination is present on the site. If such contamination is present, out client would be willing to undertake the necessary
remedial works to re-instate the land to more suitable condition.

1.15 Proximity of Scheduled Ancient Monument/ Listed Buildings

1.16 Paragraph 18 of PPG16 (Archaeology and Planning) states that: 'The desirability of preserving an ancient monument and its setting is a material consideration in determining
planning applications whether that monument is scheduled or unscheduled'

1.17 It is unlikely that redevelopment of the site would have any material impact to the Scheduled Ancient Monument, or its setting. However, should the Council be minded to allocate
the site for a residential use, the client would be willing to take the necessary measures - re commissioning of an archaeological survey - to allay any concerns in respect of ensuring the
preservation of both the monument and its setting.

1.18 Proximity to Historic Parks and Gardens

1.19 The site is located in proximity to our client's wider holding, the Hoo Estate. The estate was originally based around the former gardens of the estate house known as Kimpton Hoo.
Though this building has been demolished, its remaining acreage consists of a variety of buildings, and associated parks and gardens.

1.20 In respect of the Council's comments, any scheme which might eventually be brought forward on the site would readily incorporate a sympathetic design scheme that would respect
the character of such areas, especially by mitigating any landscape impact. The overall mass, scale, layout and landscaping of a potential scheme would be designed to minimise impact
on these overarching historical surroundings.

1.21 Environmental Enhancement (Setting of the Listed Building)

1.22 Within the Council's comments, there seems to be no reference to the wider benefits that redevelopment of the site would bring, especially in the context of improving the setting of
the existing listed building located to the south east of the site.

1.23 Whilst the site is located near to the listed building, the same assessment has failed to comment upon the environmental improvement that would arise from the redevelopment of
the Estate Yard, especially in terms of the Yard's current dishevelled state and appearance. Surely the material benefit that would arise from the redevelopment of the site, especially in
the aesthetic sense, should be listed as a strength in terms of justifying a future housing allocation at this location. As a result we wish to highlight such obvious benefits and would ask
the Council to consider these favourably in considering the potential of the site.

1.24 Other Issues

1.25 Finally, we wish to highlight the fact that the photo used included within the consultation document shows not the Estate Yard, but a neighbouring site located further south east
along the Codicote Road. We would be grateful if in future versions of the document, the Council could use a more relevant photo for the site, especially as it would better support our
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argument relating to the facilitation of environmental improvement that redevelopment of the site (for housing) would bring.

1.26 Overall Potential

1.27 Overall, the site represents an area of Previously Developed Land which is suitable for a potential residential allocation.

1.28 Despite its location outside of any recognisable settlement boundary, an affordable housing allocation would be considered appropriate under Policy E of the North Herts. Core
Strategy Preferred Options DPD.

1.29 With the deliverability of the site not in question, and with the site representing an opportunity for the Council to fulfil its requirement (under PPS1 and PPS3) to accommodate 60%
of development on PDL, we believe that the Council should consider the site's potential to accommodate a market housing allocation which would incorporate an element of affordable
housing.

2959 52 English Heritage

Document Section: Site 116
Representation: Comment

Site 116 is situated within the Grade |l registered park and garden of The Hoo. Depending on the density of residential development here, there could be a significant effect on the
character of the registered park. It should be noted that, contrary to the site summary, there is no scheduled monument opposite.
3564 3 Love

Document Section:Site 116
Representation: Object

As you will see from the address on this paper the proposed site for additional homes is very close to where | live, which i hasten to add is not the only reason | make this objection.
Whitwell is a small village as you are aware, one of the many such villages in Hertfordshire. The proposed development albeit on the outskirts of the village, if allowed will only
encourage further inward development towards the village itself, which, in my opinions will destroy the entire nature of the village and upset the mix of housing and scenery.

As you are no doubt aware the population and housing in Whitwell has increased significantly over the last 10 to 15 years, and | suspect it is a quarter greater than 15 years ago! The
infrastructure cannot support any further development in my view, given the nature of the roads and the likely increase in vehicles and the limited public transport system in the village.

The aspect that worries me the most is that the road through Whitwell at rush hour, in the morning and in the afternoon, is a short cut between Stevenage and Welwyn Garden City, and
others areas north of that. In my view this new development will only exacerbate the traffic situation.

Further concerns | have are that within my knowledge | have every reason to believe the suggested site is contaminated. The site is | know outside the designated village boundary
area, which only serves to increase my concern over future inward development towards the village.

The site is also opposite an area where wildlife constantly rests during flights of migration which would be hugely affected by this disturbance, which is my view makes the development
entirely inappropriate.
3950 52 Hertfordshire County
Council - Historic
Environment
Document Section:Site 116
Representation: Comment

Requirement for Pre-application or Pre-determination Archaeological Assessment
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