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Representation on behalf of Various Clients with interests in the villages 
 
 

In respect of the approach to housing development in the villages – policies DPS3, DPS6, 

VILL1 and VILL4 

1.0 Introduction 

1.1 This paper augments the representations submitted on behalf of various clients (see Appendix A) 

      in respect of the approach the East Herts Pre-Submission District Plan takes to housing  

      development in the villages and responds to the questions raised (nos. 1 to 4) as part of Matter 2  

      The Development Strategy - Housing.  

 

1.2 Before addressing the specific questions raised by the Inspector, I would like to comment briefly  

      on the overall approach the Council has taken towards the villages. Given government  

      encouragement for the involvement of local communities in the planning of their  

      neighbourhoods, the reliance which the Plan places on Neighbourhood Plans for bringing  

      forward housing in the villages is perhaps understandable. Unfortunately, however, due in large  

      part to delays in bringing forward the District Plan and the level of housing need, it is not having  

      the desired effect. Rather, over the last two to three years, sites have been brought forward by  

      land owners and/or developers on an ad hoc basis, principally within the larger (generally Group 1)  

      villages that lie beyond the Green Belt (due to the inappropriateness of unallocated housing  

      development on the periphery of the larger Green Belt villages). This has meant that decisions  

      have had to be made on a site by site basis with no real attention being given to the proper  

      planning of each settlement. I envisage this will continue for at least another 18 to 24 months given  

      the length of time it will take for Neighbourhood Plans to be adopted. In some villages this will  

      mean that much, if not all, of their housing allocation will have been determined before their  

      Neighbourhood Plan comes into being. This also means that those land owners prepared to  

      abide by the system and await adoption of the Plan and the bringing forward of the Neighbourhood  

      Plan for their community have been placed at a disadvantage. This is not a sustainable approach  

      to the development of the District’s villages.  

 

2.0 Specific Issues 

Q 1. Where is the evidence to demonstrate that 300 dwellings could come forward in the villages from  

       2017 to 2022 and 500 within the Plan period? 

 

      I await with interest the Council’s response to this question as I do not find the evidence clear.  

      I am particularly confused by the level of regard which Parish Councils should give to the District  

      Council’s SLAA. The total housing numbers identified in the SLAA as potentially acceptable if  

      brought forward through a NP bears no relationship to the minimum level of growth identified in  

      Table 10.1 based on a 10% level of growth in the Group 1 villages which lie beyond the Green  

      Belt.  See below.  
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Village Table 10.1 

requirement 

SLAA Emerging 

Neighbourhood Plan 

Braughing 35 156 At least 35 

Hunsdon 37 89 Awaited 

Much Hadham 54 148 Awaited 

Standon & Puckeridge 146 297* 184 

Walkern 55 12** 85 

Hertford Heath None stated 40 Awaited 

Stanstead Abbotts/St 

Margarets 

None stated 19 No evidence of an 

intention to produce a 

NP 

Watton-at-Stone None stated 117 Awaited 

 500 of which only 327 

allocated 

878  

 

     *This figure includes a large allocation for 146 units on land known as Café Field north of the A120     

     (SLAA ref 35/004) even though the Council rejected an application for development on the  

     elevated part of the site. The emerging NP allocates the Café Field site for 93. 

     **The figure of 12 in the SLAA does not include the development allowed on appeal for 85 units on  

     land off Aubries, which is the basis for the NP allocation. 

     Hence, if regard is given to the findings of the Council’s SLAA the evidence suggests that  

     significantly more than 500 dwellings could be brought forward over the lifetime of the Plan.  

     However there does not appear to have been:-  

a) Any detailed analysis of the capacity of each site listed as achievable within the SLAA. Rather 

the quantum of development thought attainable appears to have been based only on the 

application of a standard density  (understood to be 25 DPH for the villages) to each site area 

irrespective of any site specific constraints; and/or 

b) Any cumulative assessment of the impact of development on the specific village itself and on 

the wider area in the event that all of the sites identified for each settlement should come 

forward. For example, it is noted that all of the possible sites listed in the SLAA within the 

parish of Much Hadham (ref 33) add up to nearly 150 units but the question arises of whether 

the village High Street/B1004 (already very congested by parked vehicles) could possibly cope 

with this quantum of development as well as the through traffic which it carries. Similarly, SLAA 

sites identified for Standon/Puckeridge (ref 35) approximate to 300 units but again it is 

questioned whether the cumulative impact of such numbers is acceptable particularly given the 

absence of any strategic planning in terms of roads, services, drainage etc.  
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      In the event that all of the village sites identified in the Final SLAA are deliverable then it is  

      apparent that land on the periphery of the proposed Group 1 villages is easily capable of bringing  

      forward the quantum of village development proposed by policy DPS3 as a minimum. Indeed, it  

      begs the question of why the contribution to overall housing from the larger villages is being  

      constrained given the level of need.  

 

      Looking at the speculative applications that have been submitted within the last couple of years or  

      so on the edge of some of the Group 1 villages that lie beyond the Green Belt (particularly  

      Hunsdon, Standon/Puckeridge and Walkern) also suggests that it ought to be possible to achieve  

      at least 300 houses within the first five years of the Plan period. 

 

 

Q2. Where is it demonstrated that this (ie 300 between 2017 to 2022 and 500 by 2033) would meet  

      the needs of the rural area? 

 

      Again, the answer to this question is awaited with interest as I am unaware of any evidence  

      regarding the level of housing need within the rural area.  I comment further on this in my answer  

      to Q3 below. 

  

      Given that the countryside of East Herts is “home to over one third of the District’s residents  

      housed in over one hundred villages of varying sizes”, as reported in Section 4.9.39 of The  

      Strategy Supporting Document prepared in connection with the Preferred Options consultation  

      which took place in spring 2014, it is important that adequate housing is allocated to the villages  

      to meet the needs of the rural area.  I do not consider that the current strategy fulfils this  

      requirement.  

 

 

Q3. What is the basis for the 10% increase in housing in Group 1 villages, which for some is only  

      35/37 dwellings? Would this meet the housing need until 2033? Could these villages take more  

      development? 

 

      A decision concerning the quantum of development to be derived from the villages appears to  

      have been taken at an early stage in the plan making process in connection with production of  

      The Strategy Supporting Document to the Preferred Options Consultation Draft 2014 (as reported  

      to the District Plan Executive Panel in July 2012). This explained that to be considered suitable for  

      development villages should be capable of accommodating a 10% increase based on the existing  

      number of dwellings. It was explained that government’s Right to Buy Q&A (2011) suggests a  

      maximum of 10% village expansion over a 10 year period. However, the Council took the view  
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     that a more conservative assumption of 10% spread over the 20 years of the Plan period was  

     considered a reasonable baseline.  Some 37 villages (See Appendix B) were then assessed at a  

     broad brush level to ascertain whether sufficient land was available to meet the 10% dwelling  

     increase planning assumption. 

 

     Villages accorded either a “Pass”, “Marginal Pass” or “Marginal Fail” were then carried forward to  

     the next round of assessment (described as Sieve 3). It was decided that those accorded a “Fail”  

     would not be assessed further. At that time eight villages were assessed as failing (Benington,  

     Brickendon, Datchworth, Gt Amwell, Hertford Heath, Stapleford, Tonwell and Waterford).  

   

     The conclusion from this exercise was that around 900 dwellings could be brought forward from  

     the villages (Report to District Plan Executive Panel July 2012). However by the time Preferred  

     Options was published for consultation in spring 2014 the development total for the villages had  

     been set at 500 over the lifetime of the Plan with just 250 to come forward in the first five years  

     (2016 to 2021). Whilst further work must have been done in connection with the Development  

     Strategy I remain unclear as to the planning justification for this relatively small quantum of  

     housing required to be derived from the District’s villages given the evidence of significantly  

     greater availability of sites.  

 

     The figure of 500 has been carried forward in The Pre-Submission Plan, albeit with a modest uplift  

     to 300 in the number of dwellings needed to come forward in the first 5 year period. Also, Table  

     10.1 indicates that these 500 dwellings should be derived only from Group 1 villages located  

     within the Rural Area Beyond The Green Belt (that is Braughing, Hunsdon, Much Hadham,  

     Standon/Puckeridge and Walkern). However the total number of dwellings indicated (327) is well  

     short of the minimum requirement of 500 meaning that provision on the periphery of the Group 1  

     Green Belt villages (Hertford Heath, Stanstead Abbotts & St Margarets and Watton-at-Stone) is  

     also required.  

 

     As noted in response to Q1, evidence from the SLAA suggests that some of the Group 1 villages  

     could accommodate additional development over and above the 10% requirement subject to  

     provision of satisfactory infrastructure. I additionally consider (as detailed in submissions made to  

     the District Plan)  that worthwhile contributions to housing could be brought forward from High  

     Cross/Thundridge and from Tewin, both of which I believe should continue to be categorised as  

     Group 1 villages as explored in my representations under ref. 1407 and 1419 for High Cross and  

     1445 and 1504 for Tewin. 
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Q4. Neighbourhood Plans – timescale for production and adoption; will 500 homes be delivered if  

      Neighbourhood Homes do not come forward within a reasonable timescale.   

 

      The Council’s web pages relating to Neighbourhood Planning activity indicate that of the eight  

      Group 1 Villages three (Braughing, Standon & Puckeridge and Walkern) have reached the  

      Regulation 14 consultation stage. Of the remaining five Group 1 villages, all but Stanstead Abbotts  

      & St Margarets have achieved designation with NPs at various stages of development. Hence  

      none of the villages yet has an adopted NP.  

 

      The Braughing NP states that sites for at least 35 dwellings have been identified (in accordance  

      with Table 10.1 of the Pre Submission District Plan). The Standon Parish NP has identified sites  

      for 184 dwellings, somewhat greater than the minimum requirement of 146, and Walkern has  

      identified a single site for 85 units based on a recent appeal decision (against a minimum  

      requirement of 55). Hence these three NPs, which are the closest to adoption, should ensure an  

      appropriate contribution to the District’s housing supply will come forward in these parishes.   

 

     Of the remaining five group 1 villages, Much Hadham is holding a public exhibition in September of  

     potential development sites whilst Watton-at-Stone has commissioned consultants to undertake an  

     assessment and report back in the autumn. Hunsdon has agreed to work jointly with Eastwick and  

     Gilston but to date appears not to have issued any public documents, possibly awaiting debate at  

     the EIP regarding The Gilston Area.  

 

      It was not until publication of the Pre-Submission Plan in autumn 2016 that Hertford Heath and  

      Stanstead Abbotts/St Margarets were “re-instated” as Group 1 villages, the Preferred Options Plan  

      of 2014 having proposed their down-grading to Group 2 settlements. Hence, it is understandable  

      that Hertford Heath has only relatively recently started to make significant progress with its NP. As  

      my representation ref. ID comment 2243 explores, I consider this village has the ability to make a  

      worthwhile contribution to rural housing requirements from site 25/001 land west of London Road  

      (opposite numbers 87 to 119) and the land owners are actively engaging in the NP process.  

      However, I await with interest information from the Council as to how it proposes to deal with land  

      allocations proposed in NPs on the periphery of the three Green Belt villages given that NPs  

      cannot alter Green Belt boundaries (an issue to be discussed under Matter 5 The Development  

      Strategy – Green Belt). The answer to this will impact upon the timescale within which housing will  

      be delivered in these three settlements.  

 

      This raises the issue of how much reliance Parish Councils should place on the findings of the  

      SLAA when they come to consider land allocations on the periphery of their settlements. I have  

      commented in detail on the two rounds of consultation relating to rural sites (Round 3 undertaken  

      in January 2016 and Round 4 undertaken in July 2016) which have informed the final SLAA  
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      published in November 2016 and my representations listed in Appendix A carried forward my  

      concerns with how some sites have been analysed.   

 

      I am, however, mindful of Hertfordshire County Council’s concerns that reliance on Neighbourhood  

      Plans is making it impossible to plan properly for education and other services and this issue  

      clearly needs to be addressed. 

 

      Generally in respect of the Village Development Strategy 

     The Council acknowledges in the conclusion to its Revised Housing Topic Paper issued in August  

      2017 that it cannot meet the updated OAN for the first five year period. Based on the analysis  

      above (and my original representations) there is demonstrable scope for the villages to make a  

      greater contribution during both the critical first five year period and over the lifetime of the Plan.  

      Appropriate modifications are therefore requested to the Plan to increase housing supply from the  

      villages.   

       

 

Jane R Orsborn BA Hons; Dip TP; MRTPI; DMS 

September 2017 
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Appendix A 

 

Clients represented:- 

 

The J C and L B Thompson Trust in respect of Aston; comment ID 1298 

 

Messrs A and J Rubino in respect of Hertford Heath; comment ID 2243. (NB The original 

representation was submitted on behalf of Barratt North London /David Wilson Homes who had an 

option on the site. The option expired early in 2017 and has not been renewed. Hence these 

representations are being carried forward on behalf of the land owners). 

 

Mr and Mrs M Cooper in respect of High Cross; comment ID 1407 

 

Mr B Oakley in respect of High Cross; comment ID 1419 

 

A T Bone & Sons in respect of Hunsdon; comment ID 2009 

 

Mr J Barton in respect of Tewin; comment ID 1445 

 

Mr T Bennison in respect of Tewin; comment ID 1504  

 

And 

 

Generally in respect of Chapter 10 The Villages; ID 2247 
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Appendix B 

Villages assessed as part of the preliminary village strategy:- 

Aston 

Bayford 

Bennington 

Birch Green 

Braughing 

Brickendon 

Buckland 

Cole Green 

Colliers End 

Cottered 

Dane End 

Datchworth 

Furneux Pelham 

Gt Amwell 

Hadham Ford 

Hertford  Heath 

Hertingfordbury 

High Cross 

High Wych 

Hunsdon 

Letty Green 

Little Hadham 

Much Hadham 

Puckeridge 

Spellbrook 

Standon 

Stanstead Abbotts & St Margarets 

Stapleford 

Tewin 

Thundridge 

Tonwell 

Wadesmill 

Walkern 

Waterford 

Watton-at-Stone 

Westmill 

Widford 


