
Summary of Responses to the Braughing Parish Neighbourhood Plan (Regulation 16 Consultation) 

 

Summary Document of Representations: 

This Document provides a summary of representations received during the Regulation 16 consultation on the Braughing 

Parish Neighbourhood Pan. This summary does not contain an exhaustive list of every representation and detail received. All 

comments received during the consultation were sent to the Independent Examiner in their entirety. 

 

Organisation Summary of Comments 

Thames Water General Comments 

Thames Water support the content of Policy 15 to ensure that sewage facilities are adequate to 

support additional housing. Such a policy is necessary to ensure that any necessary upgrades 

required to the sewerage network to accommodate new development are delivered ahead of the 

occupation of development. However, for accuracy and in order to align with emerging policy in 

the East Herts District Plan, it is considered that the policy should be revised as set out below: 

“Ensure that sewerage facilities are adequate to support additional housing by demonstrating 

that sufficient capacity exists within the sewerage network or that any necessary 

upgrades will be delivered ahead of the occupation of development.” 

 

Delivery of infrastructure 

Thames Water recommend that developers engage with them at the earliest opportunity to 

establish the following: 

- The developments demand for wastewater infrastructure both on and off site and can it be met; 

and 
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- The surface water drainage requirements and flood risk of the development both on and off site 

and can it be met. 

 

To avoid potential delays developers are advised to contact Thames Water as early as possible 

to discuss drainage requirements associated with any development to ensure that any 

development proposals are aligned with infrastructure requirements. 

Herts and 

Middlesex 

Wildlife Trust 

The intention of the plan towards protecting biodiversity is enthusiastically endorsed by HMWT. However, 

changes to the wording and small additions will make the document much more practically effective and 

consistent with NPPF and the emerging East Herts Local Plan. It needs a bit more definition to guide what 

will be required to achieve its aims. I have suggested some changes below which will ensure that 

measurable net gain to biodiversity can be achieved, protected species surveys can be required when 

needed, habitat creation can be steered so that it is most appropriate and beneficial for the ecology of the 

area, features for wildlife integrated into all new development, development made permeable to wildlife. 

These are all NPPF requirements that can be more effectively translated into this neighbourhood plan. 

Changes in red below; 

 

Braughing is a rural parish set in the chalk hills of NE Hertfordshire within the valley of the River Quin. 

Much of the surrounding land is rich, arable farmland and grazing areas with significant equestrian use. 

Other green areas of the parish form a patchwork of woodland, copses, native hedgerow (some ancient) 

and thickets as well as water meadows, meads, damp ditches, pasture and wildflower leys. There are many 

mature and ancient trees that provide a very specific habitat that does not exist in young trees; the greater 

spotted woodpecker, for example, will nest only in old wood. As such, all mature trees should be given the 

greatest protection. 

 

The chalk rivers Quin and Rib are significant features of the landscape. Such rivers are recognised as 
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providing a unique habitat for wildlife. As few as 200 chalk rivers exist worldwide. In 2012, a charter drawn 

up by conservationists called for them to be designated ‘Special Areas of Conservation’; an EU directive 

recognises their importance. The lanes, fords and chalk-bed rivers with their attractive appearance and 

rich flora and fauna are key features of the parish and deserve to be protected. These areas form wildlife 

corridors and numerous fox holes, badger setts and nesting sites are to be found along them. The two 

fords effectively cut off a section of the river, making it a safe haven for trout and protecting it from the 

invasion of American crayfish which damage aquatic life (Puckeridge already suffers from this problem). 

Lampreys are also in evidence in the River Quin. The rivers are flanked by tunnels of small trees and 

shrubbery, making them ideal breeding grounds for kingfishers and other birds. The marshy areas are 

home to toads, frogs and newts, while the rivers support fish, ducks, moorhens, heron and egrets. 

Lapwings breed in the long grass by the river bank and footpaths have been re-sited to protect this 

habitat. 

 

The natural environment for which the parish is noted supports hares, many species of bat (including the 

very rare barbastelle), common lizard and slow worm. Fallow and muntjac deer are commonly found in 

the parish, as well as badgers, foxes, voles, weasels and brown hare. Some of the fields are also home to 

the Roman snail (Helix pomatia), a protected species under the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981; it is 

illegal to kill, injure, collect or sell these snails. They were placed on the International Union for the 

Conservation of Nature (IUCN) Red List of threatened and endangered species in 2009. Appendix G 

provides further detail of local fauna. The area is rich in birdlife: owls, red kite, skylarks, yellowhammers 

(RSPB red status), woodpeckers and kingfishers, for example. Appendix F gives details of local birdlife. 

Many species of wildflower grow in the verges along the sunken lanes and in the meadows, attracting a 

large variety of butterflies and moths as well as bees, dragonflies and other insects. Grass snakes are also 

a common sight in some areas. Many of the fields surrounding the rivers act as floodplains, floodwater 

percolating through the underlying chalk; in periods of moderate to heavy rain, fields adjacent to the rivers 
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become waterlogged.  

 

Development should conserve and enhance the biodiversity of Braughing resulting in net gain to 

biodiversity, as directed by NPPF and the emerging East Herts Local Plan. To do this it is important that the 

ecological value of a development area is assessed in a repeatable, objective, transparent and fair way.  

Therefore, when required, development will be expected to use the DEFRA biodiversity assessment metric 

(Biodiversity Impact Calculator, Environment Bank 2015 or as amended) to demonstrate no net loss or net 

gain to biodiversity. This calculator objectively measures the biodiversity value of the proposal prior to 

development to ensure that the scheme can be designed to equal or exceeded this figure. 

When there is a reasonable likelihood of the presence of protected species on a development site, a 

protected species survey will be required. If protected species are found, measures that demonstrate how 

any impacts will be avoided, mitigated or compensated so that there is no negative impact on their 

population status. Any prescribed measures will need to be definitively stated, including the requirement 

for licences, and marked on plans. All ecological information must be provided by a suitably qualified 

individual and in accordance with BS 42020. 

 

Habitat creation and landscaping plans must maximise benefits to biodiversity by utilising appropriate 

native species wherever possible. Habitat creation should be guided by the Herts Environmental Records 

Centre Ecological Networks Mapping system. 

 

Imaginative enhancements for biodiversity will be sought in developments. Integrated features for wildlife 

will be expected to be incorporated into buildings where development borders open space. Development 

should be permeable to wildlife by including features such as dark corridors, hedgehog holes in fencing 

and native planting. Suitable buffers appropriate to the habitat concerned should be provided for all 

priority habitat impacted by development, e.g. 10m from watercourses and hedgerows, 15m from 
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woodland (in accordance with Environment Agency and Natural England guidance). 

 

Flooding is likely to be exacerbated by the addition of concrete building foundations. (See evidence and 

map of flood plain in Appendix B). Some local farmers have taken significant steps towards enhancing 

wildlife habitats and this should be continued. Land management schemes should be prepared by local 

land owners and development should take into account the conservation of species such as owls, bats and 

newts, the archaeological significance of the land and ensure that planting is managed carefully so as to 

enhance the environment and the visual appeal of the area.  

 

The footpaths and bridleways that cross the parish are also enjoyed by a great many walkers, cyclists and 

riders, many of whom come from outside the community. These visitors provide income for the local shop 

and public houses. Most of Braughing’s footpaths are protected under the Wildlife and Countryside Act 

1981. A statement of public rights of way in the parish was published in 2006. Some green spaces and 

recreational sites have been identified as examples of specific areas to be protected from new 

development – see Chapter 8. In addition, due consideration should be given to the protection of any site 

in an elevated position or visible from a distance, in particular those close to historic or listed buildings. 

Land that constitutes a large open space where ‘openness’ is part of the character of the landscape and 

those with amenity value should also be protected. 

 

11 Conserving and enhancing biodiversity  

Development will be supported where it:  

• Demonstrates a measurable net gain to biodiversity by utilising the DEFRA biodiversity assessment 

metric (Biodiversity Impact Calculator Environment Bank 2015 or as amended) 

• Does not impact on wildlife habitats or corridors, particularly the wildlife sites at the Old Vicarage and 

Braughing Friars East meadow, and seeks to protect and enhance them on the application site and 
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surrounding sites, wherever possible;  

• Keeps outside lighting to a minimum (as advised in the CACA to underline the rural quality of the area) to 

avoid disturbance to nocturnal species and preserve the view of the night sky;  

• Seeks to retain and restore existing hedgerows and protect mature trees (in particular the lines of hedges 

along Green End, Ford Street and the lanes and those lining the valley fields and meadows which have 

been identified in the CACA as important to the rural character of the Conservation Area) and encourage 

the planting of new hedgerows and woods, provided they do not impact priority views;  

• Any scheme adjacent to the main river should be designed with a naturalised buffer zone of at least 10m 

from the top of the bank of the brook in order to protect and enhance the conservation value of the 

watercourse and ensure access for flood defence maintenance. 

• Includes integrated features for wildlife within the brickwork of new buildings. 

Bidwells O/B of 

Diocesan Board 

of Finance of St 

Albans 

I write on behalf of my client, the Diocesan Board of Finance for St Albans, in response to the current 

consultation of the Pre-submission Braughing Neighbourhood Plan. My client owns land adjacent to the 

settlement boundary of Braughing and I advise that the site represents a more sustainable opportunity 

for development than what is currently proposed for allocation. In review of the Draft Neighbourhood 

Plan, we put forward numerous observations for consideration prior to submission to East Herts District 

Council. The response which we have received for these has been unsatisfactory and unsubstantiated. 

 

Land west of Pelham Road 

My client is the owner of a parcel of land west of Pelham Road. This site was put forward for 

consideration during the Site Assessment process for the Neighbourhood Plan and a representation was 

made for the site during the Draft Plan Consultation. Feedback to our representation made for the Draft 

Neighbourhood Plan states that ‘the neighbourhood plan team became aware of the possibility of this 

site coming forward during the site assessment process but interest was subsequently withdrawn. This 

site was not assessed in any detail as it did not appear to be available.’ 
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Both my client and I are unclear on how this conclusion has been reached. Interest was not withdrawn at 

any point and we would like to see the record where such action was made. We have concern that such 

misinformation will have influenced the creation of an important piece of planning policy. We require 

further explanation as to why this site has been withdrawn from consideration. 

 

Public Consultation 

My client would like to raise concern that the consultation on the Neighbourhood Plan has been 

extremely limited. We acknowledge that as part of the consultation process the Steering Team needed to 

engage with the local community through stalls at fetes and visits to schools. However, a Neighbourhood 

Plan consultation should not be restricted to only local stakeholders as has been the case and should 

instead focus on gaining a comprehensive picture of the planning context in Braughing. 

Indeed, the Pre-submission version of the Neighbourhood Plan does not once reference a Call for Sites 

for there was not one held. Using a Housing Survey as a means of requesting landowners to come 

forward, as stated on page 91 of the Pre-submission Neighbourhood Plan, cannot be considered an 

effective way of contacting land owners, especially when landowners may not be local residents, and can 

once again be deemed as an event which land owners were considered as an afterthought. 

 

The only other reference to consultation with local landowners is stated in section 5.4.3 of the 

Presubmission version of the Neighbourhood Plan in which it notes that ‘local landowners were 

encouraged, via several public events, to put forward land to the Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group for 

consideration.’ Firstly, this works on the presumption that all the landowners in the area are local 

residents that attend these events. Secondly, the list of events held between June and the first 

emergence of a list of potential development sites at the Open Day on the 21st November 2015 consist 

of: Braughing Fair and Wheelbarrow Race 2015, a school visit, an initial open day which is described as 
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being held ‘to inform residents’, another school visit, a Halloween fun day and yet another school visit. 

These are not events targeted at informing land owners that they should put forward land for 

consideration. There has been limited to non-existent direct outreach to local landowners. Part of the 

creation of a neighbourhood plan should be a process of identifying what the available options are and 

assessing what the best development sites are from this pool of choices. There has been a complete 

lack of positive planning in this regard for the Braughing Neighbourhood Plan. 

 

Policy 1: Sustainable Housing 

In our response to the Draft Braughing Neighbourhood Plan concern was raised that policy 1 is restrictive 

in the approach to seeking sustainable growth of the village. This has not been adequately addressed in 

a response from the Neighbourhood Plan Steering Team as will be outlined below. 

 

We noted that “the allocation of 26 dwellings, and pre-existing permissions for 8 dwellings, equates to 34 

dwellings, representing only 9.8% growth”. The Steering Group has justified these numbers by stating 

that there is an additional “single existing dwelling plot having been granted planning permission” which 

would thus put this above the 10% growth. However, the addition of this one dwelling, which has not 

been included in the Pre-submission version of the plan it should be noted, does not take away from the 

fact that this level of development will only marginally exceed the guide of a minimum of 10% growth 

stated by the East Herts District Council Emerging Local Plan. 

 

The Steering Group have commented that two sites have been identified in Policy 4 which are “likely to 

be developed” to add to the total housing number without demonstrating the deliverability of these sites 

within the plan period or viability of the sites. It is evident that growth is being restricted to a minimum 

figure instead of positively approaching growth. The sustainable credentials of the village and the desire 

identified with regards to retaining existing services such as the shop, post office and public houses will 
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be better met through seeking a positive approach to growth of the village. 

 

My client further added that “it should be made explicitly clear within Policy 1 that the 10% growth target 

is a minimum and the potential benefits of exceeding this are noted.” The response from the Steering 

Group stated that this is “clearly stated in the text”. However, it is re-iterated that it is fundamental that 

this is stated in Policy 1 as it is the foundation for which this policy is based and thus being included in 

the text alone is not enough. 

 

My client would like to re-iterate that there is not a clear strategy for how issues of affordability of housing 

within the village are to be addressed. The housing studies undertaken note responses with regards to 

downsizing for elderly residents and affordable housing for young families. Policy 1 does not clearly set 

out how these matters will be addressed. 

 

Furthermore, the approach for allocating sites for housing has focussed on smaller sites; this will 

preclude the ability to deliver affordable housing within the village where there is clearly an evidenced 

need. When responding to this concern which was raised at the Draft Neighbourhood Plan stage, the 

Steering Group’s response stated that ‘a neighbourhood plan does not have to identify sites for 

affordable housing’. However, the direct result of allocating smaller sites for development will mean that 

when the affordable housing requirements of the emerging Local Plan are applied, virtually no affordable 

housing will be required by the allocated development schemes in the village. As a result, the affordable 

housing need of the village is being overlooked through the Neighbourhood Plan. 

 

An additional point regarding deliverability is whether Registered Landlords would be willing to take on 

the management of affordable units when the sites only delivery a single or small group of affordable 

dwellings. With the current arrangement, it is unlikely an affordable housing provider would take on the 
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units leading to uncertainly over delivery of affordable housing within the village. 

 

Site Allocations 

There is still a lack of clarity in the Pre-submission version of Braughing’s Neighbourhood Plan with 

regards to the precise expectation of development to be delivered, with sites 2, 4, and 5 which is noted 

as being dependant on the surrounding character / density. There continues to be some vagueness with 

regards to testing the deliverability of sites on matters such as access; for example, site 1 proposes a 

new access close to an existing junction, and it is not clear whether relevant testing of this access 

position has been carried out. 

 

Delivering the required growth needed in Braughing is essential for ensuring the soundness of the 

Neighbourhood Plan. Contrary to the comments made in response to our representation to the Draft 

Neighbourhood Plan, the vagueness of proposed housing numbers in the submission version of the Plan 

does leave a level of uncertainty about whether the sites will be deliverable and to what extent they will 

be able to contribute to the growth of the village, and thus there is uncertainty over the soundness of the 

Neighbourhood Plan. 

 

Further commentary is provided in detail to the following Site Allocations: 

 

Site 1: Land behind the Post Office 

The Steering Group stated in response to our client’s representation to the Draft version of the 

Neighbourhood Plan, that amendments have been made to include Hertfordshire County Highways 

comments on access to Site 1; however, this matter is not resolved; there continues to be a concern that 

the proposed access to this site is too close to the junctions of Malting Lane, Green End and Hull Lane 

and as to whether this will be a suitable access to serve the development or may limit the capacity of the 
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site. 

 

Site 2: Land to rear of Chestnuts (5) Green End 

The level of development is not clear for this allocation in the Pre-submission Neighbourhood Plan, 

despite the justification given by the Steering Committee in response to our client’s representation made 

to the draft plan. 

 

Site 3: Ford Street, Farm Barns 

There continues to be some uncertainty over whether 3 or 4 new build homes will be provided in the 

description of the development. No detail on affordable housing is provided with the allocation 

description. The plan is insisting on only stating a minimum of 11 dwellings for this site when a 

development of 15 dwellings would be able to contribute towards affordable housing in the village. This 

dismissal is being justified under the remit that affordable housing should only be considered through 

East Herts planning policy and national guidance, despite an identified need found in the Housing Survey 

conducted during the preparation of this Neighbourhood Plan. 

The site is some distance from the core of the village and could lead for pressures for development 

between the site and the existing settlement edge. This pressure will likely emerge whether the land is 

allocated for development/within the village boundary in the Neighbourhood Plan as the land will appear 

as a logical extension of the village. 

 

Site 5: Pelham Barns 

My client reiterates their concern with this proposed allocation. It is again noted that the site contains 

existing barn type structures that are prominent in the local landscape and visible from some longdistance 

views. The details within the allocation are not clear over the precise form that the development 

may take place. As a result, the potential harm on the local landscape caused through the development 
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of this site cannot be adequately considered therefore raising questions as to the suitability of this as a 

housing site. 

 

An issue with the site is the lack of a clearly defined boundary that encloses the site. When addressing 

my client’s concern on this during the consultation on the Draft Plan, the Neighbourhood Plan Steering 

Team’s response states that ‘the site has clear existing boundary’, but does not provide evidence or a 

proper justification to substantiate the claim that is made. Given the location of the site it is a logical 

location for there to be pressure for future development on the land to the east and north should this site 

be developed. This would significantly harm the setting of the village. 

 

Land west of Pelham Road 

My client is the owner of a parcel of land west of Pelham Road, and defined by existing roads that run 

along the north and west boundaries, to the south is the curtilage of an existing residential property. 

The site comprises grazing land at the northern extent of the settlement of Braughing. Recorded as 

0.97ha, the site has dense vegetated boundaries to the north and west and these reduce the site 

developable area to some extent (approx. 0.7Ha). 

 

Paragraph 5.4.1 of the DBNP provides a guide to the assessments that have been applied to the 

proposed allocated sites. A brief assessment has been undertaken against the site with regard to the 

matters noted in 5.4.1 of the DBNP; this is provided as an appendix to this letter. 

My client would like to re-iterate the availability of this site for allocation in the Braughing Neighbourhood 

Plan. The clear advantage over allocating this site is the clearly defined and well established boundaries 

that exist; ensuring development will be contained within the site and not lead to pressures for 

development beyond the site in the future. The existing extensive screening surrounding the site would 

assist in facilitating development within the site without compromise to the wider character of the area. 
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The site has capacity to deliver housing in a sensitive manner but also with a level of development that 

could bring forward affordable housing to meet the needs of younger families and also housing 

specifically designed to meet the needs of older residents. 

 

Conclusion 

The Pre-submission Braughing Neighbourhood Plan appears to demonstrate a good level of detail with 

regards to representing the views of local residents. My client would respectfully ask for consideration of 

the comments made above, particularly with regard to the apparent withdrawal of their site and the poor 

consultation of local landowners. 

 

My client owns land, to the west of Pelham Lane, as detailed above, and we suggest that the allocation 

of this site can provide a more suitable development than others proposed for allocation within the 

Presubmission Braughing Neighbourhood Plan. 

The Braughing 

Society 

We would like to express our support for the general objectives and essence of the BPNP and fully 

appreciate the enormous amount of work that has gone into its making.  

 

There does however appear to be a number of contradictions in the criteria and site allocation, and some 

vagueness in the wording of stated policies that could potentially be exploited by developers. 

 

There is no requirement in the NPPF for a neighbourhood plan to identify sites for development. If suitable 

sites are identified that truly meet the needs and objectives of a plan then that is good, but where a site 

conflicts with stated policies and in the interests of protecting the village, then it would be dangerous to 

include it because of the precedent it would present as part of that community’s NP. 
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The results of the Housing Survey showed that 77% of respondents wanted development to take place on 

Brownfield sites, and this is in line with the NPPF. 

It is therefore not clear why 3 x Greenfield sites have been included – Site1, Site2 and Site 4. All three of 

these sites have serious failings, particularly regarding access.  

 

As a Category 1 village Braughing is required to provide 35 new dwellings over the next 15 years – Half of 

these must be built within the first 5 years, ie17-18, in the first five years. This figure can be met with the 

other suitable sites in the Plan – Site 3 (7 dwellings currently under consultation ) and Site 5 Pelham Barns 

(4 dwellings). Also to be included in our allocation are - Land east of Green End Farm (8 dwellings) and 

Land at the back of Causeway House (1 dwelling). 

 

In addition two brownfield  sites have been identified through the neighbourhood planning process which 

have the potential to provide land for development in the near future – they are Land at the rear of 7 

Green End, and the site of the former butcher’s shop 15 Green End. There are also other empty buildings 

in the village that could be converted, such as the Congregational Hall and adjoining caretaker’s house in 

Green End. 

 

While we question the inclusion of Sites 2 and 4, particularly on grounds of access, the inclusion of Site 1 is 

completely unacceptable and fails almost every criterion. 

 

Site 1 ‘Land behind the Post Office’: why this site does not meet the criteria and should be removed 

from the NP. 

 

Site 1 overwhelmingly fails to meet the essential criteria, and development on this site would destroy the 

heart of the village, thus: 
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Setting: 

This site lies in the very heart of the conservation area, bordered to the north by Fleece Lane, the river 

Quin to the east and Malting Lane to the south with a row of mainly historic and listed buildings on its 

western ridge. It occupies a prominent, elevated position with views across the Quin valley, Fleece Lane, 

The Church, The Causeway, the Old School and the Ford. This site is consequently visible from all of these 

locations.  

 

History: 

Site 1 is one of a number of large open fields in Braughing that have their origin in their use for holding 

fairs in medieval times. As such this and others like it reflect the historical influences that shape the unique 

landscape character of Braughing. 

 

Until recently (2012) this field had been one large open space, little changed since medieval times. 

 

 The previous owner, who had owned it for a number of years, decided to sell it in 2012 having been 

assured he would not get permission to build. It was sold for agricultural rates and divided into two halves. 

The eastern half retains its status as an important open space, part of the river corridor but the upper 

western side has been wrongly put forward in the NP. 

 

POLICY 5: HOUSING DEVELOPMENT SITE 1 

 

From page 28 of the Plan we would like to comment on the following statements of criteria given in 

support of development on this site – 
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1) Provides ‘at least’ five new homes to meet identified local need for smaller homes. 

 

This statement of at least, gives no upper limit to the number of homes, only a minimum! Potentially a 

developer could use it as carte blanche to build as many homes as could be fitted in and all within the legal 

framework of the NP. 

 

While Criterion 1 states the new homes should identify the local need for smaller homes, under Density it 

states ‘The site should provide at least five homes within this area to ‘enable a mix of sizes’. This vague 

statement could be interpreted by a developer as a mix of anything – A mix of four and five bed mansions 

perhaps? 

 

2) Preserves and enhances the character of the conservation area. 

 

As demonstrated above, this site is in an elevated position. It lies at the heart of Braughing’s conservation 

area, bordered by some of Braughing’s most enchanting places. Its open character forms an essential part 

of the form and setting of the village. 

 

Because of its steep slope any building that takes place will involve terracing the landscape (such as was 

done at Pound Close and Pentlows). This involves retaining walls and levelling and will utterly destroy the 

natural contouring, making an ugly heap in the middle of this currently beautiful timeless setting. 

 

Car parking:  

The NP specifies that all new dwellings must be allocated at least 2 parking spaces, so space for a 

minimum of ten cars must be added to the area of concrete and hard standing taken from this meadow 

for development. The presence of parked cars will further diminish the visual amenity of this part of the 
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village. 

 

 

3) Scale and design of homes should have regard to the sensitivity of the site in the heart of the village. 

 

No building could fail to have a devastating and lasting impact on surrounding heritage assets and 

landscape setting.  

 

Under ‘Density’ it is stated that the only part of this site that is suitable for development is that lying 

immediately behind numbers 8a-14 Green End 

These residents, living in the houses along the western ridge will suffer a severe and permanent 

deterioration in their quality of life. A service road will be built along the end of their short back gardens. 

This will add to the hard standing and concreting of the meadow. It will also involve much levelling and 

terracing of the hillside. 

 

Even low bungalows will detract and destroy their present beautiful unspoilt views. Noise, lighting, garden 

paraphernalia, including raised fencing, walling and parked cars will create an eyesore and destroy the 

tranquillity of this special place. 

 

4) Creates a new safe access to the site (subject to the approval of the Highways Authority) 

 

Two possible options have been put forward for vehicular access to the site, both absurd. 

 

‘The 1st possible option’ involves traffic coming out of this already dangerous corner on a sharp upward 

slope. Even if the whole area around this access point were completely rebuilt it would be a major task to 
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reconcile the many levels, slopes, and sightlines. These would also have to take into account the problems 

of traffic from many directions. From the B1368 (both north and south), from Malting Lane going east and 

west round a sharp blind bend, from Hull Lane and the slip road in front of the shop. Because this is a 

shop and Malting Lane a popular route for pedestrians there are always many pedestrians around this 

point. 

 

‘The 2nd possible option’ is equally dangerous. This option involves carving a ramp into the side of the bank 

on the blind bend towards the top of Malting Lane. This option could be disastrous for pedestrians!  This is 

a steep narrow lane with the additional seasonal hazards associated with the ford. In freezing weather the 

lane can become lethal as a sheet of ice can form caused by cars driving through the ford. During heavy 

rain flooding is common. 

 

Both the proposed ‘possible options’ for access would involve unacceptable harm to the conservation area 

and permanently alter for the worse the character of the street scene. This is a part of the village first seen 

by visitors coming into Braughing from the B1368. 

 

7) Height and siting of homes should take account of the topography of the site and the amenities of 

adjacent occupiers. 

 

See comments given under 2) and 3) 

 

‘Justification’ 

The first reason given in the Plan to justify Site 1 ‘s inclusion is that it was proposed by the landowner! 

Surely the site needs to be suitable and agree with the criteria, otherwise any landowner could have their 

site included.  
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The ‘justification’ goes on to say ‘The site is well shielded from the public realm; hence it is not identified as an 

‘important open space to be protected’  This statement is demostrably untrue. The site could not be more in 

the public realm, being in an elevated position in the heart of the conservation area and visible from many 

of Braughing’s most popular spaces. 

 

We are assured however that ‘good urban design will be essential to the delivery of a suitable 

development scheme’ ‘Urban’, coming from the Latin ‘urbs’, meaning ‘town’, gives no confidence that this 

will indeed lend itself to our beautiful rural village! 

 

Individual General  

I do not support, together with a very high number of Braughing residents the Planning Strategy that 

designated our village as a Category 1. Though I appreciate that this is now too late to influence that 

decision it does again question for me the validity of these requests for public feedback which are 

seldomly acknowledged and never seemingly appear to be of any influence. ( in January 2016, the 

Braughing Category Challenge, a Paper of 10,000 words, supported by 83 resident families and endorsed 

by the Braughing Soc with a membership of over 300) was submitted to East Herts Planning but was only 

acknowledged.)? Since then strong local opposition to the illogical reshaping of the conservation 

boundaries around Braughing, the introduction of a 20 mph zone, when all the residents in Ford st, ( a 

principle access to the village) asked for the zone to be extended to include a bottleneck section without 

pavements, were rejected after public consultations. 

 

Specifics 

1. How the Neighborhood plan was prepared : p4 

Construction of Sub Committee 
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In the assembly of the NP Committee volunteers were formed into subcommittees, the housing sub 

committee was initially chaired by a villager who later presented their own land as one of the proposed 

sites, similarly a further one, and possible 2,  other representatives on that committee were in a similar 

position. The Chairman of the PC was approached to simply introduce a rule which did not allow this from 

the offset, however, this was declined and a Parish Councillor was introduced to oversee the process. 

Though these Villagers were not apparently present when their sites were discussed they have had 

influence in the overall site selection, screening, policy criteria including access, as representatives of our 

village, to privileged discussions with the East Herts Planning dept. I would suggest that though 

experienced input from Developers is welcomed to enrich planning, here in Braughing,in this case, it has 

made many feel very uncomfortable with the process. 

 

During the assembly of the BPNP the Braughing District Councillor Harris Quinney has not contributed and 

has been absent at all key strategic District meetings and has been uncontactable  .........  

 

2. Vision and Objectives : p5/6 

Vision describes to : support, endorse, maintain, involve 

Objectives describes to : protect, preserve, seek, endorse, foster, 

 

I would like the plan to be more proactive/ aspirational by suggesting to : - Create, enhance, develop, 

target, introduce, etc 

By addressing in more detail :  

1. ALL the increasing traffic and speed problems in the village, highlighted in the Village survey, with 

specific and focussed recommendations. 

2. An intent to prepare and publish a clear Emergency Action/ Communication Plan ( we are Nationally 

under the highest alert threat since the IRA bombings in the 80s)  
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3. By considering benefits of some village led Group purchasing initiatives 

4. Intent in developing Youth participation as stakeholders in village decision making. 

5. An Update of the Village Directory of clubs and Societies 

6. By making financial provision for fighting Predatory Planning Applications 

7. Identifying clear projects of local benefit/ planning gain to optimise benefit from S106 windfall in our 

own village.  

 

4. Policy Housing density : /p10 / p22-23 

The application of this policy should consider site gradients as Braughing is within a valley and the ground 

falls away. In reality this can distort applying the same occupation formulas as to level sites. This can 

result, where there are steep gradients, such as at Pentlows, in over concentrated densities to parts of a 

site in order to meet an overall target. 

 

5. Housing Developments : site 1 / p10 /p27-28 

The survival of a Shop and PO on this site is an essential part of the village infrastructure and its 

sustainability, particularly within a now expanding community, is extremely important.  I do not believe 

that this priority and dependancy has been sufficiently described. 

 

To avoid simple property speculation and the risk that the shop could be closed, I believe the NPlan should 

clearly stipulate and only support development on this site that is conditional on very extended and 

specified terms, beyond currently outlined, and that are linked intrinsically with the sustainability of the 

shop/PO and do not adversely affect the conservation area. 

 

Accumulative impact Housing Developments / p12 

The NPlan has not addressed the accumulative impact of the proximity of 3 proposed sites, 2 sites in Hull 
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lane and the proposed site to rear of the Post Office which together will significantly add to potential traffic 

risk of access /exit within a small concentrated section on the very busy B1368, at the top of Maltings Lane. 

 

10. Conservation /p13 

The scope has not included reference to avoiding 3 storey developments which are normally considered 

inappropriate within rural locations. 

 

I would recommend that new build is from a colour palette similar to surrounding buildings and to avoid 

as seen recently the stark contrast when comparing the soft grey and creams of St Mary's grade 1 listed 

church with the harsh red brick of the adjacent Pentlows development. 

 

15. Infrastructure / p12 

The scope has not included reference to applying controls in new street lighting and the desire to lose 

night glow which has an adverse impact on wild life. 

 

16. Employment  /p15 

No reference to high numbers now working from home and the enrichment of skills and opportunity that 

this is bringing into rural communities  ( now 14% of national population ) 

 

18. Spending Priorities /p15  

I would like acknowledged and included within this section, the concerns of those residents, as 

recommended in the Village Design Statement, 2004, the introduction of traffic calming measures within 

Ford st. particularly as this street is heavily used by lorries and tractors, as well as the stables, and has a 

very narrow section without pavements. Recently this hazard has become more acute with the diversion of 

traffic from the Maltings Lane road alterations.  



Summary of Responses to the Braughing Parish Neighbourhood Plan (Regulation 16 Consultation) 

Organisation Summary of Comments 

 

5. What tenures of housing do we need ? /p18-19 

Within the description of housing " affordable " homes seems to fall in 2 categories, subsidised housing 

which helps public workers, young people get onto the property ladder and to get started, or simply social 

housing. The principle of providing affordable housing I fully support, but I do most strongly oppose 

providing social housing in rural communities with limited facilities, especially when accommodating 

London overspill which has been created through high demands from overseas investors ( current figures 

suggest 70% of London new build going to foreign investment ! ) This demand at the top end of the market 

is sustaining high prices, increasing demand within the Home Counties, and threatens further inroads into 

the greenbelt. 

 

Policy 1 : sustainable housing /p20 

I would like to see included in the NP in some way a legacy, as  adopted by some other villages, that 

Braughing residents or relatives are placed at the head of the queue when new property is marketed 

particularly with affordable housing. 

 

Policy 5 : Housing dev - site 1/p27-28 

In addition to the previous comments regarding the unique importance of this development with regard to 

infrastructure and  sustainability of the Shop / PO  ( perhaps referred to within justification ) it would be 

useful if this scheme also provided clarity with regard to its :  

1. Access on a blind and dangerous bend 

2. Parking for shop and PO customers. 

3. Accumulative impact of traffic on this corner when taken with other site proposals close by. 

4. Central location which will strongly impact on the village setting and landscape character requiring 

high quality architectural input to enhance the village.  
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5. Providing as a gain, a footpath along the Maltings Lane elevation 

 

Policies 6&8 : Sites 2 & 4 / p29,33 

These proposals do not recommend maximum numbers and as adjacent should be perhaps viewed as 

one site as they will have an accumulative impact on the immediate location and character ie. 

noise,emergency access,services,compatible architecture,density and roof levels.  

 

Policy 9 : Site 5 /p 35 

In line with recommendations elsewhere screening and landscaping recommended as the site is on the 

edge  of the village. 

 

Policy 9: Green spaces protected views /p51,52 

The protected plan does not extend to include the whole village to the south including the whole ofFord st 

and Stortford Lane yet extends north to Hay st. With both Braughing and Puckeridge designated as 

Category 1 villages I would like to see included in the plan field views protected between these two 

Parishes to avoid them in the future joining up 

 

Policy 18 : p64 Spending priorities  

I support all the recommendations within this section and would like to further suggest including 

addressing the  seasonal flooding to parts of B1368 at the top of Gravelly Lane and the entry to Ford st. 

 

Summary  

I believe the BPNP to be of quality however some aspects of the plan have been dictated by an urgent 

need to meet a housing provision which has been led by an early call for sites. Already in the brief life of 

the plan  other locations are emerging which are less onerous and intrusive into greenbelt.  
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A characteristic of Braughing are properties with large gardens it might be assumed that these will come 

forward at some point and I believe the NP should perhaps provision a percentage for these, as infill, 

within the housing quota as natural organic growth.  

Individual  Support for the Neighourhood Plan and allocation of housing at Site 1. 

Individual  Express support for the general objectives of the BPNP but vagueness of wording and contradictions in the 

criteria and site allocation could potentially be exploited by developers. 

 

Not clear why 3x Greenfield Sites have been included when 77% of respondents to the Housing Survey 

wanted development to take place on Brownfield sites. All sites have serious failings particularly regarding 

access. No need for 3x Greenfield sites to be included as there is no requirement in the NPPF for a 

Neighbourhood Plan to identify sites for development.  

 

Site 1 – Land behind the Post Office – Why the site does not meet the critieria and should be removed 

from the NP: 

 

Development of this site would destroy the heart of the village: 

 

Setting; this site lies the very heart of the conservation area, bordered to the north by Fleece Lane, the 

River Quin to the east and Malting Lane to the south with a row of mainly historic and listed buildings on 

its western ridge. Prominent elevated position, this site is consequently visible from all of these locations. 

 

History; site 1 is one of a number of large open fields that have their origin of use for holding fairs in 

medieval times it therefore reflects the historical influences that shape the unique landscape character of 
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Braughing. The upper western side has been wrongly put forward in the NP. 

 

Policy 5: Housing development site 1: 

 1) this statement of ‘at least’ gives no upper limit to the number of homes, only a minimum. Developer 

could use it as a carte blanche to build as many homes as could be fitted in. Criterion 1 could be 

interpreted by a developer as a mix of anything.  

 

2) Because of the steep slope any building that takes place will involve terracing the landscape, this 

involves retaining walls and levelling and will utterly destroy the natural contouring making an ugly heap in 

the middle of this currently beautiful timeless setting. 

 

Car Parking; NP specifies that all new dwellings are allocated 2 parking spaces. The presence of parked 

cars will further diminish the visual amenity of this part of the village. 

 

3) No building in this meadow could fail to have a devastating and last impact on surrounding heritage 

assets and landscape setting. Under ‘density’ it is stated that the only part of this site that is suitable for 

development is that lying immediately behind numbers 8a – 14 Green End. These residents, living in the 

houses along the western ridge will suffer a severe and permanent deterioration in their quality of life. A 

service road will add to hard standing and concreting of meadow. Even low bungalows will detract and 

destroy present beautiful unspoilt views. 

 

4) Two possible options have been forward for vehicular access to the site, both absurd. Both the 

proposed possible options for access would involve unacceptable harm to the conservation area and 

permanently alter for the worse the character of the street scene, this is a part of the village first seen by 

visitors coming into Braughing from the B1368. 
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7) the Plan, in its present form, will not deliver the essential smaller, affordable homes that are needed for 

sustainable development. The Housing Survey clearly demonstrates that what the community wanted and 

needs were small affordable homes  

Of the 5 sites only one (site 3) will provide affordable homes in line with government guidance. How can 

the need for small scale developments within small rural communities like Braughing be enforced. Of 

concern, There are no precise requirements for size, type, height and design of dwellings; surely in a NP 

such precision and specification is vital if the Plan is to be legally watertight. 

 

Conclusion; the plan in its present form will not bring about sustainable development – the lack of specific 

detailing and impacts on local residents, heritage assets and landscape character will cause irreparable 

harm to our beautiful village. Results from the Housing Survey appear to have been completely 

disregarded with 3 unsuitable greenfield sites included. The clear need for smaller affordable dwellings 

has been ignored. Site 1 should be deleted from the draft NP. 

 

Individual On a macro level the Braughing Parish Neighbourhood Plan has been well researched in a consultative 

manner and the document is constructed professionally. On a more detailed level, specifically with regard 

to site policies and criteria which would not be supported by EHDC planning officers have been 

erroneously placed upon allocated sites. We also object to the inconsistent approach to the policies for 

each allocated site and we must draw your attention to the distinct anomalies regarding policy justification 

for each site. 

 

Policy 6 for site 2: 

 

Site 1 has a policy that states ‘creates a new safe access to the site subject to the approval of the highway 
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authority’. Site 5 states ‘new vehicular access to be agree with highway authority’. Site 2 does not have an 

access policy to be agreed via the Highways Authority and is a clear anomaly. The BPNP pre-submission 

document stated a criterion for Site 2 as ‘access from the existing driveway from 5 Green End’, this was 

removed as a criterion for the BPNP submission document but remains marked on the site 2 map and 

noted under Access as ‘access via Hull Lane would not be supported’. This is ambiguous to it as a criterion 

but retain it on the site map and in policy wording.   

 

Regarding the section marked Access for Site 2, ‘Residents in Hull Lane perceive its junction with Green 

End dangerous and difficult to negotiate’. This is nothing more than the perception of residents in Hull 

Lane who are against development on this site and cannot be a justifiable reason for preventing access 

from Hull Lane. No recorded accidents and Highways Authority and Independent Transport Assessor 

concluded that the impact of traffic on Hull Lane and Green End junction would be minimal and 

permission should not be restricted for Highways reasons. It is noted that Site 4 is not attributed with the 

same comments regarding the junction this is again an inconsistent approach to policies.  

 

Within ‘Access’ for site 2 it notes; ‘the landowner has offered a new access via an existing driveway to no. 5 

Green End’. It fails to note that the Planning Officers and the landowner showed a preference for access 

off Hull Lane for three units as recommended by Council Officers in a pre-app with East Herts despite this 

information being shared with the Neighbourhood Plan team. This is highly misleading.  

 

Design and Layout for site 2; the hedge along Hull Lane is referred to as ‘identified in the Braughing 

Conservation Area Appraisal as making a positive contribution to the area and therefore requiring 

protection’. The CACA does identify the hedge along Hull Lane as making a positive contribution but it does 

not state that the hedge requires protection. This is demonstrated by the fact that the author of the CACA 

report recently commented that, ‘a relocated bank and a new hedge along Hull Lane is an elegant 
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compromise that will restore the aesthetic of the existing hedge’. These comments demonstrate that the 

hedge does not need to be retained in its current position.  

 

Further inconsistency in Design and Layout for site 2 whereby Policy 6 states that a dwelling at the rear of 

the site ‘must resemble and agricultural building’ and justification for the policy is that the site borders 

open countryside. Site 2 in fact, does not border open countryside. At the rear of the site, it borders the L 

shaped domestic garden of Larkspur and the driveway and parking to Lark’s Hill (4 Green End). The 

justification is false. 

 

By comparison, site 1 borders open countryside and yet there is no requirement for the houses to 

resemble agricultural buildings. Site 3, which borders open countryside, requires dwellings to be cottage 

style rather than agricultural. Site 5 which is on the edge of the village and completely surrounded by open 

countryside is only required to ensure that buildings at the rear of the site resemble agricultural buildings. 

This is another inconsistent approach to policies.  

 

Inconsistent policy regarding location of site 2; justification for criterion 3 of policy 6 being ‘ the site in the 

heart of the village’ and justification for criterion 8 of policy 6 ‘a development on the edge of the village’. 

 

No evidence that an agricultural building would relate to existing development on Green End as houses in 

that vicinity and early 18th and 19th variations. The location of any dwelling to the south of site 2 would be 

so well screened by the large number of mature trees and dense hedges that it would be very difficult to 

see from the B1368 or surrounding area. Policy is too prescriptive and cannot be reasonably justified.  

 

Previous East Herts officer comments relate to a barn design being out of context and character therefore 

policy 6 is imposing numerous detailed criteria on the development of the site that are contrary to the 
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expert opinions of Officers. 

 

As site 2 is in the Conservation Area a high standard of design and detailing that is reflective of the historic 

buildings in the village cannot be confined to that of an agricultural building.  

 

Ongoing prejudice from Parish Council and Neighbourhood Plan team regarding Site 2: 

- Site 2 map continues to misrepresent classification of land (despite this being commented on during 

pre-submission and the BPNP team agreeing that they would make changes) 

- Site map continues to define too specifically the placement of the three units facing onto Hull Lane 

(despite this being commented on during the pre-submission and the BPNP team confirming that 

they would make changes). 

- BPNP submission document referring to removal and deletion of site 2 from the NP if planning app 

3/17/0239/FUL were approved. In contrast, site 3, which has a recent planning approval despite not 

being in full accordance with the policies of the BPNP Submission is not noted to be removed abd 

deleted. 

- Minutes of Braughing Parish Council February 2017 meeting, refer to the landowner of Site 2 as 

exhibiting, ‘poor behaviour’, not ‘not behaving in a proper manner’ and that ‘the NP steering group is 

very angry that the applicants have not acted in good faith’. The minutes fail to record that the 

chairman stated that ‘the landowner should not hold her head up in Braughing’ and that ‘she has 

stabbed the village in the back’ despite these violent comments being made in a public meeting. The 

Chairman further commented ‘the applicants could withdraw the application and behave in a 

proper manner – although he expected that this would fall on deaf ears’.  

- Braughing.org website referring to Planning Application for 4 houses on Land to the rear of 

Chestnuts as ‘significant threat to the village’ at a time of UK terrorism threat level reclassification 

from severe to critical. No other application has been treated in this manner. 
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- Ignoring information and omitting to declare information, including pre-app and advice theron, that 

was given to the BPNP by the landowner of site 2 as part of the consultation process. 

 

Incorrect site classification and misrepresentation of size of the site referred to as ‘land to the rear of 7 

Green End’: 

The site is illustrated on the Policies Map and indicated as B1. The land mass and allocated density for this 

site (minimum 11 homes) appears to include 2 Hull Lane and associated driveways and gardens of 7 Green 

End and 2 Hull Lane. The entire site is illustrated and classified as brownfield although technically only the 

warehouse to the rear of 7 Green End should be classified as such. Number 2 Hull Lane plus associated 

driveways and garden of 7 Green End are included within the site map and thus within the calculation of 

the site size but should not be classified as brownfield. The allocation of a minimum of 11 homes is not 

only inaccurate and misleading but it is inconsistent with other sites e.g. Site 2, land to the rear of 

Chestnuts, which does not have the suggested access area from B1368 included within its site map, land 

size calculation or density. Furthermore, in a recent objection letter from the Braughing Parish Council 

with regard to 3/17/2342/FUL, the PC notes ‘the existing access and turning area to 26 Green End should 

not be considered part of the site for the calculation of density’. A different method of density calculation 

should not be permitted in the BPNP for Land to the rear of 7 Green End. 

EHDC Housing I have a number of comments from the Affordable Housing perspective. 

The plan makes lots of references to 'identified local housing need'. This local housing need appears to be 

for all tenures. 

The Draft District Plan sets out the preferred housing mix requirements for both market and affordable 

sizes. The plan identifies sites and there is some wording about Rural Exception Sites but it is not clear if 

they have identified potential Rural Exception Sites. They have undertaken a Housing Needs Survey as part 

of their Neighbourhood Plan Survey but the Appendix does not show the key results which would be 

helpful. 
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Gladman 

Developments 

Ltd. 

Braughing Neighbourhood Plan 

This section highlights the key issues that Gladman would like to raise with regards to the content of the 

BNP as currently presented. It is considered that some policies do not reflect the requirements of national 

policy and guidance, Gladman have therefore sought to recommend a series of alternative options that 

should be explored prior to the Plan being submitted for Independent Examination. 

 

Site Allocations 

Whilst wishing to make no specific comments on the individual sites proposed for allocation Gladman wish 

to raise concern with the process undertaken. Noting that a Sustainability Appraisal (SA) has been 

undertaken, Gladman are concerned that an assessment of the reasonable alternatives has not been 

carried out to demonstrate how the option being progressed is considered to be the most sustainable 

when assessed against these alternatives. Section 3.3 of the SA states that as the preparation of the 

Neighbourhood Plan has been an iterative process an exhaustive process of identifying, exploring and 

testing options has not been appropriate or necessary in this instance. Gladman consider this to be an 

incorrect assumption and having undertaken an SA the sustainability merits of options other than those 

progressing should have also been assessed, this is essential to demonstrate how the options being 

progressed are not based on a pre-determined strategy or personal preference. 

 

Policy 10: Conservation 

This policy seeks for non-listed buildings considered to have architectural merit to be preserved. Gladman 

recommend to better accord with national policies regarding non-designated heritage assets this element 

of the policy should be amended to reflect paragraph 135 of the Framework where the effect of an 

application on the non-listed buildings highlighted would be taken into account in determining the 

application, with a balanced judgement exercised having regard to the scale of any harm or loss. 
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Policy 12: Local Green Spaces 

This policy seeks to designate six parcels of land as Local Green Spaces (LGS). In order to designate land as 

LGS the Parish Council must ensure that it is able to demonstrate robust evidence to meet national policy 

requirements set out in the Framework. The Framework makes clear in paragraph 76 that the role of local 

communities seeking to designate land as LGS should be consistent with the local planning of sustainable 

development for the wider area. Paragraph 76 states that: 

 

‘Local communities through local and neighbourhood plans should be able to identify for special 

protection green areas of particular importance to them. By designating land as Local Green Space local 

communities will be able to rule out new development other than in very special circumstances. 

Identifying land as Local Green Space should therefore be consistent with the local planning of sustainable 

development and complement investment in sufficient homes, jobs and other essential services. Local 

Green Spaces should only be designated when a plan is prepared or reviewed, and be capable of enduring 

beyond the end of the plan period.’ 

 

Further guidance is provided in paragraph 77 which sets out three tests that must be met for the 

designation of Local Green Spaces. Paragraph 77 states that: 

 

‘The Local Green Space designation will not be appropriate for most green areas or open space. The 

designation should only be used: 

- Where the green space is in reasonably close proximity to the community it serves; 

- Where the green area is demonstrably special to a local community and holds a particular local 

significance, for example because of its beauty, historic significance, recreation value (including as a 

playing field), tranquillity or richness of its wildlife; and 

- Where the green area concerned is local in character and is not an extensive tract of land.’ 
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Having considered the proposed LGS designations Gladman suggest that some of the proposed parcels 

may well be extensive tracts of land when considered in relation to the size of Braughing. Gladman note 

that in the consultation statement East Herts District Council suggested that two of the proposed parcels 

may be considered extensive tracts of land. The Parish Council suggest that guidance from Bedford 

Borough Council, North Dorset District Council and Costwolds District Council demonstrates how these 

parcels are not ‘extensive tracts of land’. Gladman disagrees with the Parish Councils approach instead 

highlighting below numerous examples of other neighbourhood plans across the country where proposed 

LGS designations have been found to conflict with the requirements of the Framework: 

 

- The Seldlescombe Neighbourhood Plan Examiner’s Report1 recommended the deletion of a LGS 

measuring approximately 4.5ha as it was found to be an extensive tract of land. 

- The Oakley and Deane Neighbourhood Plan Examiners Report2 recommended the deletion of a LGS 

measuring approximately 5ha and also found this area to be not local in character. Thereby failing to meet 

2 of the 3 tests for LGS designation. 

- The Alrewas Neighbourhood Plan Examiner’s Report3 identifies that both sites proposed as LGS in the 

neighbourhood plan ‘in relation to the overall size of the Alrewas Village’ to be extensive tracts of land. The 

Examiner in this instance recommended the deletion of the proposed LGSs which measured 

approximately 2.4ha and 3.7ha. 

- The Freshford and Limpley Neighbourhood Plan Examiner’s Report4 identified that the six LGS proposed 

did not meet the criteria required by the Framework either collectively or individually. Indeed, the 

Examiner identified that the combination of sites comprised of an extensive tract of land. The Examiner 

also considered that the protection of fields to ‘prevent agglomeration between the settlement areas… is 

not the purpose of Local Green Space designation’. 

- The Eastington Neighbourhood Plan Examiner’s Report5 recommended the deletion of three LGS (16ha 



Summary of Responses to the Braughing Parish Neighbourhood Plan (Regulation 16 Consultation) 

Organisation Summary of Comments 

and 2ha) considered to be extensive tracts of land. The third proposed LGS was deleted due to the lack of 

evidence demonstrating its importance and significance to the local community. 

- The Tattenhill and Rangemore Neighbourhood Plan Examiner’s Report6 recommended the deletion of 2 

LGS comprising of 4.3ha and 9.4ha. 

- The Norley Examiner’s Report7 identified a total of 13 parcels of land to be designated as LGS. The 

Examiner recommended at §4.98 that the identification of these extensive tracts of agricultural land was 

contrary to NPPF policy and recommended that the policy should be deleted. The proposed LGS measured 

in the range of 1ha – 4.3ha. 

 

Policy 14: Views 

This policy seeks to protect priority views as defined on the policy map where development which would 

affect any of the views will be permitted only in exceptional circumstances. This does not accord with the 

Framework where the only exceptional circumstances test applies to Green Belt. Gladman suggest that the 

wording of this policy is modified to state that development will be permitted where appropriate 

mitigation measures support a development proposal having an effect on any of the views identified. 

 

Conclusions 

Gladman recognises the role of neighbourhood plans as a tool for local people to shape the development 

of their local community. However, it is clear from national guidance that these must be consistent with 

national planning policy and the strategic requirements for the wider authority area. Through this 

consultation response, Gladman has sought to clarify the relation of the BNP as currently proposed with 

the requirements of national planning policy and the wider strategic policies for the wider area. 

Gladman is concerned that the plan in its current form does not comply with basic condition (a) and as the 

Plan does not conform with national policy and guidance. 
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Simply Planning 

Ltd.  

Policy 1 – Sustainable Development 

We support Policy 1 in its recognition of the requirement, consistent with the emerging East Herts District 

Plan, for Braughing Parish to accommodate at least 35 new dwellings over the Plan period. We welcome 

the Plan’s positive and proactive approach in recognising the contribution the village should make to 

meeting the District’s overall housing needs. This is particularly important given the latest data (East Herts 

Updated Housing Topic Paper August 2017) on the District’s Objectively Assessed Need is for 18,000 

dwellings for the period 2011 – 2033 (an increase from the previous figure of 16,400 for the same period). 

Given this pressing and increasing need for additional new homes any contribution the village can make to 

meeting that need is to be supported. 

 

In respect of the second bullet point of the policy, the requirement to include an element of affordable 

housing ‘where appropriate’ should be further clarified to confirm that affordable housing will only be 

sought on sites providing 11 or more dwellings or if a site provides 10 or fewer dwellings where the gross 

floorspace of development exceeds 1,000m². This is the Government’s clearly established policy and the 

policy carried through in the emerging East Herts District Plan (Policy HOU3). The Neighbourhood Plan’s 

policy is, at present, ambiguous in its drafting and could be implied to be seeking an element of affordable 

housing on sites below the Government’s threshold. That would render the Neighbourhood Plan 

inconsistent with both the emerging Local Plan and the NPPF. 

 

Policy 2 – Design of New Development 

We would question whether, in places, this policy remains overly prescriptive in its detailed criteria and, as 

such, runs a risk of inhibiting good or innovative design. We believe that whilst the more general criteria 

(for example the first three bullet points) are appropriate to the policy itself the other more detailed points 

(for example materials, hardstanding and boundary treatments) would be better placed in the explanatory 

text to the policy. This would make the policy easier to apply and less open to criticism. If amended in the 
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manner suggested the policy would allow appropriate control over new development so that it maintained 

character whist not imposing rigid design controls on those promoting new development in the village. 

 

Policy 3 – Density of Housing Development 

Whilst in principle we support the aim of the policy; namely that new development should have regard to 

the housing density of surrounding housing, the policy could also usefully recognise the desirability of 

maximising densities subject to the overarching policy aim of respecting local character. Development 

sites should look to deliver the maximum quantum of housing (consistent with character) and not be 

developed at profligate low densities. This will maximise delivery of housing numbers, is a more 

sustainable form of development and will reduce the pressure for the release of other land to housing, all 

of which are key considerations given the District’s pressing and increasing housing need. 

 

Policy 5 – Housing Development Site 1 

We support the proposed allocation of Site 1 in the Braughing Neighbourhood Plan for residential 

development of at least 5 units. We confirm that the entirety of Site 1 is within our family’s ownership and 

there are no constraints, so far as we are aware, which would preclude or delay its development. Indeed, 

we will actively promote its early development for housing and to this end can confirm that we have 

already had discussions with a development partner who is experienced in undertaking residential 

developments of this type. We therefore see no reason why this site should not deliver the required 

housing within the first 5 years of the Plan’s time frame. The site is well related to the village and provides 

an opportunity to provide much needed additional housing for the village and, indeed, East Herts District. 

We would ask the Inspector at the Examination to support the site’s allocation. 

 

We do, however, believe that certain of the development criteria are overly prescriptive and could inhibit 

the successful development of this site. In particular:- 
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-  Criterion 1 – Whilst we note that the reference to ‘at least 5 new homes’ is not a limit on the site’s 

capacity, we do consider that the site could successfully deliver more than 5 dwellings, whilst still 

adhering to the other identified development constraints. The site is large and’ even after allowing 

for the identified constraints’ has capacity to deliver more than 5 new dwellings. Indeed, in our 

opinion, if development of the site is to respect local character and, as importantly not represent a 

wasteful use of land, it is inevitable it will provide in excess of the suggested 5 dwellings. By 

providing more dwellings the site could deliver a greater mix of dwelling types suited to a wide 

range of needs. 

- We do not support the policy’s reference to the site delivering smaller homes. The size and scale of 

housing appropriate for the site will emerge from a detailed design exercise. Consistent with the 

approach taken to other allocated sites (for example, Site 2 and Site 4) the policy should simply 

require that ‘the size and type of homes should reflect the identified local housing need’. 

-  Criterion 9 – This criterion is unnecessary and inappropriate and should be omitted. It imposes an 

unnecessary design limitation on any potential scheme which could have the effect of 

compromising an otherwise successful design for the site. The design of a successful layout for the 

site should come out of a considered design exercise informed by relevant key criteria such as 2, 4, 

5, 6, 7 and 8. Imposing a limitation of the type envisaged in Criterion 9 simply inhibits design 

development for no justifiable purpose. 

In the explanatory text to the policy we would question the suggestion that the only part of the site 

suitable for development is the land behind numbers 8a – 14 Green End. In the absence of a detailed and 

tested design, which responds to both the opportunities presented by the site and its constraints (for 

example, long distant views), it would be wrong in our view for the Plan to include such a prescriptive 

limitation. The sentence should therefore be omitted. 

The Site Allocation Plan, which appears at the end of the Explanatory Text to the policy, should be for 

indicative purposes only. 
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Individual The BPNP is a very well-presented document, however, it would appear to stifle growth, restrict 

development, and has a very limited outlook for the future. The general outlook of this plan seems to be 

one to limit change. There seems to be some major differences between EHDC and BPNP which have 

become apparent on such developments as The Bird In Hand, and Chestnuts, Green End, Braughing. From 

observation, the BPNP is too detailed, too restrictive, and lacking a progressive outlook. 

Individual I object to the shrinkage of the green belt within the village, this will open us up to more building on the 

outskirts of the village, also why has the old vicarage been excluded from the village and conversation area 

boundary? This seems wrong. 

 

I object to the proposed building sites at Green end (site 1) (5.4) due to the fact that this be loom over the 

most beautiful part of the village and ruin it, the ford is the best known feature of our village, the sites in 

Hull lane (sites 2&3) are inappropriate due to access via single track road and there has also been planning 

permission tried on these sites of an inappropriate nature. 

 

Some of the  people who were on the development part of the committee have conflicts of interest. 

Individual We live below the proposed development site 1 as referred to in Policy 5: Housing 

Development Site 1 in the Braughing Parish Neighbourhood Plan. As proposed we feel 

that any development in the area highlighted as ‘potential’ for development will 

constitute an unnecessary ‘infill’ of an existing green space, purely for financial gain 

and without any recognition of the effect upon others. 

 

Any proposed access to the site would, in our opinion, render the area at the top of 

Malting Lane extremely unsafe, for vehicles but more importantly for pedestrians. 
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Development of the area concerned, with access through the upper part of Malting 

Lane, will also result in restriction of the already limited parking for our village shop, 

potentially adversely affecting its viability and profitability. 

 

We are at a loss as understanding how and why the area referred to ever came to be 

included in the otherwise well thought out and executed plan for sustainable 

development, the more so given that in our opinion there are other suitable areas for 

development that would not have adverse effect not would they encroach upon and 

spoil the quiet enjoyment of the village by residents of both Malting Lane and the 

properties at 8a to 14 Green End. 

Individual Whilst we in general support the neighbourhood plan we feel that many of its own criteria is being ignored 

in submission of a number of sites. Sites 2 and 4 seem to not fulfil the access criteria for example. Site 1 

however seems to fatally fail on numerous points and we are puzzled as to how it was ever considered for 

inclusion into the plan. 

 

Whilst this site is bewilderingly not a protected area it lies in the very heart of the conservation area. It is a  

prominent, elevated open area that was instrumental in shaping the way the village lies and contributes to 

the look and feel of the village giving important views from both sides of the Quin. Again we are puzzled by 

the statement ‘The site is well shielded from the public realm; hence it is not identified as an ‘important 

open space to be protected’. This is far from the truth as by its nature being situated on the side of a 

narrow valley formed by the river Quin it is far from shielded. The very idea that this area and views could 

be destroyed by the addition of buildings is in stark contradiction of the plans proposed “protect and 

enhance” statement. It also clearly contradicts the proposal statement “The land falls away to the east 

towards the river lying well below the properties 8a-8f on Green End but making this site clearly visible 

from the opposite banks.”!!! 
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The muted 6m buffer before the gardens means that the front of the houses would be very near the rear 

gardens of the existing houses. Would this front area be given over to a road to give access to the houses? 

Where would cars be parked? If the minimum proposed dwellings be built, this would mean at least 10 

(possibly more) parking spaces. Is it proposed that a carpark enhances the surrounding conservation area? 

It is stated that ‘Scale and design of homes should have regard to the sensitivity of the site in the 

heart of the village.’ It is indeed at the heart of the village and the size and shape of the site with the 

restrictions suggested (buffer zone) would mean that a terrace type development would be the only 

suitable development. Is this not a ribbon type development that the plan also purports to object to? 

 

We fail to see how a satisfactory plan for access can be achieved. Firstly Malting’s lane is practically a single 

carriage road. To suggest general access directly from that would surely create hazardous situations for 

any road users. It would also involve destroying a protected hedge. Secondly the muted access beside the 

post office (a listed building) would not only adversely affect that listing but would create a confusing and 

dangerous junction around an already busy part of the highway. We consider both options to be harmful 

to the conservation area and have a detrimental effect on the village as this is one of the first parts of this 

side of the village that is seen by visitors or people passing through. 

We would also like to point out that this site being described as ‘behind the post office’ is misleading! It is 

directly behind a row of houses, many of which are listed. 

We suggest that Site 1 barely meets 2 of the 7 listed new development criteria. Namely:- 

• preferably be in the form of several smaller developments, normally 10 homes or less;  

• be on a site that the landowner wants to develop.  

 

The plan states:- 
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1. Provides at least five new homes to meet identified local need for smaller homes  

 But then goes on to say :- The site should provide at least five homes within this area to enable a mix of 

sizes. 

 

It is quite incredible that this site is even being considered for development and we are very confused as to 

why it has been included in the neighbourhood plan and supported by the parish council. It just does not 

fit its own criteria and the supporting statements are both confusing and contradictory. It feels as if a 

development is being shoehorned into an area that just isn’t suitable or feasible. 

Individual  Concerns regarding the Braughing Plan for the following reasons:  

 

There are a number of contradictions in the criteria and site allocation, and vagueness in the wording of 

stated policies that will be exploited by developers. 

 

There is no requirement for a neighbourhood plan to identify sites for development. If suitable sites are 

identified that meet the objectives of a plan then that is good. 

Where a site conflicts with stated policies then it would be dangerous to include it because of the 

precedent it would allow. 

 

The Housing Survey showed that 77% of respondents wanted development to take place on Brownfield 

sites, and this is in line with the NPPF. 

I am puzzled therefore, why 3 Greenfield sites have been included – Site1, part of an agricultural field, Site2 

and Site 4. 

All three of these sites have serious failings, particularly regarding access.  

 

As a Category 1 village Braughing is required to provide 35 new dwellings over the next 15 years – 17/18 
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must be built within the first 5 years. This figure can be met with the other suitable sites in the Plan – Site 3 

(7 dwellings currently under consultation) and Site 5 Pelham Barns (4 dwellings). Also to be included in our 

allocation are - Land east of Green End Farm (8 dwellings) and Land at the back of Causeway House (1 

dwelling). 

 

In addition two brownfield  sites have been identified through the neighbourhood planning process which 

have the potential to provide land for development in the near future – they are Land at the rear of 7 

Green End, and the site of the former butcher’s shop 15 Green End. There are also other empty buildings 

in the village that could be converted, such as the Congregational Hall and adjoining caretaker’s house in 

Green End. 

 

While we question the inclusion of Sites 2 and 4, particularly on grounds of access, the inclusion of Site 1 is 

completely unacceptable and fails almost every criterion. 

 

Site 1 ‘Land behind the Post Office’: why this site does not meet the criteria and should be removed from 

the NP. 

 

Site 1-- fails to meet the essential criteria. Development on this site would destroy the natural beauty and 

heart of the village, thus: 

 

This site lies in the very heart of the conservation area, bordered by Fleece Lane, by the river Quin and 

Malting Lane to the south and a row of mainly historic and listed buildings on its western ridge. It occupies 

a prominent, elevated position with beautiful views across the Quin valley, Fleece Lane, The Church, The 

Causeway, the Old School and the Ford. This site is visible from all of these locations.  
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‘Justification’ 

The first reason given in the Plan to justify the inclusion Site 1‘s inclusion is that it was proposed by the 

landowner! Financial gain is NOT an appropriate reason to permit the loss of the much loved heart of the 

village. 

 

The ‘justification’ states ‘The site is well shielded from the public realm; hence it is not identified as an 

‘important open space to be protected’ 

 

 This statement is clearly untrue. This site is NOT shielded from the public realm, it is very visible, it is 

important to protect this open space.  It is in an elevated position in the heart of the conservation area, 

how can anyone describe this field as shielded from the Public Realm? People, residents and visitors 

currently enjoy these beautiful views, the tranquillity and they value its historic heritage. Should this be 

lost forever? 

 

Site 1 is one of a number of large open fields in Braughing that have their origin in their use for holding 

fairs in medieval times.  This and others like it reflect the historical influences that shape the unique 

landscape character of Braughing. 

 

Since medieval times, this field had been one large open space, until it was divided in 2012, 

The eastern half retains its status as an important open space, part of the river corridor and the upper 

western side should not be included in the NP. 

 

This is a community Plan, so why have I not been consulted? No one living along the western boundary of 

Site 1 has been consulted about this proposed development, and asked how it will if allowed affect people 

lives. I thought this was a village consultation yet I was shocked to find out by chance Site 1 was included in 
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the Plan, and to find out it has been presented as ‘decided’. Is this how a democratic consultation process 

works? 

 

POLICY 5: HOUSING DEVELOPMENT SITE 1: 

 

1) The Plan Page 28 states ‘at least’ five new homes to meet identified local need for smaller homes. 

 

This statement of at least, gives no upper limit to the number of homes, only a minimum! The Plan as it 

stands will allow a developer carte blanche to build as many homes as can be fitted in. 

 

While Criterion 1 states the new homes should identify the local need for smaller homes, under Density it 

states ‘The site should provide at least five homes within this area to ‘enable a mix of sizes’. This vague 

statement could be interpreted by a developer as a mix of anything. Where is the provision for affordable 

homes? 

 

2)- Preserves and enhances the character of the conservation area. 

 

As mentioned already, this site is in an elevated position. It lies at the heart of Braughing’s conservation 

area, bordered by some of Braughing’s most enchanting places. Its open character forms an essential part 

of the form and setting of the village. 

 

Because of its steep slope any development that takes place will involve terracing the landscape. This 

involves retaining walls and levelling and will utterly destroy the natural contouring, and will destroy this 

currently beautiful timeless setting. 
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3) The NP specifies that all new dwellings must be allocated at least 2 parking spaces, so space for a 

minimum of ten cars would be added to the area of concrete. The presence of parked cars will further 

diminish the visual charm of this part of the village. 

 

4)  The Plan states -Scale and design of homes should have regard to the sensitivity of the site in the heart 

of the village. 

 

Any development will have a devastating and lasting impact on surrounding heritage assets and landscape 

setting.  

 

Under ‘Density’ it is stated that the only part of this site that is suitable for development is that lying 

immediately behind numbers 8a-14 Green End 

These residents, living in the houses along the western ridge will suffer a severe and permanent 

deterioration in their quality of life, due to Noise and Lighting. It will reduce the value of their property. 

 

Even low bungalows will detract and destroy their present beautiful unspoilt views.  Concrete, garden 

fencing, walling and parked cars will create an eyesore and destroy the tranquillity of this special place. 

 

5)  To create a new safe access to the site (subject to the approval of the Highways Authority) 

 

Two possible options have been put forward for vehicular access to the site, both are dangerous. 

Both the proposed ‘possible options’ for access would cause permanent damage to the conservation area 

and permanently alter the historic character Malting lane.  

 

7) Height and siting of homes should take account of the topography of the site and the amenities of 
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adjacent occupiers. Please refer to comments given under 2) and 3) 

 

The Village Plan is currently unacceptable but can easily be amended, to fulfil the Housing requirements, 

retaining Braughing’s Historic Character and Natural Beauty, and preserving a remarkable site for future 

Generations to enjoy. 

 

Individual On the whole the BPNP does what it sets out to do as well as it could do under the circumstances. It's now 

in EHDC's hands to uphold the wishes of the good people of Braughing. Single criticism of the plan is it 

legitimises development of greenfield sites, after the survey of residents overwhelmingly demonstrated 

that people are strongly opposed to any development of greenfield sites and in favour of 

developing brownfield sites instead. It's disappointing that more available brownfield sites were not found. 

I did what I could personally to persuade the owners of such sites to engage with the BPNP. One of the 

brownfield sites identified, if developed, will automatically put part of a large adjacent greenfield site at 

risk of development in the future as infill. I wish more could have been done in the plan to mitigate that 

risk and we must now leave it to EHDC to give that site the protection it deserves.  

 

There were some vested interests involved in running the BPNP, both landowners wanting to develop their 

own greenfield sites and residents wanting to protect sites near their own homes, but I suppose that is 

inevitable in a small village and much was done to try to safeguard the plan from that type of influence but 

it was impossible to avoid altogether and I think the resulting Plan does reflect that. I was involved in the 

BPNP as much as I could manage and just before I upset enough people to be asked to withdraw. P.S. In 

the consultation document there's a photo of me wearing my green BPNP t-shirt which definitely didn't 

catch my good side, but I can live with it. In summary: wish we could have done more, but great job and 

very glad that Braughing will have this Plan in place. 
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Individual We support the plan which we consider well thought out and provides for additional housing by infill in 

accordance with the existing residents wishes and also seeks to preserve the village environment. 

We have reservations which are raised in the submission regarding infrastructure. With substantial 

development in adjacent Buntingford and nearby Bishops Stortford the existing infrastructure , which is 

already operating beyond design capacity , will be overwhelmed , particularly schools and medical 

services. There is no apparent plans to extend the capacity and this needs immediate attention. 

Likewise London is likely to provide the majority employment and here again transport facilities are 

inadequate. 

CPRE 

Hertfordshire 

CPRE Hertfordshire wishes to object to the following specific matters: 

 

Policy 1 – Sustainable Housing 

There is no requirement in the NPPF for a Neighbourhood Plan to identify sites for development or to 

provide for a minimum number of dwellings. The ‘aspirational’ housing targets for individual settlements 

in the Submission East Herts District Plan have no formal status. If sites are identified that conflict with 

national and local planning policies and are not in the interests of protecting the character of the village 

then a worrying precedent would be set. 

 

Policy 5 – Housing Development Site 1 

The site is in the centre of the Conservation Area and occupies a prominent elevated position. Its open 

character forms an essential part of the form and setting of the village and contributes to the open area 

that separates The Street part of the village from the properties in Maltings Lane. Any development on this 

sloping site would inevitably change the natural contouring, entirely out of character with the village 

setting. Change: Site 1 should be deleted from the draft Neighbourhood Plan. 

 

Policy 9 – Housing Development Site 5 
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This site is in an open rural setting and is separated from the village boundary by a field. The existing 

agricultural building may well be unsightly but redevelopment with housing would have considerable 

negative impact on the openness of the Rural Area beyond the Green Belt. As acknowledged in the draft 

Neighbourhood Plan, development of this site may encourage further development of the adjoining site 

which is also outside the defined village boundary. 

 

Change: Site 5 should be deleted from the draft Neighbourhood Plan. 

The Neighbourhood Plan body should not be unduly concerned if the number of dwellings does not meet 

the ‘target’ suggested in the Submission East Herts District Plan (for the reason set out above) especially if 

there is a likelihood that future brownfield and windfall development will contribute to housing numbers 

over the plan period. 

Individual I would like to express my wife and I’s support for the Braughing Parish Neighbourhood Plan. It is 

excellent, professionally produced, clear detailed content, it must be adopted and becomes the document 

by which future planning proposals in the village are judged.   
 


