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Therfield
Ref. Rep No. Applicant Agent
3025 11  Therfield Parish Council

Document Section: Therfield
Representation: Comment

While Therfield Parish Council note that it should not comment on the original Issues and Options Sites (shown in grey on the latest land allocation document dated July 2009) it would
draw your attention to some of the points made in its earlier submission as they equally apply to the new sites (117, 118, 119). Since that submission Therfield Parish Council has
completed and published its own Therfield Parish Plan ¢, 'A View of The Future', dated November 2008. This Plan was based on the results of questionnaires submitted to all
householders, and a consultation process which included two Open Evenings presenting the results and giving residentsthe opportunity for further comment. A copy of the Parish Plan
is enclosed.

In Section 8 of the Parish Plan, 'Housing and Delopment’, it should be noted that the majority of responses were in favour of the village remaining at its current level of some 540
residents living in 210 houses. The remainder supported a gradual increase over the next 20 years up to a maximum of 750 residents.

In addition to the results set out in the Parish Plan the Council is guided by the two planning directives: there has to be a proven housing need and the character of the village should be
maintained.

As mentioned in the Council's previous submission Therfield is a small community with few facilities other than a small school, a church, one pub and extremely limited public transport.
In addition some of the access roads are narrow and there is a concern that any major increase in population would have a disproportionate effect on the traffic flows through the village.
This is particularly true of The Causeway where the already narrow access is compounded by residents parking on the road. There is also evidence that Therfield is being used as a 'rat
run' between the A505 and the A10 further increasing the road use.

Taking into account the results of the Parish Plan and other discussions which have taken place within the village there is no proven need for a significant increase in the housing stock.
However, if there was to be an increase in housing, the preference would be for more two to three bedroom properties both high spec, for Therfield's more elderly residents wishing to
downsize, and for younger people enabling them to remain in the village, points which were raised in the Council's earlier submission.
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Site 117
Ref. Rep No. Applicant Agent
0082 4  Kelshall Parish Meeting -
Clerk
Document Section: Site 117
Representation: Object

Response from Kelshall parish meeting re the above;
Comments on land allocation Therfield sites

Assuming these sites are outside the village's existing boundary settlement we consider that
neither site 117, 118 or 119 should be developed because the infrastructure is insufficient to to support any development (ie no shop for instance)

Public transport is thin on the ground the road structure is inadequate for increased volume of traffic and all the sites identified are within areas of archeological interest.
Has Therfield identified a need for affordable housing?
As far as Kelshall Parish meeting is concerned affordable housing equates to local people from Therfield and Kelshall, to include residents with existing family ties within the two villages.

In a recent study of possible housing need for Kelshall, one and a half dwellings were identified on this premise.
0459 133 CPRE - The Hertfordshire
Society
Document Section:Site 117
Representation: Object

This is an isolated site in the designated Rural Area, on the edge of the small settlement of Hay Green. lts development would be an intrusion into the countryside.
3025 10 Therfield Parish Council

Document Section:Site 117
Representation: Object

In addition to the points raised above the Council's biggest concern with this site is that apart from being outside the settlement boundary of Therfield it also lies outside the natural
boundary of Hay Green, being on the south of Hayward Lane, and not connected to any existing settlement so creating the effect of ribbon development. Therefore this is a site the
Council would not support.
3952 116 Hertfordshire County

Council - Passenger

Transport Unit
Document Section:Site 117
Representation: Comment

Plot 117: A vehicle access onto Haywoods Lane, although classified as a local access road, the road is quite narrow a redesigned frontage would be required complete with new access
that would accommodate two way traffic. The development plot could accommodate a small scale development. The development of this size would generate a small increase in traffic
that may have a small impact on the village of Therfield which may cause concern for existing residents and emergency service vehicles. Therefore the access routes leading to the new
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Ref. Rep No. Applicant Agent

proposal from the major junctions including the priority junctions at the A505 and A10 must be carefully assessed to calculate the amount of capacity the route to the development can
offer along the rural road network.

4871 42 Smith

Document Section:Site 117
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.

5019 2  Jeffries

Document Section:Site 117
Representation: Object

| object to the use of Site 117 for development on the grounds that:

>Further housing developments would fundamentally change the character, aspect and appearance of Therfield village and its rural setting.
>A further increase in population would be detrimental to the character of the village and its community spirit.
>The infra-structure of the village would not support an increase in population:
-the road system would not adequately support an increase in traffic (there is already a problem with speeding traffic and a large amount of traffic using the village as a cut
through)and a lack of pavements
-the subsequent increase in private car use would not be eco-friendly at a time when we need to consider global warming/climate change
-there is no adequate alternative transport system in place to support an increase in population
-the sewage system would not adequately support an increase in households (it is already an Environmental Service hot spot with serious sewage leaks over the past three years!)and
is struggling to cope
-the village school has limited spaces
-there is no village shop
-there is no post office
-there is no doctor's surgery.
>The provision of essential services to more households could have a detrimental effect.
>This site is within an area of archaelogical interest and this should be protected.
>This site is close to listed buildings which should be protected.
>This site contains wildlife that would be seriously affected by a housing development.
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Site 118
Ref. Rep No. Applicant Agent
0082 5 Kelshall Parish Meeting -
Clerk
Document Section:Site 118
Representation: Object

Response from Kelshall parish meeting re the above;
Comments on land allocation Therfield sites

Assuming these sites are outside the village's existing boundary settlement we consider that
neither site 117, 118 or 119 should be developed because the infrastructure is insufficient to to support any development (ie no shop for instance)

Public transport is thin on the ground the road structure is inadequate for increased volume of traffic and all the sites identified are within areas of archeological interest.
Has Therfield identified a need for affordable housing?
As far as Kelshall Parish meeting is concerned affordable housing equates to local people from Therfield and Kelshall, to include residents with existing family ties within the two villages.

In a recent study of possible housing need for Kelshall, one and a half dwellings were identified on this premise.
2959 53 English Heritage

Document Section: Site 118
Representation: Comment

Sites 118 and 119 are similarly in close proximity to the scheduled motte and bailey castle and lie close to the historic settlement core. They should be regarded as having archaeological
potential for medieval settlement remains whose character and significance would need to be established.

Both sites also adjoin Therfield Conservation Area and would affect its setting. In the case of Site 118, there is an opportunity to enhance the existing site in a sensitive way to act as the
entrance to the conservation area. Site 119 on the other hand has greater potential to harm the setting of the conservation area and the surrounding countryside, as well as the Grade II*
listed The Old Rectory. It is worth noting that the conservation area covers virtually the entire settlement of Therfield, suggesting a cohesive historic character. Such a large site at 119
could greatly detract from this character and we are likely to have reservations. At the very least, we would expect a development brief to be prepared.

3025 9  Therfield Parish Council

Document Section:Site 118
Representation: Object

The majority of Councillors were not in favour of this site as it is outside the current settlement boundary (the existing footpath/road to the east of the site reinforces this boundary) and
there was concern that any development here would open up the potential for further ribbon development along Kelshall Tops.
3950 51 Hertfordshire County
Council - Historic
Environment
Document Section:Site 118
Representation: Comment
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Ref. Rep No. Applicant Agent

Requirement for Pre-application or Pre-determination Archaeological Assessment

The sites below have known archaeological remains within them or have archaeological potential. We would therefore wish that - in accordance with Government policy in PPG 16 and
the current draft PPS 15 - the LPA requests that pre-application or pre-determination archaeological assessments should be included within all development briefs and other proposals
for the sites, if they are formally adopted as development sites in the local development plan. Such assessment would, depending upon the size and location of the proposals, range in
scope from additional desk-based research to more extensive archaeological field survey and evaluation. The purpose of the archaeological assessment would be to provide sufficient
information about the archaeological resource and in particular the extent of archaeological remains worthy of preservation in situ, to enable the LPA to determine any specific
application for development.
3952 117 Hertfordshire County

Council - Passenger

Transport Unit

Document Section: Site 118
Representation: Comment

Plot 118: The existing vehicle access from Kelshall Road that is classified as a local access road is very narrow which makes the access corridor to the development site difficult for
large vehicles. ldeally the access should be relocated to a central relocation to maximise the vehicle to vehicle inter visibility where the applicant is in control of the land either side of the
access. The development plot could accommodate a small scale development. The development would generate a small increase in traffic that may have a small impact on the village
of Therfield which may cause concern for existing residents and emergency service vehicles. Therefore the access routes leading to the new proposal from the major junctions including
the priority junctions at the A505 and A10 must be carefully assessed to calculate the amount of capacity the route to the development can offer along the rural road network.

5019 3  Jeffries

Document Section:Site 118
Representation: Object

| object to the use of Site 118 for development on the grounds that:

>Further housing developments would fundamentally change the character, aspect and appearance of Therfield village and its rural setting.
>A further increase in population would be detrimental to the character of the village and its community spirit.
>The infra-structure of the village would not support an increase in population:
-the road system would not adequately support an increase in traffic (there is already a problem with speeding traffic and a large amount of traffic using the village as a cut
through)and a lack of pavements
-the subsequent increase in private car use would not be eco-friendly at a time when we need to consider global warming/climate change
-there is no adequate alternative transport system in place to support an increase in population
-the sewage system would not adequately support an increase in households (it is already an Environmental Service hot spot with serious sewage leaks over the past three years!)and
is struggling to cope
-the village school has limited spaces
-there is no village shop
-there is no post office
-there is no doctor's surgery.
>The provision of essential services to more households could have a detrimental effect.
>This site is within an area of archaeological interest which should be protected.
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Ref. Rep No. Applicant Agent

>This site borders an area of conservation which would be detrimentally affected by a housing development.
6091 1 Bogie

Document Section:Site 118

Representation: Object

1. Any significant development in Therfield would inevitably increase commuting and private car use, since we are reliant on the facilities in Royston and elsewhere for all services other
than primary schooling. | therefore agree with the Council's previous determination that infill residential development on a modest scale ¢, which has in fact taken place in recent years ¢,
should be the template.

2. Any significant development within the village will also cause the village to outgrow its already limited resources. A number of village children have in recent years had to appeal to
obtain places at the village school, which had reached its designated capacity.

3. Site 118 is outside the village's existing settlement boundary. | see no justification for allowing the village to sprawl outwards into the countryside beyond the current and long-standing
parish boundaries, particularly when the Council has identified sites within the village for potential development.

4. Site 118 is on the edge of the Conservation Area, adjacent to a Listed Building (Tuthill Manor) and has a highly visible situation on the ridge, making it inappropriate for a residential
housing development.

5. The current permitted use of the Site is for agricultural purposes and that remains a viable use. It is not, as stated, a brownfield site.

6. The newest housing estate in the village was built at the southern end of the village, which benefits from the provision of appropriate pedestrian walkways through the village centre
and to the school. There are no pavements, or indeed verges, along which pedestrians can walk on the Kelshall Road or either of the two roads leading to the village centre (Pedlars
Lane and The Causeway). Nor (given their width and residents' parking) is there scope to build pavements. Both routes present significant pedestrian hazards (blind bends and parked
cars which block pedestrians' view of cars and vice versa, and which force pedestrians into the middle of the road). This makes this a highly unattractive site from a road safety
perspective. Indeed, the school would not countenance extending the 'walking bus' used for schoolchildren to this end of the village due to safety concerns.

6091 2 Bogie

Document Section: Site 118
Representation: Comment

| refer to the consultation in respect of the above Site proposed by Mr Bullard (RPS). There is a long planning history to this particular site and | would suggest that you consult with Mrs
Mary Caldwell, Head of Planning.

| would like to understand why the presentation of this Site and the sustainability appraisal summary (on which consultations are invited) are both inaccurate and partial. In particular, |
would draw your attention to the following:

1. The existing use of the Site is described as 'depot’, when in fact the only permitted use for the Site is agricultural use. Further, whilst there have in the past been multiple breaches of
planning control, and part of the site was for a period used for parking up to 3 HGVs, that use was brought to an end some years ago, and the Council authorised and instructed its
officers to take enforcement action in respect of non-agricultural use.

2. As a 'strength’, the site is described as 'brownfield land'. Brownfield land is the common term for 'previously developed land’, which is defined in relevant Planning Policy Guidance as
land which 'is or was occupied by a permanent structure (excluding agricultural or forestry buildings)'. The Site is and has not been occupied by a such a structure and should properly be
described as a greenfield site.

3. As a 'strength’, it is stated that the Site does not contain listed buildings. As the Site is outside the village's existing settlement boundary, this is hardly surprising! The same could be
said in respect of all other additional suggested sites on which you have sought comments, but this is not mentioned as a strength of any of those sites. The true position is that, if a Site
contained a Listed Building (or indeed a range of other buildings, eg a church), this would be a weakness. The absence of a weakness does not make that absence a strength.

4. The Site is contiguous to a Listed Building ¢, Tuthill Manor, my Grade Il Listed property. This is not included as a weakness. Contrast the position with the other two Sites on which you
are consulting in Therfield (Site 117 and Site 119). The fact that each of these sites is 'near to' Listed Buildings is specifically identified as a weakness.

Please advise whether the 'factual position' pertaining to the Site and the presentation of the strengths and weaknesses of the Site for residential development have been made in
reliance on representations made by the promoter, or whether it is your consultants who are responsible. | am obviously concerned that those considering your consultation paper, and
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Ref. Rep No. Applicant Agent
deciding whether or not to comment, have been seriously misled.
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Site 119
Ref. Rep No. Applicant Agent
0082 6 Kelshall Parish Meeting -
Clerk
Document Section:Site 119
Representation: Object

Response from Kelshall parish meeting re the above;
Comments on land allocation Therfield sites

Assuming these sites are outside the village's existing boundary settlement we consider that
neither site 117, 118 or 119 should be developed because the infrastructure is insufficient to to support any development (ie no shop for instance)

Public transport is thin on the ground the road structure is inadequate for increased volume of traffic and all the sites identified are within areas of archeological interest.
Has Therfield identified a need for affordable housing?
As far as Kelshall Parish meeting is concerned affordable housing equates to local people from Therfield and Kelshall, to include residents with existing family ties within the two villages.

In a recent study of possible housing need for Kelshall, one and a half dwellings were identified on this premise.
0459 134 CPRE - The Hertfordshire
Society
Document Section:Site 119
Representation: Object

This is a relatively large site in the designated Rural Area, just outside the boundary of the Selected Village of Therfield. Its development would cause Therfield to join up with the nearby
hamlet of Hay Green. This would be contrary to established policy in the current Local Plan of maintaining the existing countryside and villages and their character.
2959 54 English Heritage

Document Section: Site 119
Representation: Comment

Sites 118 and 119 are similarly in close proximity to the scheduled motte and bailey castle and lie close to the historic settlement core. They should be regarded as having archaeological
potential for medieval settlement remains whose character and significance would need to be established.

Both sites also adjoin Therfield Conservation Area and would affect its setting. In the case of Site 118, there is an opportunity to enhance the existing site in a sensitive way to act as the
entrance to the conservation area. Site 119 on the other hand has greater potential to harm the setting of the conservation area and the surrounding countryside, as well as the Grade II*
listed The Old Rectory. It is worth noting that the conservation area covers virtually the entire settlement of Therfield, suggesting a cohesive historic character. Such a large site at 119
could greatly detract from this character and we are likely to have reservations. At the very least, we would expect a development brief to be prepared.

3025 8 Therfield Parish Council

Document Section:Site 119
Representation: Object
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