Rep No 26201

.................................................................................................................................

To Planning Department, Rochford District Council, Freepost CL.1858, South St, Rochford, $S4 1BW

Core Strategy Consultation Oct/Nov 2010

4

I’'we wish to register the following objections regarding the above consultation:

1.

The Core Strategy is unsound because proposals to build on the Green Belt have not been properly evaluated;
are contrary to government policy and alternatives not evaluated. There is no justification for this variance
from government policy.

* There is no evidence that the Council has undertaken a comprehensive and detailed (in planning terms)
comparative assessment of the impact of the CS Locations. Were the alternatives put forward under the
"Call for Sites" properly evaluated and evidenced?

= Para 4.23 of the published Core Strategy states that the Council will prioritise the redevelopment of
brownfield sites but the amended proposals still result in 67% of new dwellings being on greenbelt land
(and any windfall sites will be too late to save green belt that has already been built on).

» The two proposed new industrial sites will also be on Green Belt land.

= The older component of our population is said by the Council to be a block on the release of “previously
owned homes” but there are no proposals to release the blockage by requiring the provision of smaller
homes in developments like Coachman’s Court (Rochford, Sheltered/Wardened Flats for over 55').

No justification or consultation regarding how the proposed total of 3,800 new homes has been calculated.

The council turned down a motion from two members in this regard. This lack of consultation and

inconsistency means the proposals are unsound.

®  There is now no proposed development proposed for Rayleigh over the first 15 years yet, according to
the published Core Strategy (para 2.38 page 30), the greatest demand for housing is in Rayleigh at 44.4%
of the District’s total. There is something wrong here.

* Have the altematives been properly evaluated and evidenced?

Lack of appropriate infrastructure and the distributed approach negates economies of scale. Existing 'back of
a fag packet' [RDC/ECC quote] estimates of £50-75M are unsubstantiated (and could increase) but still
equate to £14/21K standard charges per dwelling. Is this viable, particularly for "Affordable Housing” and
sustainable?

Development proposals for the first phase are concentrated in the centre of the district where the

infrastructure, based on historical country lanes, cannot cope with existing traffic — there are @ number of

bottlenecks across this part of the District and being systemic in nature will not be improved by the relatively

small improvements provided by the developments proposed.

¢ There is no evidence that the consolidated impact of all the various developments on highways has been
assessed and no consideration appears to have been given to mapping highways improvements to the
housing phasing. Access road improvements in the West have been delayed unt.! end of programme,
resulting in road chaos for years.

¢ As with other environmental issues, the capacity of the highways network should be assessed formally
with consideration of the cumulative effects of other developments.

The highways plan is unsound and not sustainable.

The Core Strategy only takes into account Flood risk identified by the Enviromental Agency which is flovial
based (tidal) and does not take into account Surface Water flooding risk. This is despite the fact that majority
of flooding in the area has been caused by the latter or a combination of both, It is wrong for the Core
Strategy to only consider Flovial flood risk. The Core Strategy is therefore unsound.
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6. Gypsy sites - the proposals provide for 14 pitches by 2014 but no indication is given of where these should
be sited. This issue has caused a lot of concern to many residents who favour a single, manageable site in a
location with good road access and all appropriate services and the proposals are unsound and, prebably,
unsustainable.

Gypsy/Traveller sites must be positioned in locations that have the best access to transport links and
services. It is essential that any gypsy/traveller site developments are matched by appropriate
infrastructure such as established road networks, water / gas / electric supply, mains sewerage, access for
refuse / recycling collection, and access to healthcare and schools.

The choice of a suitable site{s) must ensure that such communities can be appropriately integrated, and
promote the right level of community cohesion for these people. Inappropriate location of Gypsies and
Travellers would not bring about desired cohesion, and if a poor choice is made by the Council this could
lead to exactly the opposite and disharmonious relationships between communities and the local
community would transpire.

In the light of the above, and in line with previous recommendations, if it is decided that Gypsies and
Travellers must be accommodated on ‘official’ sites, then such sites are best suited to the west of the
district. Any loss of countryside, greenbelt and open spaces in and around Hockley is considered
unacceptable when there are known alternative locations that would be better suit mutual Council and
Traveller needs.

‘ 7. The last consultation on the DPD Allocations was in.April and is believed to have ‘attracted' a record letel of
respenses but has not even been considered by the council 6 months later. Revised proposals have now been

Date

Signed

Name

Address

made on aspects covered by the DPD. Similarly, proposals for Hockley Village Centre have been repeatedly
rejected but are still included. This reflects the generally inadequate consultation during the entire process
and means the Core Strategy is undemocratic and consequently the proposals are unsound.

Printed by 4edge Limited. Hockley. www.4edge.co.uk
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Rep 26202
Hockley & Hawkwell Residents Associations — supgested response to RDC Core Strategy
Consultation Oct 2010 (NB Closing date: 5.00pm 30 November)

If you agree with our views {(which are based on what you have told us), please complete and post this letter to:

To Planning Department, Rochford District Council, Freepost CL 1858, South St, Rochford, SS4 1BW

Core Strategy Consultation Oct/Nov 2010

1/w® wish to register the following objections regarding the above consultation:

1. The Core Strategy is unsound because proposals to build on the Green Belt have not been properly evaluated;
are contrary to government policy and alternatives not evaluated. There is no justification for this variance
from government policy.

*  There is no evidence that the Council has undertaken a comprehensive and detailed (in planning terms)
comparative assessment of the impact of the C8 Locations. Were the alternaiives put forward under the
"Call for Sites" properly evaluated and evidenced?

= Para 4.23 of the published Core Strategy states that the Council will prlontlse the redevelopment of
brownfield sites but the amended proposals still result in 67% of new dwellings being on greenbelt land
(and any windfall sites will be too late to save green belt that has already been built on).

*  The two proposed new industrial sites will also be on Green Beit land.

= The older component of our population is said by the Council 10 be a block on the release of “previously
owned homes” but there are no proposals to release the blockage by requiring the provision of smaller
homes in developments like Coachman’s Court (Rochford, Sheltered/Wardened Flats for over 55%).

2. No justification or consultation regarding how the proposed total of 3,800 new homes has been calculated.
The council turned down a motion from two members in this regard. This lack of consultation and
inconsistency means the proposals are unsound.
= There is now no proposed development proposed for Rayleigh over the first 15 years yet, according to

the published Core Strategy {para 2.38 page 30), the greatest demand for housing is in Rayleigh at 44.4%
of the District’s total. There is something wrong here.
= Have the alternatives been properly evaluated and evidenced?

3. Lack of appropriate infrastructure and the distributed approach negates economies of scale. Existing 'back of
a fag packet' [RDC/ECC quote] estimates of £50-75M are unsubstantiated (and could increase} but still
equate to £14/21K standard charges per dwelling. Is this viable, particularly for "Affordable Housing" and
sustainable?

4. Development proposals for the first phase are concentrated in the centre of the district where the
infrastructure, based on historical country lanes, cannot cope with existing traffic — there are a number of
bottlenecks across this part of the District and being systemic in nature will not be improved by the relatively
small improvements provided by the developments proposed.

s There is no evidence that the consolidated impact of all the various developments on highways has been
assessed and no consideration appears to have been given to mapping highways improvements to the
housing phasing. Access road improvements in the West have been delayed until end of programme,
resulting in road chaos for years.

¢ As with other environmental issues, the capacity of the highways network should be assessed formally
with consideration of the cumulative effects of other developments.

The highways plan is unsound and not sustainable.

5. The Core Strategy only takes into account Flood risk identified by the Enviromental Agency which is flovial
based (tidal) and does not take into account Surface Water flooding risk. This is despite the fact that majority
of flooding in the area has been caused by the latter or a combination of both. It is wrong for the Core
Strategy to only consider Flovial flood risk. The Core Strategy is therefore unsound.
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[HRA Note: You can download a more detailed version of the above http://www.hockleyresidents.co.uk/Other/
You can also input comments direct to the RDC system at http://rochford.jdi-consult.net/Idf/ (its easier this time
as only one comments box to enter) or you can ¢’mail a copy to planning.policy@rochford.gov.uk]

6. Gypsy sites - the proposals provide for 14 pitches by 2014 but no indication is given of where these should

be sited. This issue has caused a lot of concern to many residents who favour a single, manageable site in a

location with good road access and all appropriate services and the proposals are unsound and, probably,

unsustainable.

» Gypsy/Traveller sites must be positioned in locations that have the best access to transport links and
services. It is essential that any gypsy/traveller site developments are matched by appropriate
infrastructure such as established road networks, water / gas / electric supply, mains sewerage, access for
refuse / recycling collection, and access to healthcare and schools. ‘

s The choice of a suitable site(s) must ensure that such communities can be appropriately integrated, and
promote the right level of community cohesion for these people. Inappropriate location of Gypsies and

' Travellers would not bring about desired cohesion, and if a poor choice is made by the Council this could
lead to exactly the opposite and disharmonious relationships between communities and the local
community would transpire.

¢ In the light of the above, and in line with previous recommendations, if it is decided that Gypsies and
Travellers must be accommodated on “official” sites, then such sites are best suited to the west of the
district. Any loss of countryside, greenbelt and open spaces in and around Hockley is considered
unacceptable when there are known alternative locations that would be better suit mutual Council and

i Traveller needs.

7. The last consultation on the DPD Allocations was in April and is believed to have ‘attracted’ a record level of
responses but has not even been considered by the council 6 months later. Revised proposals have now been
made on aspects covered by the DPD. Similarly, proposals for Hockley Village Centre have been repeatedly

} rejected but are still included. This reflects the generally inadequate consultation during the entire process
and means the Core Strategy is undemocratic and consequently the proposals are unsound.

Signed
Name

Address

Date

Printed by 4edge Limited. Hockley. www.4edge.co.uk




Rep No 26203

To Planning Department. Rochford District Council, Freepost CL1858, South St, Rochford. SS4 1BW
Core Strategy Consultation Oct/Nov 2010 Rep 24203

1.

!‘.)

I/we wish to register the following objections regarding the above consultation:

The Core Strategy is unsound because proposals to build on the Green Belt have not been properly evaluated:
are contrary to government policy and alternatives not evaluated. There is no justification for this variance
from government policy.

* There is no evidence that the Council has undertaken a comprehensive and detailed (in planning terms)
comparative assessment of the impact of the CS Locations, Were the alternatives put forward under the
"Call for Sites" properly evaluated and evidenced?

= Para 4.23 of the published Core Strategy states that the Council will prioritise the redevelopment of -
brownfield sites but the amended proposals still result in 67% of new dwellings being on greenbelt land
(and any windfall sites will be too late to save green belt that has already been built on).

* The two proposed new industrial sites will also be on Green Belt land.

*  The older component of our population is said by the Council to be a block on the release of “previously
owned homes” but there are no proposals to release the blockage by requiring the provision of smaller
homes in developments like Coachman’s Court (Rochford, Sheltered/Wardened Flats for over 55's).

No justification 6 consultation regarding how the proposed ioial of 3,800 new homes has been caiculated.

The council turned down a motion from two members in this regard. This lack of consultation and

inconsistency means the proposals are unsound,

= There is now no proposed development propoesed for Rayleigh over the first 15 years yet, according to
the published Core Strategy (para 2.38 page 30), the greatest demand for housing is in Rayleigh at 44.4%
of the District’s total. There is something wrong here.

= Have the alternatives been properly evaluated and evidenced?

Lack of appropriate infrastructure and the distributed approach negates economies of scale. Existing 'back of
a fag packet' [RDC/ECC quote] estimates of £50-75M are unsubstantiated (and could increase) but still
equate to £14/21K standard charges per dwelling. Is this viable, particularly for "Affordable Housing" and
sustainable?

Development proposals for the first phase are concentrated in the centre of the district where the
infrastructure, based on historical country lanes, cannot cope with existing traffic — there are a number of
bottlenccks across this part of the District and being systemic in nature will not be improved by the relatively
small improvements provided by the developments proposed.

e There is no evidence that the consolidated impact of all the various developments on highways has been
assessed and no consideration appears to have been given to mapping highways improvements to the
housing phasing. Access road improvements in the West have been delayed until end of programme,
resulting in road chaos for years.

¢ Aswith other environmental issues, the capacity of the highways network should be assessed formally
with consideration of the cumulative effects of other developments.

The highways plan is unsound and not sustainable.

The Core Strategy only takes into account Flood risk identified by the Enviromental Agency which is flovial
based (tidal) and does not take into account Surface Water flooding risk. This is despite the fact that majority
of flooding in the area has been caused by the latter or a combination of both. It is wrong for the Core
Strategy to only consider Flovial flood risk. The Core Strategy is therefore unsound,
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6. Gypsy sites - the proposals provide for 14 pitches by 2014 but no indication is given of where these should
be sited. This issue has caused a lot of concern to many residents who favour a single, manageable site in a
location with good road access and all appropriate services and the proposals are unsound and, probably,
unsustainable.

e  Gypsy/Traveller sites must be positioned in locations that have the best access to transport links and
services. It is essential that any gypsy/traveller site developments are matched by appropriate
infrastructure such as established road networks, water / gas / electric supply, mains sewerage, access for
refuse / recycling collection, and access to healthcare and schools.

¢ The choice of a suitable site(s) must ensure that such communities can be appropriately integrated, and
promote the right level of community cohesion for these people. Inappropriate location of Gypsies and
Travellers would not bring about desired cohesion, and if a poor choice is made by the Council this could
lead to exactly the opposite and disharmonious relationships between communities and the local
community would transpire.

« Inthe light of the above, and in line with previous recommendations, if it is decided that Gypsies and
Travellers must be accommodated on official’ sites, then such sites are best suited to the west of the
district. Any loss of countryside, greenbelt and open spaces in and around Hockley is considered
unacceptable when there are known alternative locations that would be better suit mutual Council and
Traveller needs.

7. The last consultation on the DPD Allocations was in April and is believed to have 'attracted’ a record level of
responses but has not even been considered by the council 6 months later. Revised proposals have now been
made on aspects covered by the DPD. Similarly, proposals for Hockley Village Centre have been repeatedly
rejected but are still included. This reflects the generally inadequate consultation during the entire process
and means the Core Strategy is undemocratic and consequently the proposals are unsound.

Signed

Name

Address

Date

Printed by 4edge Limited. Hockley. www.4edge.co.uk




Rep No 26204

To Planning Department, Rochford District Council, Freepost CL1858, South St, Rochford, SS4 1BW

Core Strategy Consultation Oct/Nov 2010 Qap 266204
I/we wish to register the following objections regarding the above consultation:

1. The Core Strategy is unsound because proposals to build on the Green Belt have not been properly evaluated;
are contrary to government policy and alternatives not evaluated. There is no justification for this variance
from government policy.
= There is no evidence that the Council has undertaken a comprehensive and detailed (in planning terms)

comparative assessment of the impact of the CS Locations. Were the alternatives put forward under the
"Call for Sites" properly evaluated and evidenced?

»  Para 4.23 of the published Core Strategy states that the Council will prioritise the redevelopment of
brownfield sites but the amended proposals still result in 67% of new dwellings being on greenbelt land
(and any windfall sites will be too late to save green belt that has already been built on).

»  The two proposed new industrial sites will alsc be on Green Belt land.

»  The older component of our population is said by the Council to be a block on the release of “previously
owned homes” but there are no proposals to release the blockage by requiring the provision of smaller
homes in developments like Coachman’s Court (Rochford, Sheltered/Wardened Flats for over 55').

2. No justification or consultation regarding how the proposed total of 3,800 new homes has been calculated.
The council turned down a motion from two members in this regard. This lack of consultation and
inconsistency means the proposals are unsound.
= There is now no proposed development proposed for Rayleigh over the first 15 years yet, according to

the published Core Strategy (para 2.38 page 30), the greatest demand for housing is in Rayleigh at 44.4%
of the District’s total. There is something wrong here.
* Have the alternatives been properly evaluated and evidenced?

3. Lack of appropriate infrastructure and the distributed approach negates economies of scale. Existing 'back of
a fag packet’ [RDC/ECC quote] estimates of £50-75M are unsubstantiated (and could increase) but still
equate to £14/21K standard charges per dwelling. Is this viable, particularly for "Affordable Housing" and
sustainable?

4. Development proposals for the first phase are concentrated in the centre of the district where the
infrastructure, based on historical country tanes, cannot cope with existing traffic — there are a number of
bottlenecks across this part of the District and being systemic in nature will not be improved by the relatively
small improvements provided by the developments proposed.

s There is no evidence that the consolidated impact of all the various developments on highways has been
assessed and no consideration appears to have been given to mapping highways improvements to the
housing phasing. Access road improvements in the West have been delayed until end of programme,
resulting in road chaos for years.

+ Aswith other environmental issues, the capacity of the highways network should be assessed formally
with consideration of the cumulative effects of other developments.

The highways plan is unsound and not sustainable.

5. The Core Strategy only takes into account Flood risk identified by the Enviromental Agency which is flovial
based (tidal) and does not take into account Surface Water flooding risk. This is despite the fact that majority
of flooding in the area has been caused by the latter or a combination of both. It is wrong for the Core
Strategy to only consider Flovial flood risk. The Core Strategy is therefore unsound.

Cont’d
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6. Gypsy sites - the proposals provide for 14 pitches by 2014 but no indication is given of where these should
be sited. This issue has caused a lot of concern to many residents who favour a single, manageable site in a
location with good road access and all appropriate services and the proposals are unsound and, probably,
unsustainable.

s  Gypsy/Traveller sites must be positioned in locations that have the best access to transport links and
services. It is essential that any gypsy/traveller site developments are matched by appropriate
infrastructure such as established road networks, water / gas / electric supply, mains sewerage, access for
refuse / recycling collection, and access to healthcare and schools.

» The choice of a suitable site(s) must ensure that such communities can be appropriately integrated, and
promote the right level of community cohesion for these people. Inappropriate location of Gypsies and
Travellers would not bring about desired cohesion, and if a poor choice is made by the Council this could
lead to exactly the opposite and disharmonious relationships between communities and the local
community would transpire.

¢ Inthe light of the above, and in line with previous recommendations, if it is decided that Gypsies and
Travellers must be accommeodated on “official” sites, then such sites are best suited to the west of the

‘ district. Any loss of countryside, greenbelt and open spaces in and around Hockley is considered
unacceptable when there are known alternative locations that would be better suit mutual Council and
Traveller needs.

7. The last consultation on the DPD Allocations was in April and is believed to have 'attracted’ a record level of
responses but has not even been considered by the council 6 months later. Revised proposals have now been
made on aspects covered by the DPD. Similarly, proposals for Hockley Village Centre have been repeatedly
rejected but are still included. This reflects the generally inadequate consultation during the entire process

and means the Core Strategy is undemocratic and consequently the proposals are unsound.

Signed
Name

Address

Date

Printed by 4edge Limited. Hockley. www.4edge.co.uk
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Rep 26205
Hocklevy & Hawkwell Residents Associations — suggested response to RDC Core Strategy
Consultation Oct 2010 (NB Closing date: 5.00pm 30 November)

If you agree with our views (which are based on what you have told us), please complete and post this letter to:

To Planning Department, Rochford District Council, Freepost CL1858, South St. Rochford, S84 1BW

Core Strategy Consultation Qct/Nov 2010

I/we wish to register the following objections regarding the above consultation:

L. The Core Strategy is unsound because proposals to build on the Green Belt have not been properly evaluated;
are contrary to government policy and alternatives not evaluated. There is no justification for this variance
from government policy.

*  There is no evidence that the Council has undertaken a comprehensive and detailed (in planning terms)
comparative assessment of the impact of the CS Locations. Were the alternatives put forward under the
"Call for Sites" properly evaluated and evidenced?

* Para 4.23 of the published Core Strategy states that the Council will prioritise the redevelopmenit of
brownfield sites but the amended proposals still result in 67% of new dwellings being on greenbelt land
(and any windfall sites will be too late to save green belt that has already been built on).

= The two proposed new industrial sites will also be on Green Belt land.

*  The older component of our population is said by the Council to be a block on the release of “previously
owned homes” but there are no proposals to release the blockage by requiring the provision of smaller
homes in developments like Coachman’s Court (Rochford, Sheltered/Wardened Flats for over 55's).

2. No justification or consultation regarding how the proposed total of 3,800 new homes has been calculated.
The council turned down a metion from two members in this regard. This lack of consultation and
inconsistency means the proposals are unsound,

*  There is now no proposed development proposed for Rayleigh over the first 15 years yet, according to
) the published Core Strategy (para 2.38 page 30), the greatest demand for housing is in Rayleigh at 44.4%
of the District’s total. There is something wrong here.
*  Have the alternatives been properly evaluated and evidenced?

3. Lack of appropriate infrastructure and the distributed approach negates economies of scale. Existing 'back of
a fag packet' [RDC/ECC quote] estimates of £50-75M are unsubstantiated (and could increase) but still
equate to £14/21K standard charges per dwelling. Is this viable, particularly for " Affordable Housing” and
sustainable?

4. Development proposals for the first phase are concentrated in the centre of the district where the
infrastructure, based on historical country lanes, cannot cope with existing traffic — there are a number of
bottlenecks across this part of the District and being systemic in nature will not be improved by the relatively
small improvements provided by the developments proposed.
¢ There is no evidence that the consolidated impact of all the various developments on highways has been
assessed and no consideration appears to have been given to mapping highways improvements to the
housing phasing. Access road improvements in the West have been delayed until end of programme,
resulting in road chaos for years.

¢ Aswith other environmental issues, the capacity of the highways network should be assessed formally
with consideration of the cumulative effects of other developments.

The highways plan is unsound and not sustainable.

5. The Core Strategy only takes into account Flood risk identified by the Enviromental Agency which is flovial
based (tidal) and does not take into account Surface Water flooding tisk. This is despite the fact that majority
of flooding in the area has been caused by the latter or a combination of both. It is wrong for the Core
Strategy to only consider Flovial flood risk. The Core Strategy is therefore unsound.

Cont’d
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[HRA Note: You can download a more detailed version of the above http://www.hockleyresidents.co.uk/Other/
You can also input comments direct to the RDC system at http://rochford.jdi-consult.net/ld/ (its easier this time
as only one comments box to enter) or you can ¢’mail a copy to planning.policy@rochford.gov.uk

6. Gypsy sites - the proposals provide for 14 pitches by 2014 but no indication is given of where these should
be sited. This issue has caused a lot of concern to many residents who favour a single, manageable site in a
location with good road access and all appropriate services and the proposals are unsound and, probably,
unsustainable.

Gypsy/Traveller sites must be positioned in locations that have the best access to transport links and
services. It is essential that any gypsy/traveller site developments are matched by appropriate
infrastructure such as established road networks, water / gas / electric supply, mains sewerage, access for
refuse / recycling collection, and access to healthcare and schools.

The choice of a suitable site(s) must ensure that such communities can be appropriately integrated, and
promote the right level of community cohesion for these people. Inappropriate location of Gypsies and
Travellers would not bring about desired cohesion, and if a poor choice is made by the Council this could
lead to exactly the opposite and disharmonious relationships between communities and the local
community would transpire.

In the light of the above, and in line with previous recommendations, if it is decided that Gypsies and
Travellers must be accommodated on “official’ sites, then such sites are best suited to the west of the
district. Any loss of countryside, greenbelt and open spaces in and around Hockley is considered
unacceptable when there are known alternative locations that would be better suit mutual Council and
Traveller needs.

7. The last consultation on the DPD Allocations was in April and is believed to have 'attracted’ a record level of
responses but has not even been considered by the council 6 months later. Revised proposals have now been
made on aspects covered by the DPD. Similarly, proposals for Hockley Village Centre have been repeatedly
rejected but are still included. This reflects the generally inadequate consultation during the entire process
and means the Core Strategy is undemocratic and consequently the proposals are unsound.

Signed

Name

Address

Date

Printed by 4edge Limited. Hockley. www.4edge.co.uk




Rep No 26206

To Planning Department, Rochford District Council, Freepost CI.1858, South St, Rochford, SS4 1BW

Core Strategy Consultation Oct/Nov 2010 Rep 72:22“%%7
2

Glwe wish to register the following objections regarding the above consultation:

1.

The Core Strategy is unsound because proposals to build on the Green Belt have not been properly evaluated;
are contrary to government policy and alternatives not evaluated. There is no justification for this variance
from government policy.

= There is no evidence that the Council has undertaken a comprehensive and detailed (in planning terms)
comparative assessment of the impact of the CS Locations. Were the alternatives put forward under the
"Call for Sites" properly evaluated and evidenced?

»  Para 4.23 of the published Core Strategy states that the Council will prioritise the redevelopment of
brownfield sites but the amended proposals still result in 67% of new dwellings being on greenbelt land
{and any windfall sites will be too late to save green belt that has already been built on).

»  The two proposed new industrial sites will also be on Green Belt land.

* The older component of our population is said by the Council to be a block on the release of “previously
owned homes” but there are no proposals to release the blockage by requiring the provision of smaller
homes in developments like Coachman’s Court (Rochford, Sheltered/Wardened Flats for over 55's).

No justification or consultation regarding how the proposed total of 3,800 new homes has been calculated.
The council turned down: a motion from two members in this regard. This lack of consultation and
inconsistency means the proposals are unsound.

» There is now no proposed development proposed for Rayleigh over the first 15 years yet, according to
the published Core Strategy (para 2.38 page 30), the greatest demand for housing is in Rayleigh at 44.4%
of the District’s total. There is something wrong here.

*  Have the alternatives been properly evaluated and evidenced?

Lack of appropriate infrastructure and the distributed approach negates economies of scale. Existing 'back of
a fag packet' [RDC/ECC quote] estimates of £50-75M are unsubstantiated (and could increase) but still
equate to £14/21K standard charges per dwelling. Is this viable, particularly for "Affordable Housing" and
sustainable?

Development proposals for the first phase are concentraied in the centre of the district where the
infrastructure, based on historical country lanes, cannot cope with existing traffic — there are a number of
bottlenecks across this part of the District and being systemic in nature will not be improved by the relatively
small improvements provided by the developments propesed.

« There is no evidence that the consolidated impact of all the various developments on highways has been
assessed and no consideration appears to have been given to mapping highways improvements to the
housing phasing. Access road improvements in the West have been delayed until end of programme,
resulting in road chaos for years.

e As with other environmental issues, the capacity of the highways network should be assessed formally
with consideration of the cumulative effects of other developments.

The highways plan is unsound and not sustainable.

The Core Strategy only takes into account Flood risk identified by the Enviromental Agency which is flovial
based (tidal) and does not take into account Surface Water flooding risk. This is despite the fact that majority
of flooding in the area has been caused by the latter or a combination of both. It is wrong for the Core
Strategy to only consider Flovial flood risk. The Core Strategy is therefore unsound.

Cont’d




Rep No 26206

6. Gypsy sites - the proposals provide for 14 pitches by 2014 but no indication is given of where these should
be sited. This issue has caused a lot of concern to many residents who favour a single, manageable site in a
location with good road access and all appropriate services and the proposals are unsound and, prabably,
unsustainable.

Gypsy/Traveller sites must be positioned in locations that have the best access to transport links and
services. It is essential that any gypsy/traveller site developments are matched by appropriate
infrastructure such as established road networks, water / gas / electric supply, mains sewerage, access for
refuse / recycling collection, and access to healthcare and schools.

The choice of a suitable site(s) must ensure that such communities can be appropriately integrated, and
promote the right level of community cohesion for these people. Inappropriate location of Gypsies and
Travellers would not bring about desired cohesion, and if a poor choice is made by the Council this could
lead to exactly the opposite and disharmonious relationships between communities and the local
community would transpire.

In the light of the above, and in line with previous recommendations, if it is decided that Gypsies and
Travellers must be accommodated on ‘official’ sites, then such sites are best suited to the west of the
district. Any loss of countryside, greenbelt and open spaces in and around Hockley is considered
unacceptable when there are known alternative locations that would be better suit mutual Council and
Traveller needs.

7. The last consultation on the DPD Allocations was in April and is believed to have 'attracted' a record level of
responses but has not even been considered by the council 6 months later. Revised proposals have now been
made on aspects covered by the DPD. Similarly, proposals for Hockley Village Centre have been repeatedly
rejected but are still included. This reflects the generally inadequate consultation during the entire process
and means the Core Strategy is undemocratic and consequently the proposals are unsound.

Signed

Name

Address

Date

Printed by 4edge Limited. Hockley. www.4edge.co.uk




Rep No 26207

To Planning Department, Rochford District Council, Freepost CI.1858, South St, Rochford, SS4 1BW

Core Strategy Consultation Oct/Nov 2010 Rep 72:22“%%7
2

Glwe wish to register the following objections regarding the above consultation:

1.

The Core Strategy is unsound because proposals to build on the Green Belt have not been properly evaluated;
are contrary to government policy and alternatives not evaluated. There is no justification for this variance
from government policy.

= There is no evidence that the Council has undertaken a comprehensive and detailed (in planning terms)
comparative assessment of the impact of the CS Locations. Were the alternatives put forward under the
"Call for Sites" properly evaluated and evidenced?

»  Para 4.23 of the published Core Strategy states that the Council will prioritise the redevelopment of
brownfield sites but the amended proposals still result in 67% of new dwellings being on greenbelt land
{and any windfall sites will be too late to save green belt that has already been built on).

»  The two proposed new industrial sites will also be on Green Belt land.

* The older component of our population is said by the Council to be a block on the release of “previously
owned homes” but there are no proposals to release the blockage by requiring the provision of smaller
homes in developments like Coachman’s Court (Rochford, Sheltered/Wardened Flats for over 55's).

No justification or consultation regarding how the proposed total of 3,800 new homes has been calculated.
The council turned down: a motion from two members in this regard. This lack of consultation and
inconsistency means the proposals are unsound.

» There is now no proposed development proposed for Rayleigh over the first 15 years yet, according to
the published Core Strategy (para 2.38 page 30), the greatest demand for housing is in Rayleigh at 44.4%
of the District’s total. There is something wrong here.

*  Have the alternatives been properly evaluated and evidenced?

Lack of appropriate infrastructure and the distributed approach negates economies of scale. Existing 'back of
a fag packet' [RDC/ECC quote] estimates of £50-75M are unsubstantiated (and could increase) but still
equate to £14/21K standard charges per dwelling. Is this viable, particularly for "Affordable Housing" and
sustainable?

Development proposals for the first phase are concentraied in the centre of the district where the
infrastructure, based on historical country lanes, cannot cope with existing traffic — there are a number of
bottlenecks across this part of the District and being systemic in nature will not be improved by the relatively
small improvements provided by the developments propesed.

« There is no evidence that the consolidated impact of all the various developments on highways has been
assessed and no consideration appears to have been given to mapping highways improvements to the
housing phasing. Access road improvements in the West have been delayed until end of programme,
resulting in road chaos for years.

e As with other environmental issues, the capacity of the highways network should be assessed formally
with consideration of the cumulative effects of other developments.

The highways plan is unsound and not sustainable.

The Core Strategy only takes into account Flood risk identified by the Enviromental Agency which is flovial
based (tidal) and does not take into account Surface Water flooding risk. This is despite the fact that majority
of flooding in the area has been caused by the latter or a combination of both. It is wrong for the Core
Strategy to only consider Flovial flood risk. The Core Strategy is therefore unsound.

Cont’d




Rep No 26207

6. Gypsy sites - the proposals provide for 14 pitches by 2014 but no indication is given of where these should
be sited. This issue has caused a lot of concern to many residents who favour a single, manageable site in a
location with good road access and all appropriate services and the proposals are unsound and, prabably,
unsustainable.

Gypsy/Traveller sites must be positioned in locations that have the best access to transport links and
services. It is essential that any gypsy/traveller site developments are matched by appropriate
infrastructure such as established road networks, water / gas / electric supply, mains sewerage, access for
refuse / recycling collection, and access to healthcare and schools.

The choice of a suitable site(s) must ensure that such communities can be appropriately integrated, and
promote the right level of community cohesion for these people. Inappropriate location of Gypsies and
Travellers would not bring about desired cohesion, and if a poor choice is made by the Council this could
lead to exactly the opposite and disharmonious relationships between communities and the local
community would transpire.

In the light of the above, and in line with previous recommendations, if it is decided that Gypsies and
Travellers must be accommodated on ‘official’ sites, then such sites are best suited to the west of the
district. Any loss of countryside, greenbelt and open spaces in and around Hockley is considered
unacceptable when there are known alternative locations that would be better suit mutual Council and
Traveller needs.

7. The last consultation on the DPD Allocations was in April and is believed to have 'attracted' a record level of
responses but has not even been considered by the council 6 months later. Revised proposals have now been
made on aspects covered by the DPD. Similarly, proposals for Hockley Village Centre have been repeatedly
rejected but are still included. This reflects the generally inadequate consultation during the entire process
and means the Core Strategy is undemocratic and consequently the proposals are unsound.

Signed

Name

Address

Date

Printed by 4edge Limited. Hockley. www.4edge.co.uk




Rep No 26208

To Planning Department, Rochford District Council, Freepost CL 1858, South St, Rochford, $54 1BW
Core Strategy Consultation Oct/Nov 2010 Rep 26208

I/we wish to register the following objections regarding the above consultation:

1. The Core Strategy is unsound because proposals to build on the Green Belt have not been properly evaluated;
are contrary to government policy and altemnatives not evaluated. There is no justification for this variance
from government policy.

* There is no evidence that the Council has undertaken a comprehensive and detailed (in planning terms)
comparative assessment of the impact of the CS Locations. Were the alternatives put forward under the
"Call for Sites" properly evaluated and evidenced?

* Para4.23 of the published Core Strategy states that the Council will prioritise the redevelopment of
brownfield sites but the amended proposals still result in 67% of new dwellings being on greenbelt land
(and any windfall sites will be too late to save green belt that has already been built on).

* The two proposed new industrial sites will also be on Green Belt land.

= The older component of our population is said by the Council to be a block on the release of “previously
owned homes” but there are no proposals to release the blockage by requiring the provision of smaller
homes in developments like Coachman’s Court (Rochford, Sheltered/Wardened Flats for over 55').

2. No justification or consultation regarding how the proposed total of 3,800 new homes has been calculated.
The council turned down a motion from two members in this regard. This lack of consultation and
inconsistency means the proposals are unsound.

* There is now no proposed development proposed for Rayleigh over the first 15 years yet, according to
the published Core Strategy (para 2.38 page 30), the greatest demand for housing is in Rayleigh at 44.4%
of the District’s total. There is something wrong here.

= Have the altematives been properly evaluated and evidenced?

3. Lack of appropriate infrastructure and the distributed approach negates economies of scale. Existing 'back of
a fag packet' [RDC/ECC quote] estimates of £50-75M are unsubstantiated {(and could increase) but still
equate to £14/21K standard charges per dwelling. Is this viable, particularly for "Affordable Housing" and
sustainable?

4. Development proposals for the first phase are concentrated in the centre of the district where the
infrastructure, based on historical country lanes, cannot cope with existing traffic — there are a number of
bottlenecks across this part of the District and being systemic in nature will not be improved by the relatively
small improvements provided by the developments proposed.

s There is no evidence that the consolidated impact of all the various developments on highways has been
assessed and no consideration appears to have been given to mapping highways improvements to the
housing phasing. Access road improvements in the West have been delayed until end of programme,
resulting in road chaos for years.

¢  As with other environmental issues, the capacity of the highways network should be assessed formally
with consideration of the cumulative effects of other developments.

The highways plan is unsound and not sustainable.

5. The Core Strategy only takes into account Flood risk identified by the Enviromental Agency which is flovial
based (tidal} and does not take into account Surface Water flooding risk. This is despite the fact that majority
of flooding in the area has been caused by the latter or a combination of both. It is wrong for the Core
Strategy to only consider Flovial flood risk. The Core Strategy is therefore unsound.

Cont’d
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6. Gypsy sites - the proposals provide for 14 pitches by 2014 but no indication is given of where these should
be sited. This issue has caused a lot of concern to many residents who favour a single, manageable site in a
location with good road access and all appropriate services and the proposals are unsound and, probably,
unsustainable.

»  Gypsy/Traveller sites must be positioned in locations that have the best access to transport links and
services. It is essential that any gypsy/traveller site developments are matched by appropriate
infrastructure such as established road networks, water / gas / electric supply, mains sewerage, access for
refuse / recycling collection, and access to healthcare and schools.

e The choice of a suitable site(s) must ensure that such communities can be appropriately integrated, and
promote the right level of community cohesion for these people. Inappropriate location of Gypsies and
Travellers would not bring about desired cohesion, and if a poor choice is made by the Council this could
lead to exactly the opposite and disharmonious relationships between communities and the local
community would transpire.

s In the light of the above, and in line with previous recommendations, if it is decided that Gypsies and
Travellers must be accommodated on ‘official’ sites, then such sites are best suited to the west of the
district. Any loss of countryside, greenbelt and open spaces in and around Hockley is considered
unacceptable when there are known alternative locations that would be better suit mutual Council and
Traveller needs.

7. The last consultation on the DPD Allocations was in April and is believed to have 'attracted’ a record level of
responses but has not even been considered by the council 6 months later. Revised proposals have now been
made on aspects covered by the DPD. Similarly, proposals for Hockley Village Centre have been repeatedly
rejected but are still included. This reflects the generally inadequate consultation during the entire process
and means the Core Strategy is undemocratic and consequently the proposals are unsound.

Signed
Name

Address

Date

Printed by 4edge Limited. Hockley. www.4edge.co.uk




Rep No 26209

To Planning Department, Rochford District Council, Freepost CI.1858, South St, Rochford, S84 1BW

Core Strategy Consultation Oct/Nov 2010 Rep 26209

) I/we wish to register the following objections regarding the above consultation:

1. The Core Strategy is unsound because proposals to build on the Green Belt have not been properly evaluated;
are contrary to government policy and alternatives not evaluated. There is no justification for this variance
from government policy.
= There is no evidence that the Council has undertaken a comprehensive and detailed (in planning terms)

‘ comparative assessment of the impact of the CS Locations. Were the alternatives put forward under the
"Call for Sites" properly evaluated and evidenced?

* Para 4.23 of the published Core Strategy states that the Council will prioritise the redevelopment of
brownfield sites but the amended proposals still result in 67% of new dwellings being on greenbelt land
(and any windfall sites will be too late to save green belt that has already been built on).

*  The two proposed new industrial sites will also be on Green Belt land.

= The older component of our population is said by the Council to be a block on the release of “previously
owned homes” but there are no proposals to release the blockage by requiring the provision of smaller
homes in developments like Coachman’s Court (Rochford, Sheltered/Wardened Flats for over 55's).

2. No justification or consultation regarding how the proposed total of 3,800 new homes has been calculated.
The council turned down a motion from two members in this regard. This lack of consultation and
inconsistency means the proposals are unsound.

»  There is now no proposed development proposed for Rayleigh over the first 15 years yet, according to
the published Core Strategy (para 2.38 page 30), the greatest demand for housing is in Rayleigh at 44.4%
of the District’s total. There is something wrong here.

» Have the alternatives been properly evaluated and evidenced?

3. Lack of appropriate infrastructure and the distributed approach negates economies of scale. Existing back of
a fag packet' [RDC/ECC quote] estimates of £50-75M are unsubstantiated (and could increase) but still
equate to £14/21K standard charges per dwelling. Is this viable, particularly for "Affordable Housing" and
sustainable?

4. Development proposals for the first phase are concentrated in the centre of the district where the
infrastructure, based on historical country lanes, cannot cope with existing traffic — there are a number of
bottlenecks across this part of the District and being systemic in nature will not be improved by the relatively
small improvements provided by the developments proposed.

e There is no evidence that the consolidated impact of all the various developments on highways has been
assessed and no consideration appears to have been given to mapping highways improvements to the
housing phasing. Access road improvements in the West have been delayed until end of programme,
resulting in road chaos for years.

s As with other environmental issues, the capacity of the highways network should be assessed formally
with consideration of the cumulative effects of other developments.

The highways plan is unsound and not sustainable.

5. The Core Strategy only takes into account Flood risk identified by the Enviromental Agency which is flovial
based (tidal) and does not take into account Surface Water flooding risk. This is despite the fact that majority
of flooding in the area has been caused by the latter or a combination of both. It is wrong for the Core
Strategy to only consider Flovial flood risk. The Core Strategy is therefore unsound.

Cont’d




Rep No 26209

6. Gypsy sites - the proposals provide for 14 pitches by 2014 but no indication is given of where these should

be sited. This issue has caused a lot of concern to many residents who favour a single, manageable site in a
location with good road access and all appropriate services and the proposals are unsound and, probably,
unsustainable.

Gypsy/Traveller sites must be positioned in locations that have the best access to transport links and
services. It is essential that any gypsy/traveller site developments are matched by appropriate
infrastructure such as established road networks, water / gas / electric supply, mains sewerage, access for
refuse / recycling collection, and access to healthcare and schools.

The choice of a suitable site(s) must ensure that such communities can be appropriately integrated, and
promote the right level of community cohesion for these people. Inappropriate location of Gypsies and
Travellers would not bring about desired cohesion, and if a poor choice is made by the Council this could
lead to exactly the opposite and disharmonious relationships between communities and the local
community would transpire.

In the light of the above, and in line with previous recommendations, if it is decided that Gypsies and
Travellers must be accommodated on ‘official’ sites, then such sites are best suited to the west of the
district, Any loss of countryside, greenbelt and open spaces in and around Hockley is considered
unacceptable when there are known alternative locations that would be better suit mutual Council and
Traveller needs.

7. The last consultation on the DPD Allocations was in April and is believed to have 'attracted' a record level of
responses but has not even been considered by the council 6 months later. Revised proposals have now been

made on aspects covered by the DPD. Similarly, proposals for Hockley Village Centre have been repeatedly
rejected but are still included. This reflects the geucially inadequate consultation during the entire process
and means the Core Strategy is undemocratic and consequently the proposals are unsound.

Signed

Name

Adares

Date

Printed by 4edge Limited. Hockley. www.4edge.co.uk




Rep No 26210
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Rep 2620
Hockley & Hawkwell Residents Associations — suggested response to RDC Core Strategy
Consultation Oct 2010 (NB Closing date: 5.00pm 30 November)

If you agree with our views (which are based on what you have told us), please complete and post this letter to:

To Planning Department, Rochford District Council, Freepost CL1858. South St, Rochford, S84 I1BW

Core Strategy Consultation Oct/Nov 2010

I/swe wish to register the following objections regarding the above consultation:

1. The Core Strategy is unsound because proposals to build on the Green Belt have not been properly evaluated;
are contrary to government policy and alternatives not evaluated. There is no justification for this variance
from government policy.
=  There is no evidence that the Council has undertaken a comprehensive and detailed (in planning terms)
comparative assessment of the impact of the CS Locations. Were the alternatives put forward under the
"Call for Sites" properly evaluated and evidenced?

= Para 4.23 of the published Core Strategy states that the Council will prioritise the redevelopment of
brownfield sites but the amended proposals still result in 67% of new dwellings being on greenbelt land
(and any windfall sites will be too late to save green belt that has already been built on).

»  The two proposed new industrial sites will also be on Green Belt land.

* The older component of our population is said by the Council to be a block on the release of “previously
owned homes” but there are no proposals to release the blockage by requiring the provision of smaller
homes in developments like Coachman’s Court (Rochford, Sheltered/Wardened Fiats for over 55).

2. No justification or consultation regarding how the proposed total of 3,800 new homes has been calculated.
The council turned down a motion from two members in this regard. This lack of consultation and
inconsistency means the proposals are unsound.
= There is now no proposed development proposed for Rayleigh over the first 15 years yet, according to

the published Core Strategy (para 2.38 page 30), the greatest demand for housing is in Rayleigh at 44.4%
of the Distriet’s total. There is something wrong here.
= Have the alternatives been properly evaluated and evidenced?

3. Lack of appropriate infrastructure and the distributed approach negates economies of scale. Existing 'back of
a fag packet' [RDC/ECC quote] estimates of £50-75M are unsubstantiated (and could increase) but still
equate to £14/21K standard charges per dwelling. Is this viable, particularly for "Affordable Housing" and
sustainable?

4. Development proposals for the first phase are concentrated in the centre of the district where the
infrastructure, based on historical country lanes, cannot cope with existing traffic — there are a number of
bottlenecks across this part of the District and being systemic in nature will not be improved by the relatively
small improvements provided by the developments proposed.

o There is no evidence that the consolidated impact of all the various developments on highways has been
assessed and no consideration appears to have been given to mapping highways improvements to the
housing phasing. Access road improvements in the West have been delayed until end of programme,
resulting in road chaos for years.

» As with other environmental issues, the capacity of the highways network should be assessed formally
with consideration of the cumulative effects of other developments.

The highways plan is unsound and not sustainable,

5. The Core Strategy only takes into account Flood risk identified by the Enviromental Agency which is flovial
based (tidal) and does not take into account Surface Water flooding risk. This is despite the fact that majority
of flooding in the area has been caused by the latter or a combination of both. It is wrong for the Core
Strategy to only consider Flovial flood risk. The Core Strategy is therefore unsound.

Cont’d




Rep No 26210

[HRA Note: You can download a more detailed version of the above http://www.hockleyresidents.co.uk/Other/
You can also input comments direct to the RDC system at http://rochford.jdi-consult.net/1df/ (its easier this time
as only one comments box to enter) or you can ¢’mail a copy to planning.policy@rochford.gov.uk

6. Gypsy sites - the proposals provide for 14 pitches by 2014 but no indication is given of where these should
be sited. This issue has caused a lot of concern to many residents who favour a single, manageable site in a
location with good road access and all appropriate services and the proposals are unsound and, probably,
unsustainable.
¢ Gypsy/Traveller sites must be positioned in locations that have the best access to transport links and

services. It is essential that any gypsy/traveller site developments are matched by appropriate
infrastructure such as established road networks, water / gas / electric supply, mains sewerage, access for
refuse / recycling collection, and access to healthcare and schools.

» The choice of a suitable site(s) must ensure that such communities can be appropriately integrated, and
promote the right level of community cohesion for these people. Inappropriate location of Gypsies and
Travellers would not bring about desired cohesion, and if a poor choice is made by the Council this could
lead to exactly the opposite and disharmonious relationships between communities and the local
community would transpire.

« In the light of the above, and in line with previous recommendations, if it is decided that Gypsies and
Travellers must be accommodated on ‘official’ sites, then such sites are best suited to the west of the
district. Any loss of countryside, greenbelt and open spaces in and around Hockley is considered
unacceptable when there are known alternative locations that would be better suit mutual Council and
Traveller needs.

7. The last consultation on the DPD Allocations was in April and is believed to have "attracted’ a record level of
responses but has not even been considered by the council 6 months later. Revised proposals have now been
made on aspects covered by the DPD. Similarly, proposals for Hockley Village Centre have been repeatedly
rejected but are still included. This reflects the generally inadequate consultation during the entire process
and means the Core Strategy is undemocratic and consequently the proposals are unsound.

Signed

Name

Printed by 4edge Limited. Hockley. www.4edge.co.uk




Rep No 26211

To Planning Departinent, Rochford District Council, Freepost CL 1858, South St, Rochford, SS4 1BW
Core Strategy Consultation Oct/Nov 2010 RLP 221

I/we wish to register the following objections regarding the above consultation:

1. The Core Strategy is unsound because proposals to build on the Green Belt have not been properly evaluated;
are contrary to government policy and alternatives not evaluated. There is no justification for this variance
from government policy.

s There is no evidence that the Council has undertaken a comprehensive and detailed (in ptanning terms)
comparative assessment of the impact of the CS Locations. Were the alternatives put forward under the
"Call for Sites" properly evaluated and evidenced?

= Para 4.23 of the published Core Strategy states that the Council will prioritise the redevelopment of
brownfield sites but the amended proposals still result in 67% of new dwellings being on greenbelt land
(and any windfall sites will be too late to save green belt that has already been built on).

* The two proposed new industrial sites will also be on Green Belt land.

* The older component of our population is said by the Council to be a block on the release of “previously
owned homes” but there are no proposals to release the blockage by requiring the provision of smaller
homes in developments like Coachman’s Court (Rochford, Sheltered/Wardened Flats for over 55').

—————

2. No justification or consultation regarding how the proposed total of 3,800 new homes has been calculated.
The council turned down a motion from two members in this regard. This lack of consultation and
inconsistency means the proposals are unsound.

» There is now no proposed development proposed for Rayleigh over the first 15 years yet, according to
the published Core Strategy (para 2.38 page 30), the greatest demand for housing is in Rayleigh at 44.4%
of the District’s total. There is something wrong here.

= Have the alternatives been properly evaluated and evidenced?

3. Lack of appropriate infrastructure and the distributed approach negates economies of scale. Existing 'back of
a fag packet' [RDC/ECC quote] estimates of £50-75M are unsubstantiated (and could increase) but still
equate to £14/21K standard charges per dwelling. Is this viable, particularly for "Affordable Housing" and
sustainable?

4. Development proposals for the first phase are concentrated in the centre of the district where the
infrastructure, based on historical country lanes, cannot cope with existing traffic — there are a number of
bottlenecks across this part of the District and being systemic in nature will not be improved by the relatively
small improvements provided by the developments proposed.

e There is no evidence that the consolidated impact of all the various developments on highways has been
assessed and no consideration appears to have been given to mapping highways improvements to the
housing phasing. Access road improvements in the West have been delayed until end of programme,
resulting in road chaos for years.

e As with other environmental issues, the capacity of the highways network should be assessed formally
with consideration of the cumulative effects of other developments.

The highways plan is unsound and not sustainable.

5. The Core Strategy only takes into account Flood risk identified by the Enviromental Agency which is flovial
based (tidal) and does not take into account Surface Water flooding risk. This is despite the fact that majority
of flooding in the area has been caused by the latter or a combination of both. It is wrong for the Core
Strategy to only consider Flovial flood risk. The Core Strategy is therefore unsound.

Cont’d
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6. Gypsy sites - the proposals provide for 14 pitches by 2014 but no indication is given of where these should
be sited. This issue has caused a lot of concemn to many residents who favour a single, manageable site in a
location with good road access and all appropriate services and the proposals are unsound and, probably,
unsustainable.
¢  Gypsy/Traveller sites must be positioned in locations that have the best access to transport links and

services. It is essential that any gypsy/traveller site developments are matched by appropriate
infrastructure such as established road networks, water / gas / electric supply, mains sewerage, access for
refuse / recycling collection, and access to healthcare and schools.

s The choice of a suitable site(s) must ensure that such communities can be appropriately integrated, aid———=—=
promote the right level of community cohesion for these people. Inappropriate location of Gypsies and
Travellers would not bring about desired cohesion, and if a poor choice is made by the Council this could
lead to exactly the opposite and disharmonious relationships between communities and the local
community would transpire.

« In the light of the above, and in line with previous recommendations, if it is decided that Gypsies and
Travellers must be accommodated on “official’ sites, then such sites are best suited to the west of the
district. Any loss of countryside, greenbelt and open spaces in and around Hockley is considered
unacceptable when there are known alternative locations that would be better suit mutual Council and
Traveller needs.

7. The last consultation on the DPD Allocations was in April and is believed to have ‘attracted' a record level of
responses but has not even been considered by the council 6 months later. Revised proposals have now been
made on aspects covered by the DPD. Similarly, proposals for Hockley Village Centre have been repeatedly
rejected but are still included. This reflects the generally inadequate consultation during the entire process
and means the Core Strategy is undemocratic and consequently the proposals are unsound.

Signed

Name

Address]

Date

Printed by 4edge Limited. Hockley. www.4edge.co.uk




Rep No 26212

Shaun Scrutton
Head of Planning
Rochford District Council

Dear Sir,
The future development of Rochford
Further to your letter of 18th October I wish to assert that my

submissions of the West Rochford Action Group .1t is quite unbelievable
that you could contemplate building on prime agricultural land such as
exists on the north side of Hall Road. To attempt to assuage the
opponents of this proposal by declaring that only one percent of green
belt is likely to be affected ignores the distiction btween green belt Jand
which may have no agricutural value and agricultural land, In this case
prime,

The chaos caused by the development would make Hall Road
almost impassable over several years,

The proper criteria for new houses is that of local need and the
present proposals in the requirement of numbers js massively in excess of
that need .

Yours faithfully,




Rep No 26219

Rep 262,19

To Planning Department, Rochford District Council, Freepost CL1858, South Street, Rochford $54 1BW

Core Strateqy Consultation October/November 2010
| wish to register the following objections regarding the above consultation: The Core Strategy is unsound for the
following reasons.

1.No justification or consultation regarding how the proposed total of 3800 new homes has been caiculated.
Some councils have abandoned extensive redevelopment plans. The Council turned down some Members' proposal to
review housing needs over time, instead of fixing these to 2030. Lack of consultation and inconsistency means
Council's proposed housing numbers are unsound.
* There is now no proposed development for Rayleigh over the first 15 years yet, according to the published
Core Strategy (para.2.38,p.30) Rayleigh has the greatest demand for housing at 44.4% cf District total. There
is something wrong here.

2.Development proposals for the first phase are concentrated in the centre of the district where infrastructure,
based on historical country lanes, cannot cope with existing traffic. there are a number of bottlenecks across this part
of the District and, being systemic in nature, will not be improved by relatively small improvements provided by
proposed developments.

* There is no evidence that the consolidated impact of all the various developments on highways has been
assessed and no consideration appears to have been given to mapping highways improvements to the housing
phasing. Access road improvements in the west have been delayed until end of programme, resulting in road
chaos for years.

« As with other environmental issues, the capacity of the highways network should be assessed formally with
consideration of the cumulative effects of other developments.

The highways plan is unsound and unsustainable.

3.Proposals to build on Greenbelt have not been properly evaluated: there is nc evidence that the Council has
undertaken a comprehensive assessment of the impact of Core Strategy locations. Amended proposals still result in
67% of new build being on Greenbelt.

e At4.9, Tier Settlements, Hockley/Hawkwell and Rochford/Ashingdon are joined at Tier 1 with Rayleigh, always
an urban settlement, with Rochford second. But Hockley, Hawkwell and Ashingdon are separated by
Greenbelt. Numbers in H2 suggest a proportion of this will be eradicated and above 3 village settlements
become a conurbation. There is no justification for this variance from government Greenbelt policy.

e The 2 proposed new industrial sites will also be on Greenbelt.

4.Lack of appropriate infrastructure and distributed approach negates economies of scale. Existing estimates of
£50-75 miflion are not substantiated and might even increase, but anyway equate to £14/21 thousand standard charges
per dwelling. |s this viable, particularly for ‘affordable’ housing and sustainable?

5.The Core Strategy takes into account Envircnmental Agency estimate of Tidal flood risk, ignoring Surface Water
flood risk. The majority of flooding in the area is caused by the latter, or combination of both. So Core Strategy is
unsound.

y 2014, but no defined sites. Residents prefer:

. c;ne site with good infrastructure: road, water, gas, electricity, sewerage, refusefrecycling collection, access to
healthcare and schools. _ .

« A suitable site must promote community cohesion for these peaple,
between them and the local community. _

« | ‘official’ sites are proposed, following earlier recommendatl
countryside, greenbelt, open spaces infaround Hockley is rejec
and Traveller needs are available.

or there will be inharmonious relations

dations, sites should be to west of the district. Loss of
ted, when known locations to suit both Council

i i ion i i ‘ ’ d responses, but has been ingnored
The April 2010 DPD Aliocations consultation is believed to have ‘attracted’ recor: !
Z) thee C‘:)uncil 8 months later. Revised proposals on the DPD are now made, but repegtediy rejected plans for Hockley
V\i(llage Centre are still included. This shows the inadequate consultation during the entire process and means the Core

Strategy is undemocratic and consequently its proposals are unsound.
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Rep No 26226

To Planning Department, Rochford District Council, Freepost CL.1858, South St, Rochford, SS4 iBW
Core Strategy Consultation Oct/Nov 2010 Vop <b1ic

1/wee wish to register the following objections regarding the above consultation:

1.

The Core Strategy is unsound because proposals to build on the Green Belt have not been properly evaluated;
are contrary to government policy and alternatives not evaluated. There is no justification for this variance
from government policy.

» There is no evidence that the Council has undertaken a comprehensive and detailed (in planning terms)
comparative assessment of the impact of the CS Locations. Were the alternatives put forward under the
"Call for Sites" properly evaluated and evidenced?

= Para 4.23 of the published Core Strategy states that the Council will prioritise the redevelopment of
brownfield sites but the amended proposals still result in 67% of new dwellings being on greenbelt land
(and any windfall sites will be too late to save green belt that has already been built on).

* The two proposed new industrial sites will also be on Green Belt land.

= The older component of our population is said by the Council to be a block on the release of “previously
owned homes” but there are no proposals to release the blockage by requiring the provision of smaller
homes in developments like Coachman’s Court (Rochford, Sheltered/Wardened Flats for over 55's).

No justification or consultation regarding how the proposed total of 3,800 new homes has been calculated.
The council turned down a motion from two members in this regard. This lack of consultation and
inconsistency means the proposals are unsound.

» There is now no proposed development proposed for Rayleigh over the first 15 years yet, according to
the published Core Strategy (para 2.38 page 30), the greatest demand for housing is in Rayleigh at 44.4%
of the District’s total. There is something wrong here.

*  Have the altemnatives been properly evaluated and evidenced?

Lack of appropriate infrastructure and the distributed approach negates economies of scale. Existing 'back of
a fag packet' [RDC/ECC quote] estimates of £50-75M are unsubstantiated {and could increase) but still
equate to £14/21K standard charges per dwelling. Is this viable, particularly for "Affordable Housing" and
sustainable?

Development proposals for the first phase are concentrated in the centre of the district where the

infrastructure, based on historical country lanes, cannot cope with existing traffic — there are a number of

bottlenecks across this part of the District and being systemic in nature will not be improved by the relatively

small improvements provided by the developments proposed.

¢ There is no evidence that the consolidated impact of all the various developments on highways has been
assessed and no consideration appears to have been given to mapping highways improvements to the
housing phasing. Access road improvements in the West have been delayed until end of programme,
resulting in road chaos for years.

»  As with other environmental issues, the capacity of the highways network should be assessed formally
with consideration of the cumulative effects of other developments,

The highways plan is unsound and not sustainable.

The Core Strategy only takes into account Flood risk identified by the Enviromental Agency which is flovial
based (tidal) and does not take into account Surface Water flooding risk. This is despite the fact that majority
of flooding in the area has been caused by the latter or a combination of both. It is wrong for the Core
Strategy to only consider Flovial flood risk. The Core Strategy is therefore unsound.

Cont’d




Rep No 26226

6. Gypsy sites - the proposals provide for 14 pitches by 2014 but no indication is given of where these should
be sited. This issue has caused a lot of concern to many residents who favour a #ingle, manageable site in a
location with good road access and all appropriate services and the proposals are unsound and, probably,
unsustainable.

Gypsy/Traveller sites must be positioned in locations that have the best access to transport links and
services. It is essential that any gypsy/traveller site developments are matched by appropriate
infrastructure such as established road networks, water / gas / electric supply, mains sewerage, access for
refuse / recycling collection, and access to healthcare and schools.

The choice of a suitable site(s) must ensure that such communities can be appropriately integrated, and
promote the right level of community cohesion for these people. Inappropriate location of Gypsies and
Travellers would not bring about desired cohesion, and if a poor choice is made by the Council this could
lead to exactly the opposite and disharmonious relationships between commiunities and the local
community would transpire.

In the light of the above, and in line with previous recommendations, if it is decided that Gypsies and
Travellers must be accommodated on ‘official’ sites, then such sites are best suited to the west of the
district. Any loss of countryside, greenbelt and open spaces in and around Hockley is considered
unacceptable when there are known alternative locations that would be better suit mutual Council and
Traveller needs.

7. The last consultation on the DPD Allocations was in April and is believed to have 'attracted’ a record level of
responses but has not even been considered by the council 6 months later. Revised proposals have now been
made on aspects covered by the DPD. Simiiarly, proposais for Hockley Viiiage Centre have been repeatedly
rejected but are still included. This reflects the generally inadequate consultation during the entire process
and means the Core Strategy is undemocratic and consequently the proposals are unsound.

Signed

Name

Address

Date

Printed by 4edge Limited. Hockley. www.4edge.co.uk
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Hockley & Hawkwell Residents Associations — suggested response to RDC Core Strategy
Consultation Oct 2010 (NB Closing date; 5.00pm 30 November)

If you agree with our views (which are based on what you have told us), please complete and post this letter to:

To Planning Department, Rochford District Council, Freepost CL1858, South St, Rochford, SS4 IBW
Core Strategy Consultation Oct/Nov 2010

1/we wish to register the following objections regarding the above consultation:

L. The Core Strategy is unsound because proposals to build on the Green Belt have not been properly evaluated;
are contrary to government policy and alternatives not evaluated. There is i justification for this variance
from government policy.
= There is no evidence that the Council has undertaken a comprehensive and detailed (in planning terms)
comparative assessment of the impact of the CS Locations, Were the alternatives put forward under the
"Call for Sites" properly evaluated and evidenced?

= Para 4.23 of the published Core Strategy states that the Council will prioritise the redevelopment of
brownfield sites but the amended proposals still result in 67% of new dwellings being on greenbelt land
(and any windfall sites will be too late to save green belt that has already been built on).

= The two proposed new industrial sites will also be on Green Belt land.

=  The older component of our population is said by the Council to be a block on the release of “previously
owned homes™ but there are no proposals to release the blockage by requiring the provision of smaller
homes in developments like Coachman’s Court {Rochford, Sheltered/Wardened Flats for over 55's).

2. No justification or consultation regarding how the proposed total of 3,800 new homes has been calculated.
The council turned down a motion from two members in this regard. This lack of consultation and
inconsistency means the proposals are unsound.

«  There is now no proposed development proposed for Rayleigh over the first 15 years yet, according to
the published Core Strategy (para 2.38 page 30), the greatest demand for housing is in Raylcigh at 44.4%
of the District’s total. There is something wrong here.

= Have the alternatives been properly evaluated and evidenced?

3. Lack of appropriate infrastructure and the distributed approach negates economies of scale. Existing back of
a fag packet' [RDC/ECC quote] estimates of £50-75M are unsubstantiated (and could increase) but still
equate to £14/21K standard charges per dwelling. Is this viable, particularly for "Affordable Housing” and
sustainable?

4. Development proposals for the first phase are concentrated in the centre of the district where the
infrastructure, based on historical country lanes, cannot cope with existing traffic — there are a number of
bottlenecks across this part of the District and being systemic in nature will not be improved by the relatively
small improvements provided by the developments proposed.

+ There is no evidence that the consolidated impact of all the various developments on highways has been
assessed and no consideration appears to have been given to mapping highways improvements to the
housing phasing. Access road improvements in the West have been delayed until end of programme,

.resulting in road chaos for years.

¢  As with other environmental issues, the capacity of the highways network should be assessed formally
with consideration of the cumulative effects of other developments.

The highways plan is unsound and not sustainable.

5. The Core Strategy only takes into account Flood risk identified by the Enviromental Agency which is flovial
based (tidal) and does not take into account Surface Water flooding risk. This is despite the fact that majority
of flooding in the area has been caused by the latter or a combination of both. It is wrong for the Core
Strategy to only consider Flovial flood risk. The Core Strategy is therefore unsound.

Cont’d
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[HRA Note: You can download a more detailed version of the above http://www hockleyresidents.co.uk/Other/
You can also input comments direct to the RDC system at http://rochford.jdi-consult net/1dff (its easier this time
as only one comments box to enter) or you can e’mail a copy to planning.policy@rochford.gov.uk]

6. Gypsy sites - the proposals provide for 14 pitches by 2014 but no indication is given of where these should
be sited. This issue has caused a lot of concern to many residents who favour a single, manageable site in a
location with good road access and all appropriate services and the proposals are unsound and, probably,
unsustainable.

o Gypsy/Traveller sites must be positioned in locations that have the best access to transport links and
services. It is essential that any gypsy/traveller site developments are matched by appropriate
infrastructure such as established road networks, water / gas / electric supply, mains sewerage, access for
refuse / recycling collection, and access to healthcare and schools.

e The choice of a suitable site(s) must ensure that such communities can be appropriately integrated, and
promote the right level of community cohesion for these people. Inappropriate location of Gypsies and
Travellers would not bring about desired cohesion, and if a poor choice is made by the Council this could
lead to exactly the opposite and disharmonious relationships between communities and the local
community would transpire.

o In the light of the above, and in line with previous recommendations, if it is decided that Gypsies and
Travellers must be accommodated on ‘official’ sites, then such sites are best suited to the west of the
district. Any loss of countryside, greenbelt and open spaces in and around Hockley is considered
unacceptable when there are known alternative locations that would be better suit mutual Council and
Traveller needs.

7. The last consultation on the DPD Allocations was in April and is believed to have "attracted' a record level of
responses but has not even been considered by the council 6 months later. Revised proposals have now been
made on aspects covered by the DPD. Similarly, proposals for Hockley Village Centre have been repeatedly
rejected but are still included. This reflects the generally inadequate consultation during the entire process
and means the Core Strategy is undemocratic and consequently the proposals are unsound.

Signed

Name

Address

Date

Printed by 4edge Limited. Hockley. www.4edge.co.uk
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To Planning Department, Rochford District Council, Freepost CL1858, South St, Rochford, SS4 I1BW

Core Strategy Consultation Oct/Nov 2010 Pt Es
Ahwe wish to register the following objections regarding the above consultation: RQP L6228
1. The Core Strategy is unsound because proposals to build on the Green Belt have not been properly evalnated,

are contrary to government pelicy and alternatives not evaluated. There is no justification for this variance

from government policy.

= There is no evidence that the Council has undertaken a comprehensive and detailed (in planning terms)
comparative assessment of the impact of the CS Locations. Were the alternatives put forward under the
"Call for Sites" properly evaluated and evidenced?

= Para 4.23 of the published Core Strategy states that the Council will prioritise the redevelopment of
brownfield sites but the amended proposals still result in 67% of new dwellings being on greenbelt land
{and any windfall sites will be too late to save green belt that has already been built on).

= The two proposed new industrial sites will also be on Green Belt land.

*  The older component of our population is said by the Council to be a block on the release of “previously
owned homes” but there are no proposals 1o release the blockage by requiring the provision of smaller
homes in developments like Coachman’s Court (Rochford, Sheltered/Wardened Flats for over 55%).

No justification or consultation regarding how the proposed total of 3,800 new homes has been calculated.

The council turned down a motion from two members in this regard. This lack of consultation and

inconsistency means the proposals are unsound.

= There is now no proposed development proposed for Rayleigh over the first 15 years yet, according to
the published Core Strategy (para 2.38 page 30), the greatest demand for housing is in Rayleigh at 44.4%
of the District’s total. There is something wrong here.

» Have the alternatives been properly evaluated and evidenced?

Lack of appropriate infrastructure and the distributed approach negates economies of scale. Existing 'back of
a fag packet' [RDC/ECC quote] estimates of £50-75M are unsubstantiated (and could increase) but still
equate to £14/21K standard charges per dwelling. Is this viable, particularly for "Affordable Housing" and
sustainable?

Development proposals for the first phase are concentrated in the centre of the district where the
mfrastructure, based on historical country lanes, cannot cope with existing traffic — there are a number of
bottlenecks across this part of the District and being systemic in nature will not be improved by the relatively
small improvements provided by the developments proposed.

» There is no evidence that the consolidated impact of all the various developments on highways has been
assessed and no consideration appears to have been given to mapping highways improvements to the
housing phasing. -Access road improvements in the West have been delayed until end of programme,
resulting in road chaos for years.

= Aswith other environmental issues, the capacity of the highways network should be assessed formally
with consideration of the cumulative effects of other developments.

The highways plan is unsound and not sustainable.

The Core Strategy only takes into account Flood risk identified by the Enviromental Agency which is flovial
based (tidal) and does not take into account Surface Water {looding risk. This is despite the fact that majority
of flooding in the area has been caused by the Iatter or a combination of both. It is wrong for the Core
Strategy to only consider Fiovial flood risk. The Core Strategy is therefore unsound.

Cont’d




Rep No 26228

6. Gypsy sites - the proposals provide for 14 pitches by 2014 but no indication is given of where these should
be sited. This issue has caused a lot of concern to many residents who favour a single, manageable site in a
location with good road access and all appropriate services and the proposals are unsound and, probably,
unsustainable.
¢  Gypsy/Traveller sites must be positioned in locations that have the best access to transport links and

services. It is essential that any gypsy/traveller site developments are matched by appropriate
infrastructure such as established road networks, water / gas / electric supply, mains sewerage, access for
refuse / recycling collection, and access to healthcare and schools.

» The choice of a suitable site(s} must ensure that such communities can be appropriately integrated, and
promote the right level of community cohesion for these people. Inappropriate location of Gypsies and
Travellers would not bring about desired cohesion, and if a poor choice is made by the Council this could
lead to exactly the opposite and disharmonious relationships between communities and the local
community would transpire.

» In the light of the above, and in line with previous recommendations, if it is decided that Gypsies and
Travellers must be accommodated on ‘official’ sites, then such sites are best suited to the west of the
district. Any loss of countryside, greenbelt and open spaces in and around Hockley is considered
unacceptable when there are known alternative locations that would be better suit mutual Council and
Traveller needs.

7. The last consultation on the DPD Allocations was in April and is believed to have 'attracted' a record level of
responses but has not even been considered by the council 6 months later. Revised proposals have now been
made on aspects covered by the DPD. Similarly, proposals for Hockley Village Centre have been repeatedly
rejected but are still included. This reflects the generaily inadequate consultation during the entire process
and means the Core Strategy is undemocratic and consequently the proposals are unsound.

Printed by 4edge Limited. Hockley. www.4edge.co.uk
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To Planning Department, Rochford District Council, Freepost CL1858, South St, Rochford, SS4 1BW

Core Strategy Consultation Oct/Nov 2010 Rop AbiD

I/we wish to register the following objections regarding the above consultation:

1.

The Core Strategy is unsound because proposals to build on the Green Belt have not been properly evaluated;

are contrary to government policy and alternatives not evaluated. There is no justification for this variance

from government policy.

= There is no evidence that the Council has undertaken a comprehensive and detailed (in planning terms)
comparative assessment of the impact of the CS Locations. Were the alternatives put forward under the
"Call for Sites" properly evaluated and evidenced?

= Para 4.23 of the published Core Strategy states that the Council will prioritise the redevelopment of

brownfield sites but the amended proposals still result in 67% of new dwellings being on greenbelt land
(and any windfall sites will be too late to save green belt that has already been built on).

= The two proposed new industrial sites will also be on Green Belt land.

» The older component of our population is said by the Council to be a block on the release of “previously
owned homes” but there are no proposals to release the blockage by requiring the provision of smaller
homes in developments like Coachman’s Court (Rochford, Sheltered/Wardened Flats for over 55's).

No justification or consultation regarding how the proposed total of 3,800 new homes has been calculated.

The council turned down a motion from two members in this regard. This lack of consultation and

inconsistency means the proposals are unsound.

= There is now no proposed development proposed for Rayleigh over the first 15 years yet, according to
the published Core Strategy (para 2.38 page 30), the greatest demand for housing is in Rayleigh at 44.4%
of the District’s total. There is something wrong here.

» Have the alternatives been properly evaluated and evidenced?

Lack of appropriate infrastructure and the distributed approach negates economies of scale. Existing back of
a fag packet’ [RDC/ECC quote] estimates of £50-75M arc unsubstantiated (and could increase) but still
equate to £14/21K standard charges per dwelling. Is this viable, particularly for "Affordable Housing” and
sustainable?

Development proposals for the first phase are concentrated in the centre of the district where the
infrastructure, based on historical country lanes, cannot cope with existing traffic — there are a number of
bottlenecks across this part of the District and being systemic in nature will not be improved by the relatively
small improvements provided by the developments proposed.

e There is no evidence that the consolidated impact of all the various developments on highways has been
assessed and no consideration appears to have been given to mapping highways improvements to the
housing phasing. Access road improvements in the West have been delayed until end of programme,
resulting in road chaos for years.

e  As with other environmental issues, the capacity of the highways network should be assessed formally
with consideration of the cumulative effects of other developments.

The highways plan is unsound and not sustainable.

The Core Strategy only takes into account Flood risk identified by the Enviromental Agency which is flovial
based (tidal) and does not take into account Surface Water flooding risk. This is despite the fact that majority
of flooding in the area has been caused by the latter or a combination of both. It is wrong for the Core
Strategy to only consider Flovial flood risk. The Core Strategy is therefore unsound.

Cont’d

5




Rep No 26235

6. Gypsy sites - the proposals provide for 14 pitches by 2014 but no indication is given of where these should
be sited. This issue has caused a lot of concern to many residents who favour a single, manageable site in a
location with good road access and all appropriate services and the proposals are unsound and, probably,
unsustainable.

*  Gypsy/Traveller sites must be positioned in locations that have the best access to transport links and
services. It is essential that any gypsy/traveller site developments are matched by appropriate
frastructure such as established road networks, water / gas / electric supply, mains sewerage, access for
refuse / recycling coliection, and access to healthcare and schools,

»  The choice of a suitable site(s} must ensure that such commumities can be appropriately integrated, and
promote the right level of community cohesion for these people. Inappropriate location of Gypsies and
Travellers would not bring about desired cohesion, and if a poor choice is made by the Council this could
lead to exactly the opposite and disharmonious relationships between communities and the local
community would transpire.

» Inthe light of the above, and in line with previous recommendations, if it is decided that Gypsies and

" Travellers must be accommodated on “official’ sites, then such sites are best suited to the west of the
district. Any loss of countryside, greenbeit and open spaces in and around Hockley is considered
unacceptable when there are known altemative locations that would be better suit mutual Council and
Traveller needs.

7. The last consultation on the DPD Allocations was in April and is believed to have 'attracted' a record level of
responses but has not even been considered by the council 6 months later. Revised proposals have now been
made on aspects covered by the DPD. Similarly, proposals for Hockley Village Centre have been repeatedly
rejected but are still included. This reflects the generally inadequate consultation during the entire process
and means the Core Strategy is undemocratic and consequently the proposals are unsound.

Printed by 4edge Limited. Hockley. www.4edge.co.uk
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Rop 26156
Hockley & Hawkwell Residents Associations — suggested response to RDC Core Strategy
Consultation Oct 2010 (NB Closing date: 5.00pm 30 November)

If you agree with our views (which are based on what you have told us), please complete and post this letter to:

To Planning Department, Rochford District Council, Freepost CL.1858, South St, Rochford, §84 1BW

Core Strategy Consultation Oct/Nov 2010

I/we wish to register the following objections regarding the above consultation:

1. The Core Strategy is unsound because proposals to build on the Green Belt have not been properly evaluated;
are contrary to government policy and alternatives not evaluated. There is no justification for this variance
from government policy.
®  There is no evidence that the Council has undertaken a comprehensive and detailed (in planning terms)
comparative assessment of the impact of the CS Locations. Were the alternatives put forward under the
"Call for Sites" properly evaluated and evidenced?

= Para 4.23 of the published Core Strategy states that the Council will prioritise the redevelopment of
brownfield sites but the amended proposals still result in 67% of new dwellings being on greenbelt land
(and any windfall sites will be too late to save green belt that has already been built on).

= The two proposed new industrial sites will also be on Green Belt land.

*  The older component of our population is said by the Council to be a block on the release of “previously
owned homes” but there are no proposals to release the blockage by requiring the provision of smaller
homes in developments like Coachman’s Court (Rochford, Sheltered/Wardened Flats for over 55's).

2. No justification or consultation regarding how the proposed total of 3,800 new homes has been calculated.
The council turned down a motion from two members in this regard. This lack of consultation and
weousisiency means e proposais are unsound.

* There is now no proposed development proposed for Rayleigh over the first 15 years yet, according to
the published Core Strategy (para 2,38 page 30), the greatest demand for housing is in Rayleigh at 44.4%
of the District’s total. There is something wrong here.

* Have the alternatives been properly evaluated and evidenced?

3. Lack of appropriate infrastructure and the distributed approach negates economies of scale. Existing back of
a fag packet' [RDC/ECC quote] estimates of £50-75M are unsubstantiated (and could increase) but still
equate to £14/21K standard charges per dwelling. Is this viable, particularly for "Affordable Housing” and
sustainable?

4. Development proposals for the first phase are concentrated in the centre of the district where the
infrastructure, based on historical country lanes, cannot cope with existing traffic — there are a number of
bottlenecks across this part of the District and being systemic in nature will not be improved by the relatively
small improvements provided by the developmenis proposed.

» There is no evidence that the consolidated impact of all the various developments on highways has been
assessed and no consideration appears to have been given to mapping highways improvements to the
housing phasing. Access road improvements in the West have been delayed until end of programme,
resulting in road chaos for years.

*  As with other envirenmental issues, the capacity of the highways network should be assessed formally
with consideration of the cumulative effects of other developments.

The highways plan is unsound and not sustainable.

5. The Core Strategy only takes into account Flood risk identified by the Enviromental Agency which is flovial
based (tidal) and does not take into account Surface Water flooding risk. This is despite the fact that majority
of flooding in the area has been caused by the latter or a combination of both. It is wrong for the Core
Strategy to only consider Flovial flood risk. The Core Strategy is therefore unsound.

Cont’d




Rep No 26236

[HRA Note: You can download a more detailed version of the above http://www.hockleyresidents.co.uk/Other/
You can also input comments direct to the RDC system at http://rochford jdi-consult.net/1df/ (its easier this time
as only one comments box to enter) or you can e¢’mail a copy to planning.policy@rochford.gov.uk]

6. Gypsy sites - the proposals provide for 14 pitches by 2014 but no indication is given of where these should
be sited. This issue has caused a lot of concern to many residents who favour a single, manageable site in a
location with good road access and all appropriate services and the proposals are unsound and, probably,
unsustainable.

Gypsy/Traveller sites must be positioned in locations that have the best access to transport links and
services. It is essential that any gypsy/traveller site developments are matched by appropriate
infrastructure such as established road networks, water / gas / electric supply, mains sewerage, access for
refuse / recycling collection, and access to healthcare and schools.

The choice of a suitable site(s) must ensure that such communities can be appropriately integrated, and
promote the right level of community cohesion for these people. Inappropriate location of Gypsies and
Travellers would not bring about desired cohesion, and if a poor choice is made by the Council this could
lead to exactly the opposite and disharmonious relationships between communities and the local
community would transpire.

In the light of the above, and in line with previous recommendations, if it is decided that Gypsies and
Travellers must be accommodated on ‘official’ sites, then such sites are best suited to the west of the
district. Any loss of countryside, greenbelt and open spaces in and around Hockley is considered
unacceptable when there are known alternative locations that would be better suit mutual Council and
Traveller needs.

7. The last consultation on the DPD Allocations was in April and is believed to have ‘attracted' a record level of
responses but has not even been considered by the council 6 months later. Revised proposals have now been
made on aspects covered by the DPD. Similarly, proposals for Hockley Village Centre have been repeatedly
rejected but are stifl included. This reflects the generally inadequate consultation during the entire process
and means the Core Strategy is undemocratic and consequently the proposals are unsound.

Signed

Name

Address

Date

Printed by 4edge Limited. Hockley. www.4edge.co.uk




Rep No 26237

To Planning Department, Rochford District Council, Freepost CL1858. South St, Rochford, SS4 1BW
Core Strategy Consultation Oct/Nov 2010 Pap 25237

I/'we wish to register the following objections regarding the above consultation;

1. The Core Strategy is unsound because proposats to build on the Green Belt have not been properly evaluated,
are contrary to government policy and alternatives not evaluated. There is no justification for this variance
from government policy.

s There is no evidence that the Council has undertaken a comprehensive and detailed {in planning terms)

"Call for Sites" properly evaluated and evidenced?

= Para 4.23 of the published Core Strategy states that the Council will prioritise the redevelopment of
brownfield sites but the amended proposals still result in 67% of new dwellings being on greenbelt land
(and any windfall sites will be too late to save green belt that has already been built on).

= The two proposed new industrial sites will also be on Green Belt land.

= The older component of our population is said by the Council to be a block on the release of “previously
owned homes” but there are no proposals to release the blockage by requiring the provision of smaller
homes in developments like Coachman’s Court (Rochford, Sheltered/Wardened Flats for over 35's).

2. No justification or consultation regarding how the proposed total of 3,800 new homes has been calculated.
The council turned down a motion from two members in this regard. This lack of consultation and
inconsistency means the proposals are unsound.,
= There is now no proposed development proposed for Rayleigh over the first 15 years yet, according to *
the published Core Strategy (para 2.38 page 30), the greatest demand for housing is in Rayleigh at 44.4%
of the District’s total. There is something wrong here. S
» Have the alternatives been properly evaluated and evidenced?

3. Lack of appropriate infrastructure and the distributed approach negates economies of scale. Existing 'back of
a fag packet' [RDC/ECC quote] estimates of £50-75M are unsubstantiated (and could increase) but still
equate to £14/21K standard charges per dwelling. Is this viable, particularly for " Affordable Housing” and
sustainable?

4 Development proposals for the first phase are concentrated in the centre of the district where the
infrastructure, based on historical country lanes, cannot cope with existing traffic — there are a number of
bottlenecks across this part of the District and being systemic in nature will not be improved by the relatively
small improvements provided by the developments proposed. )

s There is no evidence that the consolidated impact of all the various developments on highways has been
assessed and no consideration appears to have been given to mapping highways improvements to the
housing phasing. Access road improvements in the West have been delayed until end of programme,
resulting in road chaos for years. x

= As with other environmental issues, the capacity of the highways network should be assessed formally
with consideration of the cumulative effects of other developments.

The highways plan is unsound and not sustainable.

5. The Core Strategy only takes into account Flood risk identified by the Enviromental Agency which is flovial
based (tidal) and does not take into account Surface Water flooding risk. This is despite the fact that majority
of flooding in the area has been caused by the latter or a combination of both. It is wrong for the Core
Strategy to only consider Flovial flood risk. The Core Strategy is therefore unsound.

Cont’d




Rep No 26237

6. Gypsy sites - the proposals provide for 14 pitches by 2014 but no indication is given of where these should
be sited. This issue has caused a lot of concern to many residents who favour a single, manageable site in a
location with good road access and all appropriate services and the proposals are unsound and, probably,
unsustainable.

Gypsy/Traveller sites must be positioned in locations that have the best access to transport links and
services. It is essential that any gypsy/traveller site developments are matched by appropriate
infrastructure such as established road networks, water / gas / electric supply, mains sewerage, access for
refuse / recycling collection, and access to healthcare and schools.

The choice of a suitable site(s) must ensure that such communities can be appropriately integrated, and
promote the right level of community cohesion for these people. Inappropriate location of Gypsies and
Travellers would not bring about desired cohesion, and if a poor choice is made by the Council this could
lead to exactly the opposite and disharmonicus relationships between communities and the locai
community would transpire.

In the light of the above, and in line with previous recommendations, if it is decided that Gypsies and
Travellers must be accommodated on ‘official’ sites, then such sites are best suited to the west of the
district. Any loss of countryside, greenbelt and open spaces in and around Hockley is considered
unacceptable when there are known alternative locations that weould be better suit mutual Council and
Traveller needs. Y

7. The last consultation on the DPD Allocations was in April and is believed to have "attracted' a record level of
responses but has not even been considered by the council 6 months later. Revised proposals have now been
made on aspects covered by the DPD. Similarly, proposals for Hockley Village Centre have been repeaiedly
rejected but are still included. This reflects the generally inadequate consultation during the entire process
and means the Core Strategy is undemocratic and consequently the proposals are unsound.

Signe

Name

Addre

Datc

Printed by 4edge Limited. Hockley. www.4edge.co.uk




Rep No 26238

To Planning Department, Rochford District Council, Freepost CT.1858, South St, Rochford, S84 1BW

Core Strategy Consultation Oct/Nov 2010 Qy_,p HiA8

I/we wish to register the following objections regarding the above consultation:

1.

The Core Strategy is unsound because proposals to build on the Green Belt have not been properly evaluated;
are contrary to government policy and alternatives not evaluated. There is no justification for this variance
from government policy.

s There is no evidence that the Council has undertaken a comprehensive and detailed (in planning terms)
comparative assessment of the impact of the CS Locations. Were the alternatives put forward under the
"Call for Sites" properly evaluated and evidenced?

= Para 4.23 of the pubiished Core Strategy states that the Council will prioritise the redevelopment of
brownfield sites but the amended proposals still result in 67% of new dwellings being on greenbelt land
(and any windfall sites will be too late to save green belt that has already been built on).

= The two proposed new industrial sites will also be or Green Belt land.

s The older component of our population is said by the Council to be a block on the release of “previously
owned homes” but there are no proposals to release the blockage by requiring the provision of smaller
homes in developments like Coachman’s Court (Rochford, Sheltered/Wardened Flats for over 55's).

No justification or consultation regarding how the proposed total of 3,800 new homes has been calculated.
The council turned down a motion from two members in this regard. This lack of consultation and
inconsistency means the proposals are unsound.

» There is now no proposed development proposed for Rayleigh over the first 15 years yet, according to
the published Core Strategy (para 2.38 page 30), the greatest demand for housing is in Rayleigh at 44.4%
of the District’s total. There is something wrong here.

»  Have the alternatives been properly evaluated and evidenced?

Lack of appropriate infrastructure and the distributed approach negates economies of scale. Existing 'back of
a fag packet' [RDC/ECC quote] estimates of £50-75M are unsubstantiated (and could increase) but still
equate to £14/21K standard charges per dwelling. Is this viable, particularly for "Affordable Housing" and
sustainable?

Development proposals for the first phase are concentrated in the centre of the district where the
infrastructure, based on historical country lanes, cannot cope with existing traffic — there are a number of
bottlenecks across this part of the District and being systemic in nature will not be improved by the relatively
small improvements provided by the developments proposed.

o There is no evidence that the consolidated impact of all the various developments on highways has been
assessed and no consideration appears to have been given to mapping highways improvements to the
housing phasing, Access road improvements in the West have been delayed until end of programme,
resulting in road chaos for years.

»  As with other environmental issues, the capacity of the highways network should be assessed formally
with consideration of the cumulative effects of other developments.

The highways plan is unsound and not sustainable.

The Core Strategy only takes into account Flood risk identified by the Enviromental Agency which is flovial
based (tidal) and does not take into account Surface Water flooding risk. This is despite the fact that majority
of flooding in the area has been caused by the latter or a combination of both. It is wrong for the Core
Strategy to only consider Flovial flood risk. The Core Strategy is therefore unsound.

Cont’d




Rep No 26238

6. Gypsy sites - the proposals provide for 14 pitches by 2014 but no indication is given of where these should
be sited. This issue has caused a lot of concern to many residents who favour a single, manageable site in a
location with good road access and all appropriate services and the proposals are unsound and, probably,
unsustainable.

»  Gypsy/Traveller sites must be positioned in locations that have the best access to transport links and
services. It is essential that any gypsy/traveller site developments are matched by appropriate
infrastructure such as established road networks, water / gas / electric supply, mains sewerage, access for
refuse / recycling collection, and access to healthcare and schools.

s The choice of a suitable site(s) must ensure that such communities can be appropriately integrated, and
promote the right level of community cohesion for these people. Inappropriate location of Gypsies and
Travellers would not bring about desired cohesion, and if a poor choice is made by the Council this could
lead to exactly the opposite and disharmonious relationships between communities and the local
community would transpire.

o In the light of the above, and in line with previous recommendations, if it is decided that Gypsies and
Travellers must be accommodated on ‘official’ sites, then such sites are best suited to the west of the
district. Any loss of countryside, greenbelt and open spaces in and around Hockley is considered
unacceptable when there are known alternative locations that would be better suit mutual Council and
Traveller needs.

7. The last consultation on the DPD Allocations was in April and is believed to have 'attracted' a record level of
responses but has not even been considered by the council 6 months later. Revised proposals have now been
made on aspects covered by the DPD. Similarly, proposals for Hockley Village Centre have been repeatedly
rejected but are still included. This reflects the generally inadequate consultation during the entire process
and means the Core Strategy is undemocratic and consequently the proposals are unsound.

Printed by 4edge Limited. Hockley. www.4edge.co.uk




Rep No 26240

To Planning Department, Rochford District Council, Freepost CL1858, South St, Rochford, S84 1BW
Core Strategy Consultation Oct/Nov 2010 Rep Zbzyo

I/we wish to register the following objections regarding the above consultation:

1. The Core Strategy is unsound because proposals to build on the Green Belt have not been properly evaluated;
are contrary to government policy and alternatives not evaluated. There is no justification for this variance
from government policy.
® There is no evidence that the Council has undertaken a comprehensive and detailed (in planning terms)
comparative assessment of the impact of the CS Locations. Were the alternatives put forward under the
"Call for Sites" properly evaluated and evidenced?

= Para4.23 of the published Core Strategy states that the Council will prioritise the redevelopment of
brownfield sites but the amended proposals still result in 67% of new dwellings being on greenbelt land
(and any windfall sites will be too late to save green beit ihat has already been built on).

*  The two proposed new industrial sites will also be on Green Belt land.

»  The older component of our population is said by the Council to be a block on the release of “previously
owned homes” but there are no proposals to release the blockage by requiring the provision of smaller
homes in developments like Coachman’s Court (Rochford, Sheltered/Wardened Flats for over 55's).

2. No justification or consultation regarding how the proposed total of 3,800 new homes has been calculated.
The council turned down a motion from two members in this regard. This lack of consultation and
inconsistency means the proposals are unsound.

* There is now no proposed development proposed for Rayleigh over the first 15 years yet, according to
the published Core Strategy (para 2.38 page 30), the greatest demand for housing is in Rayleigh at 44.4%
of the District’s total. There is something wrong here.

= Have the altematives been properly evaluated and evidenced?

3. Lack of appropriate infrastructure and the distributed approach negates economies of scale. Existing 'back of
a fag packet' [RDC/ECC quete] estimates of £50-75M are unsubstantiated (and could increase) but still
equate to £14/21K standard charges per dwelling. Is this viable, particularly for " Affordable Housing™ and
sustainable?

4. Development proposals for the first phase are concentrated in the centre of the district where the
infrastructure, based on historical country lanes, cannot cope with existing traffic — there are a number of
bottlenecks across this part of the District and being systemic in nature will not be improved by the relatively
small improvements provided by the developments proposed.

s There is o evidence that the consolidated impact of all the various developments on highways has been
assessed and no consideration appears to have been given to mapping highways improvements to the
housing phasing. Access road improvements in the West have been delayed until end of programme,
resuiting in road chaos for years.

e As with other environmental issues, the capacity of the highways network should be assessed formally
with consideration of the cumulative effects of other developments.

The highways plan is unsound and not sustainable,

5. The Core Strategy only takes into account Flood risk identified by the Enviromental Agency which is flovial
based (tidal) and does not take into account Surface Water flooding risk. This is despite the fact that majority
of flooding in the area has been caused by the latter or a combination of both. It is wrong for the Core
Strategy to only consider Flovial flood risk. The Core Strategy is therefore unsound.

Cont’d




Rep No 26240

6. Gypsy sites - the proposals provide for 14 pitches by 2014 but no indication is given of where these should
be sited. This issue has caused a lot of concern to many residents whe favour a single, manageable site in a
location with good road access and all appropriate services and the proposals are unsound and, probably,
unsustainable.

s  Gypsy/Traveller sites must be positioned in locations that have the best access to transport links and
services. It is essential that any gypsy/traveller site developments are matched by appropriate
infrastructure such as established road networks, water / gas / electric supply, mains sewerage, access for
refuse / recycling collection, and access to healthcare and schools,

o The choice of a suitable site(s) must ensure that such communities can be appropriately integrated, and
promote the right level of community cohesion for these people. Inappropriate location of Gypsies and
Travellers would not bring about desired cohesion, and if a poor choice is made by the Council this could
lead to exactly the opposite and disharmonious relationships between communities and the local
community would transpire.

o In the light of the above, and in line with previous recommendations, if it is decided that Gypsies and
Travellers must be accommeodated on ‘official’ sites, then such sites are best suited to the west of the
district. Any loss of countryside, greenbelt and open spaces in and around Hockley is considered
unacceptable when there are known alternative locations that would be better suit mutual Council and
Traveller needs.

7. The last consultation on the DPD Allocations was in April and is believed to have ‘attracted’ a record level of
responses but has not even been considered by the council 6 months later. Revised proposals have now been
made on aspects covered by the DPD. Similarly, proposals for Hockley Village Centre have been repeatedly
rejected but are still included. This reflects the generally inadequate consultation during the entire process
and means the Core Strategy is undemocratic and consequently the proposals are unsound.

Printed by 4edge Limited. Hockley. www.4edge.co.uk



Rep No 26241

To Planning Department, Rochford District Council, Freepost CL1858, South St, Rochford, SS4 1BW

Core Strategy Consultation Oct/Nov 2010 !Qxé,P Al ey |

I/we wish to register the following objections regarding the above consultation:

1.

The Core Strategy is unsound because proposals to build on the Green Belt have not been properly evaluated;
are contrary to government policy and alternatives not evaluated. There is no justification for this variance
from government policy.

= There is no evidence that the Council has undertaken a comprehensive and detailed (in planning terms)
comparative assessment of the impact of the CS Locations. Were the alternatives put forward under the
"Call for Sites" properly evaluated and evidenced?

*  Para 4.23 of the published Core Strategy states that the Council will prioritise the redevelopment of
brownfield sites but the amended proposals still result in 67% of new dwellings being on greenbelt land
(and any windfall sites will be too late to save green belt that has already been built en).

= The two proposed new industrial sites will also be on Green Belt land.

= The older component of our population is said by the Council to be a block on the release of “previously
owned homes™ but there are no proposals to release the blockage by requiring the provision of smaller
homes in developments like Coachman’s Court (Rochford, Sheltered/Wardened Flats for over 55').

No justification or consultation regarding how the proposed total of 3,800 new homes has been calculated.

The c¢ouncil turned down a motion from two members in this regard. This lack of consultation and

inconsistency means the proposals are unsound.

= There is now no proposed development proposed for Rayleigh over the first 15 years yet, according to
the published Core Strategy (para 2.38 page 30), the greatest demand for housing is in Rayleigh at 44.4%
of the District’s total. There is something wrong here.

= Have the alternatives been properly evaluated and evidenced?

Lack of appropriate infrastructure and the distributed approach negates economies of scale. Existing back of
a fag packet' [RDC/ECC quote] estimates of £50-75M are unsubstantiated (and could increase) but still
equate to £14/21K standard charges per dwelling. Is this viable, particularly for "Affordable Housing" and
sustainable?

Development proposals for the first phase are concentrated in the centre of the district where the
infrastructure, based on historical country lanes, cannot cope with existing traffic — there are a number of
bottlenecks across this part of the District and being systemic 1n nature will not be improved by the relativeiy
small improvements provided by the developments proposed.

o There is no evidence that the consolidated impact of all the various developments on highways has been
assessed and no consideration appears to have been given to mapping highways improvements to the
housing phasing. Access road improvements in the West have been delayed until end of programme,
resulting in road chaos for years.

» As with other environmental issues, the capacity of the highways network should be assessed formally
with consideration of the cumulative effects of other developments.

The highways plan is unsound and not sustainable.

The Core Strategy only takes into account Flood risk identified by the Enviromental Agency which is flovial
based (tidal) and does not take into account Surface Water flooding risk. This is despite the fact that majority
of flooding in the area has been caused by the latter or a combination of both. It is wrong for the Core
Strategy to only consider Flovial flood risk. The Core Strategy is therefore unsound.

Cont’d




Rep No 26241

6. Gypsy sites - the proposals provide for 14 pitches by 2014 but no indication is given of where these should
be sited. This issue has caused a lot of concern to many residents who favour a single, manageable site in a
location with good road access and all appropriate services and the proposals are unsound and, probably,
unsustainable.

» Gypsy/Traveller sites must be positioned in locations that have the best access to transport links and
services. It is essential that any gypsy/traveller site developments are matched by appropriate
infrastructure such as established road networks, water / gas / electric supply, mains sewerage, access for
refuse / recycling collection, and access to healthcare and schools.

o The choice of a suitable site(s} must ensure that such communities can be appropriately integrated, and
promote the right level of community cohesion for these people. Inappropriate location of Gypsies and
Travellers would not bring about desired cohesion, and if a poor choice is made by the Council this could
lead to exactly the opposite and disharmonious relationships between communities and the local
community would transpire.

» In the light of the above, and in line with previous recommendations, if it is decided that Gypsies and
Travellers must be accommodated on ‘official’ sites, then such sites are best suited to the west of the
district. Any loss of countryside, greenbelt and open spaces in and around Hockley is considered
unacceptable when there are known alternative locations that would be better suit mutual Council and
Traveller needs.

7. The last consultation on the DPD Allocations was in April and is believed to have ‘attracted' a record level of
responses but has not even been considered by the council 6 months later. Revised proposals have now been
made on aspects covered by the DPD. Similarly, proposals for Hockley Village Centre have been repeatedly
rejected but are still included. This reflects the generally inadequate consultation during the entire process
and means the Core Strategy is undemocratic and consequently the proposals are unsound.

Printed by 4edge Limited. Hockley. www 4edge.co.uk




Rep No 26242

P T T T I R o e i B B B I i I B o ary

To Planning Department, Rpchford District Council, Freepost CL1858, South St, Rochford, SS4 1BW

Core Strategy Consultation Oct/Nov 2010 Qw olLs

Ao

I/we wish 1o register the following objections regarding the above consultation:

L

The Core Strategy is unsound because proposals to build on the Green Belt have not been properly evaluated;
are contrary to government policy and alternatives not evaluated. There is no justification for this variance
from government policy.

* There is no evidence that the Council has undertaken a comprehensive and detailed (in planning terms)
comparative assessment of the impact of the CS Locations. Were the alternatives put forward under the
"Call for Sites" properly evaluated and evidenced?

= Para 4.23 of the published Core Strategy states that the Council will prioritise the redevelopment of
brownfield sites but the amended proposals still result in 67% of new dwellings being on greenbelt land
{and any windfall sites will be too late to save green belt that has already been built on).

*  The two proposed new industrial sites will also be on Green Belt land.

= The older component of our population is said by the Council to be a block on the release of “previously
owned homes” but there are no proposals to release the blockage by requiring the provision of smaller
homes in developments like Coachman’s Court (Rochford, Sheltered/Wardened Flats for over 55's).

No justificaticn or consultation regarding how the proposed total of 3,800 new homes has been calculated.

The council turned down a motion from two members in this regard. This lack of consultation and

inconsistency means the proposals are unsound.

= There is now no proposed development proposed for Rayleigh over the first 15 years yet, according to
the published Core Strategy (para 2.38 page 30), the greatest demand for housing is in Rayleigh at 44.4%
of the District’s total. There is something wrong here.

= Have the alternatives been properly evaluated and evidenced?

Lack of appropriate infrastructure and the distributed approach negates economies of scale. Existing "back of
a fag packet’' [RDC/ECC quote] estimates of £50-75M are unsubstantiated (and could increase) but still
equate to £14/21K standard charges per dwelling. Is this viable, particularly for " Affordable Housing" and
sustainable?

Development proposals for the first phase are concentrated in the centre of the district where the
infrastructure, based on historical country lanes, cannot cope with existing traffic — there are a number of
bottlenecks across this part of the District and being systemic in nature will not be improved by the relatively
small improvements provided by the developments proposed.

e There is no evidence that the consolidated impact of all the various developments on highways has been
assessed and no consideration appears to have been given to mapping highways improvements to the
housing phasing. Access road improvements in the West have been delayed until end of programme,
resulting in road chaos for years.

s As with other environmental issues, the capacity of the highways network should be assessed formally
with consideration of the cumulative effects of other developments.

The highways plan is unsound and not sustainable.

The Core Strategy only takes into account Flood risk identified by the Enviromental Agency which is flovial
based (tidal) and does not take into account Surface Water flooding risk. This is despite the fact that majority
of flooding in the area has been caused by the latter or a combination of both. It is wrong for the Core
Strategy to only consider Flovial flood risk. The Core Strategy is therefore unsound.

Cont’d




Rep No 26242

6. Gypsy sites - the proposals provide for 14 pitches by 2014 but no indication is given of where these should
be sited. This issue has caused a lot of concern to many residents who favouita single, manageable site in a
location with good road access and all appropriate services and the proposals are unsound and, probably,
unsustainable.

e Gypsy/Traveller sites must be positioned in locations that have the best access to transport links and
services. It is essential that any gypsy/traveller site developments are matched by appropriate
infrastructure such as established road networks, water / gas / electric supply, mains sewerage, access for
refuse / recycling collection, and access to healthcare and schools.

e The choice of a suitable site(s) must ensure that such communities can be appropriately integrated, and
promote the right level of community cohesion for these people. Inappropriate location of Gypsies and
Travellers would not bring about desired cohesion, and if a poor choice is made by the Council this could
lead to exactly the opposite and disharmonious relationships between communities and the local
community would transpire.

e In the light of the above, and in line with previous recommendations, if it is decided that Gypsies and
Travellers must be accommodated on ‘official’ sites, then such sites are best suited to the west of the
district. Any loss of countryside, greenbelt and open spaces in and around Hockley is considered
unacceptable when there are known alternative locations that would be better suit mutual Council and
Traveller needs.

7. The last consultation on the DPD Allocations was in April and is believed to have "attracted’ a record level of
responses but has not even been considered by the council 6 months later. Revised proposals have now been
made on aspects covered by the DPD. Similarly, proposals for Hockley Village Centre have been repeatedly
rejected but are still included. This reflects the generally inadequate consultation during the entire process
and means the Core Strategy is undemocratic and consequently the proposals are unsound.

Signed

Name

Address

Date

Printed by 4edge Limited. Hockley. www.4edge.co.uk




Rep No 26245

.............................................................................

To Planning Department, Rochford District Council. Freepost CL 1858, South St, Rochford, SS4 1BW

Core Strategy Consultation Oct/Nov 2010 Fop 762045

I/we wish to register the following objections regarding the above consultation:

1. The Core Strategy is unsound because proposals to build on the Green Belt have not been properly evaluated;
are contrary to government policy and alternatives not evaluated. There is no justification for this variance
from government policy.
= There is no evidence that the Council has undertaken a comprehensive and detailed (in planning terms)

comparative assessment of the impact of the CS Locations. Were the alternatives put forward under the
"Call for Sites" properly evaluated and evidenced?

* Para4.23 of the published Core Strategy states that the Council will prioritise the redevelopment of
brownfield sites but the amended proposals still result in 67% of new dwellings being on greenbelt land
{and any windfall sites will be too late to save green belt that has already been built on).

= The two proposed new industrial sites will also be on Green Belt land.

= The older component of our population is said by the Council to be a block on the release of “previously
owned homes” but there are no proposals to release the blockage by requiring the provision of smaller
homes in developments like Coachman’s Court (Rochford, Sheltered/Wardened Flats for over 55%).

2. No justification or consultation regarding how the proposed total of 3,800 new homes has been calculated.
The council turned down a motion from two members in this regard. This lack of consultation and
inconsistency means the proposals are unsound.
= There is now no proposed development proposed for Rayleigh over the first 15 years yet, according to

the published Core Strategy (para 2.38 page 30), the greatest demand for housing is in Rayleigh at 44.4%
of the District’s total. There is something wrong here.
* Have the alternatives been properly evaluated and evidenced?

3. Lack of appropriate infrastructure and the distributed approach negates economies of scale. Existing 'back of
a fag packet' [RDC/ECC quote] estimates of £50-75M are unsubstantiated (and could increase) but still
equate to £14/21K standard charges per dwelling. Is this viable, particularly for " Affordable Housing" and
sustainable?

4. Development proposals for the first phase are concentrated in the centre of the district where the
infrastructure, based on historical country lanes, cannot cope with existing traffic — there are a number of
bottlenecks across this part of the District and being systemic in nature will not be improved by the relatively
smail improvements provided by the developments proposed.

» There is no evidence that the consolidated impact of all the various developments on highways has been
assessed and no censideration appears to have been given to mapping highways improvements to the
housing phasing. Access road improvements in the West have been delayed until end of programme,
resulting in road chaos for years.

¢ As with other environmental issues, the capacity of the highways network should be assessed formally
with consideration of the cumulative effects of other developments.

The highways plan is unsound and not sustainable.

5. The Core Strategy only takes into account Flood risk identified by the Enviromental Agency which is flovial
based (tidal) and does not take into account Surface Water flooding risk. This is despite the fact that majority
of flooding in the area has been caused by the latter or a combination of both. It is wrong for the Core
Strategy to only consider Flovial flood risk. The Core Strategy is therefore unsound.

Cont’d




Rep No 26245

6. Gypsy sites - the proposals provide for 14 pitches by 2014 but no indication is given of where these should
be sited. This issue has caused a lot of concern to many residents who favour a single, manageable site in a
location with good road access and all appropriate services and the propesals are unsound and, probably,
unsustainable.

s Gypsy/Traveller sites must be positioned in locations that have the best access to transport links and
services. It is essential that any gypsy/traveller site developments are matched by appropriate
infrastructure such as established road networks, water / gas / electric supply, mains sewerage, access for
refuse / recycling collection, and access to healthcare and schools.

e The choice of a suitable site(s) must ensure that such communities can be appropriately integrated, and
promote the right level of community cohesion for these people. Inappropriate location of Gypsies and
Travellers would not bring about desired cohesion, and if a poor choice is made by the Council this could
lead to exactly the opposite and disharmonious relationships between communities and the local
community would transpire.

o In the light of the above, and in line with previous recommendations, if it is decided that Gypsies and
Travellers must be accommodated on ‘official’ sites, then such sites are best suited to the west of the
district. Any loss of countryside, greenbelt and open spaces in and around Hockley is considered
unacceptable when there are known alternative locations that would be better suit mutual Council and
Traveller needs.

7. The last consultation on the DPD Allocations was in April and is believed to have ‘attracted’ a record level of
responses but has not even been considered by the council 6 months later. Revised proposals have now been
made on aspects covered by the DPD. Similarly, proposals for Hockley Village Centre have been repeatedly
rejected but are still included. This reflects the generally inadequate consultation during the entire process
and means the Core Strategy is undemocratic and consequently the proposals are unsound.

Printed by 4edge Limited. Hockley. www.4edge.co.uk
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Rep 26246

Hockley & Hawkwell Residents Associations — suggested response to RDC Core Strategy
Consultation Oct 2010 (NB Closing date: 5.00pm 30 November)

If you agree with our views (which are based on what you have told us), please complete and post this letter to:

To Planning Department, Rochford District Council, Freepost CL 1858, South St, Rochford, S$4 1BW
Core Strategy Consultation Oct/Nov 2010

I/we wish to register the following objections regarding the above consultation:

1. The Core Strategy is unsound because proposals to build on the Green Belt have not been properly evaluated;
are contrary to government policy and alternatives not evaluated. There is no justification for this variance
from government policy.
= There is no evidence that the Council has undertaken a comprehensive and detailed (in planning terms)

comparative assessment of the impact of the CS Locations. Were the alternatives put forward under the
"Call for Sites" properly evaluated and evidenced?

* Para 4.23 of the published Core Strategy states that the Council will prioritise the redevelopment of
brownfield sites but the amended proposals still result in 67% of new dwellings being on greenbelt land
(and any windfall sites will be too late to save green belt that has already been built on).

» The two proposed new industrial sites will also be on Green Belt land.

= The older component of our population is said by the Council to be a block on the release of “previously
owned homes” but there are no proposals to release the blockage by requiring the provision of smaller
homes in developments like Coachman’s Court (Rochford, Sheltered/Wardened Flats for over 55s).

2. No justification or consultation regarding how the proposed total of 3,800 new homes has been calculated.
The council turned down a motion from two members in this regard. This lack of consultation and
inconsistency means the proposals are unsound.
= There is now no proposed development propesea for Rayleigh over the first 15 years yet, according to

the published Core Strategy (para 2.38 page 30), the greatest demand for housing is in Rayleigh at 44.4%
of the District’s total. There is something wrong here.
= Have the alternatives been properly evaluated and evidenced?

3. Lack of appropriate infrastructure and the distributed approach negates economies of scale. Existing "back of
a fag packet' [RDC/ECC quote] estimates of £50-75M are unsubstantiated (and could increase) but still
equate to £14/21K standard charges per dwelling. Is this viable, particularly for "Affordable Housing" and
sustainable?

4. Development proposals for the first phase are concentrated in the centre of the district where the
infrastructure, based on historical country lanes, cannot cope with existing traffic — there are a number of
bottlenecks across this part of the District and being systemic in nature will not be improved by the relatively
small improvements provided by the developments proposed.

e There is no evidence that the consolidated impact of all the various developments on highways has been
assessed and no consideration appears to have been given to mapping highways improvements to the
housing phasing. Access road improvements in the West have been delayed until end of programme,
resulting in road chaos for years.

» As with other environmental issues, the capacity of the highways network should be assessed formally
with consideration of the cumulative effects of other developments.

The highways plan is unsound and not sustainable.

5. The Core Strategy only takes into account Flood risk identified by the Enviromental Agency which is flovial
based (tidal) and does not take into account Surface Water flooding risk. This is despite the fact that majority
of flooding in the area has been caused by the latter or a combination of both. It is wrong for the Core
Strategy to only consider Flovial flood risk. The Core Strategy is therefore unsound.
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[HRA Note: You can download a more detailed version of the above http://www.hockleyresidents.co.uk/Other/
You can also input comments direct to the RDC system at http://rochford.jdi-consult.net/Idf/ (its easier this time
as only one comments box to enter) or you can e’mail a copy to planning.policy@rochford.gov.uk]

6. Gypsy sites - the proposals provide for 14 pitches by 2014 but no indication is given of where these should
be sited. This issue has caused a lot of concern to many residents who favour a single, manageable site in a
location with good road access and all appropriate services and the proposals are unsound and, probably,
unsustainable.

«  Gypsy/Traveller sites must be positioned in locations that have the best access to transport links and
services. It is essential that any gypsy/traveller site developments are matched by appropriate
infrastructure such as established road networks, water / gas / electric supply, mains sewerage, access for
refuse / recycling collection, and access to healthcare and schools.

¢ The choice of a suitable site(s) must ensure that such communities can be appropriately integrated, and
promote the right level of community cohesion for these people. Inappropriate location of Gypsies and
Travellers would not bring about desired cohesion, and if a poor choice is made by the Council this could
lead to exactly the opposite and disharmonious relationships between communities and the local
community would transpire.

» Inthe light of the above, and in line with previous recommendations, if it is decided that Gypsies and
Travellers must be accommodated on ‘official” sites, then such sites are best suited to the west of the
district. Any loss of countryside, greenbelt and open spaces in and around Hockley is considered
unacceptable when there are known alternative locations that would be better suit mutual Council and
Traveller needs.

7. The last consultation on the DPD Allocations was in April and is believed to have 'attracted' a record level of
responses but has not even been considered by the council 6 months later. Revised proposals have now been
made on aspects covered by the DPD. Similarly, proposals for Hockley Village Centre have been repeatedly
rejected but are still included. This reflects the generally inadequate consultation during the entire process
and means the Core Strategy is undemocratic and consequently the proposals are unsound.

Printed by 4edge Limited. Hockley. www.4edge.co.uk
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Rep No 26248

To Planning Department, Rochford District Council, Freepost CL1858, South St, Rochford, SS4 IBW

Core Strategy Consultation Oct/Nov 2010 Rep 26248
I/we wish to register the following objections regarding the above consultation:

1. The Core Strategy is unsound because proposals to build on the Green Belt have not been properly evaluated;
are contrary to government policy and alternatives not evaluated. There is no justification for this variance
from government policy.

»  There is no evidence that the Council has undertaken a comprehensive and detailed (in planning terms)
comparative assessment of the impact of the CS Locations. Were the alternatives put forward under the
"Call for Sites" properly evaluated and evidenced?

=  Para 4.23 of the published Core Strategy states that the Council will prioritise the redevelopment of
brownficld sites but the amended proposals still result in 67% of new dwellings being on greenbelt land
(and any windfall sites will be too late to save green belt that has already been built on).

= The two proposed new industrial sites will also be on Green Belt land.

= The older component of cur population is said by the Council to be a block on the release of “previously
owned homes™ but there are no proposals to release the blockage by requiring the provision of smaller
homes in developments like Coachman’s Court (Rochford, Sheltered/Wardened Flats for over 55's).

2. No justification or consultation regarding how the proposed total of 3,800 new homes has been calculated.
The council turned down a motion from two members in this regard. This lack of consultation and
inconsistency means the proposals are unsound.
= There is now no proposed development proposed for Rayleigh over the first 15 years yet, according to

the published Core Strategy (para 2.38 page 30), the greatest demand for housing is in Rayleigh at 44.4%
of the District’s total. There is something wrong here.
= Have the alternatives been properly evaluated and evidenced?

3. Lack of appropriate infrastructure and the distributed approach negates economies of scale. Existing 'back of
a fag packet' [RDC/ECC quote] estimates of £50-75M are unsubstantiated (and could increase} but still
equate to £14/21K standard charges per dwelling. Is this viable, particularly for "Affordable Housing" and
sustainable?

4. Development proposals for the first phase are concentrated in the centre of the district where the
infrastructure, based on historical country lanes, cannot cope with existing traffic — there are a number of
bottlenecks across this part of the District and being systemic in nature will not be improved by the relatively
small improvements provided by the developments proposed.
¢ There is no evidence that the consolidated impact of all the various developments on highways has been
assessed and no consideration appears to have been given to mapping highways improvements to the
housing phasing. Access road improvements in the West have been delayed until end of programme,
resulting in road chaos for years.

+  As with other environmental issues, the capacity of the highways network should be assessed formally
with consideration of the cumulative effects of other developments.

The highways plan is unsound and not sustainable.

5. The Core Strategy only takes into account Flood risk identified by the Enviromental Agency which is flovial
based (tidal) and does not take into account Surface Water flooding risk. This is despite the fact that majority
of flooding in the area has been caused by the latter or a combination of both. It is wrong for the Core
Strategy to only consider Flovial flood risk. The Core Strategy is therefore unsound.
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6. Gypsy sites - the proposals provide for 14 pitches by 2014 but no indication is given of where these should

be sited. This issue has caused a lot of concern to many residents who favour a single, manageable site in a

location with good road access and all appropriate services and the proposals are unsound and, probably,

unsustainable.

o  Gypsy/Traveller sites must be positioned in locations that have the best access to transport links and
services. It is essential that any gypsy/traveller site developments are matched by appropriate
infrastructure such as established road networks, water / gas / electric supply, mains sewerage, access for
refuse / recycling collection, and access to healthcare and schools.

s The choice of a suitable site(s) must ensure that such communities can be appropriately integrated, and
promote the right level of community cohesion for these people. Inappropriate location of Gypsies and
Travellers would not bring about desired cohesion, and if a poor choice is made by the Council this could
lead to exactly the opposite and disharmonious relationships between communities and the local
community would transpire.

s In the light of the above, and in line with previous recommendations, if it is decided that Gypsies and
Travellers must be accommodated on ‘official’ sites, then such sites are best suited to the west of the
district. Any loss of countryside, greenbelt and open spaces in and around Hockley is considered
unacceptable when there are known alternative locations that would be better suit mutual Council and
Traveller needs.

7. The last consultation on the DPD Allocations was in April and is believed to have "attracted' a record level of
responses but has not even been considered by the council 6 months later. Revised proposals have now been
made on aspects covered by the DPD. Similarly, proposals for Hockley Village Centre have been repeatedly
rejected but are still included. This reflects the generally inadequate consultation during the entire process
and means the Core Strategy is undemocratic and consequently the proposals are unsound.

Printed by 4edge Limited. Hockley. www.dedge.co.uk
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o Planning Department, Rochford District Council, Freepost CL1858. South St, Rochford, SS4 1BW

Core Strategy Consultation Oct/Nov 2010 Qgp Z(oZL, 9

I/we wish to register the following objections regarding the above consultation:

1.

The Core Strategy is unsound because proposals to build on the Green Belt have not been properly evaluated;

are contrary to government policy and alternatives not evaluated. There is no justification for this variance

from government policy.

= There is no evidence that the Council has undertaken a comprehensive and detailed (in planning terms)
comparative assessment of the impact of the CS Locations. Were the alternatives put forward under the
"Call for Sites" properly evaluated and evidenced?

= Para 4.23 of the published Core Strategy states that the Council will prioritise the redevelopment of
brownfield sites but the amended proposais stiil resuit in 67% of new dwelliugs beiug on greenbelt land
(and any windfall sites will be too late to save green belt that has already been built on).

= The two proposed new industrial sites will also be on Green Belt land.

» The older component of our population is said by the Council to be a block on the release of “previously
owned homes” but there are no proposals to release the blockage by requiring the provision of smaller
homes in developments like Coachman’s Court (Rochford, Sheltered/Wardened Flats for over 55's).

No justification or consultation regarding how the proposed total of 3,800 new homes has been calculated.

The council turned down a motion from two members in this regard. This lack of consultation and

inconsistency means the proposals are unsound.

= There is now no proposed development proposed for Rayleigh over the first 15 years yet, according to
the published Core Strategy (para 2.38 page 30), the greatest demand for housing is in Rayleigh at 44.4%
of the District’s total. There is something wrong here.

= Have the alternatives been properly evaluated and evidenced?

Lack of appropriate infrastructure and the distributed approach negates economies of scale. Existing 'back of
a fag packet' [RDC/ECC quote] estimates of £30-75M are unsubstantiated (and could increase) but still
equate to £14/21K standard charges per dwelling. [s this viable, particularly for "Affordable Housing" and
sustainable?

Development proposals for the first phase are concentrated in the centre of the district where the
infrastructure, based on historical country lanes, cannot cope with existing traffic — there are a number of
bottlenecks across this part of the District and being systemic in nature will not be improved by the relatively
small improvements provided by the developments proposed.

s There is no evidence that the consolidated impact of all the various developments on highways has been
assessed and no consideration appears to have been given to mapping highways improvements to the
housing phasing. Access road improvements in the West have been delayed until end of programme,
resulting in road chaos for years.

* As with other environmental issues, the capacity of the highways network should be assessed formally
with consideration of the cumulative effects of other developments.

The highways plan is unsound and not sustainable,

The Core Strategy only takes into account Flood risk identified by the Enviromental Agency which is flovial
based (tidal) and does not take into account Surface Water flooding risk. This is despite the fact that majority
of flooding in the area has been caused by the latter or a combination of both. It is wrong for the Core
Strategy to only consider Flovial flood risk. The Core Strategy is therefore unsound.
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6. Gypsy sites - the proposals provide for 14 pitches by 2014 but no indication is given of where these should
be sited. This issue has caused a lot of concern to many residents who favour a single, manageable site in a
location with good road access and all appropriate services and the proposals are unsound and, probably,
unsustainable.
¢ Gypsy/Traveller sites must be positioned in locations that have the best access to transport links and

services. It is essential that any gypsy/traveller site developments are matched by appropriate
infrastructure such as established road networks, water / gas / electric supply, mains sewerage, access for
refuse / recycling collection, and access to healthcare and schools.

e The choice of a suitable site(s) must ensure that such communities can be appropriately integrated, and
promote the right level of community cohesion for these people. Inappropriate location of Gypsies and
Travellers would not bring about desired cohesion, and if a poor choice is made by the Council this could
lead to exactly the opposite and disharmonious relationships between communities and the local
community would transpire.

+ In the light of the above, and in line with previous recommendations, if it is decided that Gypsies and
Travellers must be accommodated on “official’ sites, then such sites are best suited to the west of the
district. Any loss of countryside, greenbelt and open spaces in and around Hockley is considered
unacceptable when there are known alternative locations that would be better suit mutual Council and
Traveller needs.

7. The last consultation on the DPD Allocations was in April and is believed to have 'attracted' a record level of
responses but has not even been considered by the council 6 months later. Revised proposals have now been
made on aspects covered by the DPD. Similarly, proposals for Hockley Village Centre have been repeatedly
rejected but are still included. This reflects the generally inadequate consultation during the entire process
and means the Core Strategy is undemocratic and consequently the proposals are unsound.

Printed by 4edge Limited. Hockley. www.4edge.co.uk
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To Planning Department, Rochford District Council, Fregpost C1.1858, South St, Rochford, S84 1BW
Core Strategy Consultation Oct/Nov 2010 QQP 26250

I/we wish to register the following objections regarding the above consultation:

1. The Core Strategy is unsound because proposals to build on the Green Belt have not been properly evaluated;
are contrary to government policy and altematives not evaluated. There is no justification for this variance
from government policy.

»  There is no evidence that the Council has undertaken a comprehensive and detailed (in planning terms)
comparative assessment of the impact of the CS Locations, Were the alternatives put forward under the
"Call for Sites" properly evaluated and evidenced?

= Para4.23 of the published Core Strategy states that the Council will prioritise the redevelopment of
brownfield sites but the amended proposals still result in 67% of new dwellings being on greenbelt land
(and any windfall sites will be too late to save green belt that has already been built on).

«  The two proposed new industrial sites will also be on Green Belt land.,

= The older component of our population is said by the Council to be a block on the release of “previously
owned homes” but there are no proposals to release the blockage by requiring the provision of smaller
homes in developments like Coachman’s Court (Rochford, Sheltered/Wardened Flats for over 55').

2. No justification or consultation regarding how the proposed total of 3,800 new homes has been calculated.
The council turned down a motion from two members in this regard. This lack of consultation and
inconsistency means the proposals are unsound.
= There is now no proposed develepment proposed for Rayleigh over the first 15 years yet, according to

the published Core Strategy (para 2.38 page 30), the greatest demand for housing is in Rayleigh at 44.4%
of the District’s total. There is something wrong here.
= Have the alternatives been properly evaluated and evidenced?

3. Lack of appropriate infrastructure and the distributed approach negates economies of scale. Existing 'back of
a fag packet' [RDC/ECC quote] estimates of £50-75M are unsubstantiated (and could increase) but still
equate to £14/21K standard charges per dwelling. Is this viable, particularly for "Affordable Housing" and
sustainable?

4. Development proposals for the first phase are concentrated in the centre of the district where the
infrastructure, based on historical country lanes, cannot cope with existing traffic — there are a number of
bottlenecks across this part of the District and being systemic in nature will not be improved by the relatively
small improvements provided by the developments proposed.

o There is no evidence that the consolidated impact of all the various developments on highways has been
assessed and no consideration appears to have been given to mapping highways improvements to the
housing phasing. Access road improvements in the West have been delayed until end of programme,
resulting in road chaos for years.

o As with other environmental issues, the capacity of the highways network should be assessed formally
with consideration of the cumulative effects of other developments.

The highways plan is unsound and not sustainable.

5. The Core Strategy only takes into account Flood risk identified by the Enviromental Agency which is flovial
based (tidal) and does not take into account Surface Water flooding risk. This is despite the fact that majority
of flooding in the area has been caused by the latter or a combination of both. It is wrong for the Core
Strategy to only consider Flovial flood risk. The Core Strategy is therefore unsound.
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6. Gypsy sites - the proposals provide for 14 pitches by 2014 but no indication is given of where these should
be sited. This issue has caused a lot of concern to many residents who favour a single, manageable site in a
location with good road access and all appropriate services and the proposals are unsound and, probably,
unsustainable.

Gypsy/Traveller sites must be positioned in locations that have the best access to transport links and
services. It is essential that any gypsy/traveller site developments are matched by appropriate
infrastructure such as established road networks, water / gas / electric supply, mains sewerage, access for
refuse / recycling collection, and access to healthcare and schools.

The choice of a suitable site(s)} must ensure that such communities can be appropriately integrated, and
promote the right level of community cohesion for these people. Inappropriate location of Gypsies and
Travellers would not bring about desired cohesion, and if a poor choice is made by the Council this could
lead to exactly the opposite and disharmonious relationships between communities and the local
community would transpire.

In the light of the above, and in line with previous recommendations, if it is decided that Gypsies and
Travellers must be accommodated on ‘official’ sites, then such sites are best suited to the west of the
district. Any loss of countryside, greenbelt and open spaces in and around Hockley is considered
unacceptable when there are known alternative locations that would be better suit mutual Council and
Traveller needs.

7. The last consultation on the DPD Allocations was in April and is believed to have 'attracted' a record level of
responses but has not even been considered by the council 6 months later. Revised proposals have now been
made on aspects covered by the DPD. Similarly, proposals for Hockley Village Centre have been repeatedly
rejected but are still included. This reflects the generally inadequate consultation during the entire process

and means the Core Strategy is undemocratic and consequently the proposals are unsound.

Printed by 4edge Limited. Hockley. www.4edge.co.uk
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To Planning Department, Rochford District Council, Freepost CL1858, South St, Rochford, S84 1BW

Core Strategcy Consultation Oct/Nov 2010

I/we wish to register the following objections regarding the above consultation:

1.

The Core Strategy is unsound because proposals to build on the Green Belt have not been properly evaluated;
are contrary to government policy and altematives not evaluated. There is no justification for this variance
from government policy.

= There is no evidence that the Council has undertaken a comprehensive and detailed (in planning terms)
comparative assessment of the impact of the CS Locations. Were the alternatives put forward under the
"Call for Sites" properly evaluated and evidenced?

v Para4.23 of the published Core Strategy states that the Council will prioritise the redevelopment of
brownfield sites but the amended proposals still result in 67% of new dwellings being on greenbelt land
(and any windfall sites will be too late to save green belt that has already been built on).

» The two proposed new industrial sites will also be on Green Belt land.

= The older component of our population is said by the Council to be a block on the release of “previously
owned homes” but there are no proposals to release the blockage by requiring the provision of smaller
homes in developments like Coachman’s Court (Rochford, Sheltered/Wardened Flats for over 55's).

No justification or consultation regarding how the proposed total of 3,800 new homes has been calculated.

The council turned down a motion from two members in this regard. This lack of consultation and

inconsistency means the proposals are unsound.

=  There is now no proposed development proposed for Rayleigh over the first 15 years yet, according to
the published Core Strategy (para 2.38 page 30), the greatest demand for housing is in Rayleigh at 44.4%
of the District’s total. There is something wrong here.

=  Have the alternatives been propetly evaluated and evidenced?

Lack of appropriate infrastructure and the distributed approach negates economies of scale. Existing back of
a fag packet' [RDC/ECC quote] estimates of £50-75M are unsubstantiated (and could increase) but still
equate to £14/21K standard charges per dwelling. Is this viable, particularly for "Affordable Housing" and
sustainable?

Development proposals for the first phase are concentrated in the centre of the district where the
infrastructure, based on historical country lanes, cannot cope with existing traffic — there are a number of
bottlenecks across this part of the District and being systemic in nature will not be improved by the relatively
small improvements provided by the developments proposed.

e There is no evidence that the consolidated impact of all the various developments on highways has been
assessed and no consideration appears to have been given to mapping highways improvements to the
housing phasing. Access road improvements in the West have been delayed until end of programme,
resulting in road chaos for years.

e As with other environmental issues, the capacity of the highways network should be assessed formally
with consideration of the cumulative effects of other developments.

The highways plan is unsound and not sustainable.

The Core Strategy only takes into account Flood risk identified by the Enviromental Agency which is flovial
based (tidal} and does not take into account Surface Water flooding risk. This is despite the fact that majority
of flooding in the area has been caused by the latter or a combination of both. It is wrong for the Core
Strategy to only consider Flovial flood risk. The Core Strategy is therefore unsound.

Cont’d
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6. Gypsy sites - the proposals provide for 14 pitches by 2014 but no indication is given of where these should
be sited. This issue has caused a lot of concem to many residents who favour a single, manageable site in a
location with good road access and all appropriate services and the proposals are unsound and, probably,
unsustainable.

*  Gypsy/Traveller sites must be positioned in locations that have the best access to transport links and
services. It is essential that any gypsy/traveller site developments are matched by appropriate
infrastructure such as established road networks, water / gas / electric supply, mains sewerage, access for
refuse / recycling collection, and access to healthcare and schools.

o The choice of a suitable site(s) must ensure that such communities can be appropriately integrated, and
promote the right level of community cohesion for these people. Inappropriate location of Gypsies and
Travellers would not bring about desired cohesion, and if a poor choice is made by the Council this could
lead to exactly the opposite and disharmonious relationships between communities and the local
community would transpire.

e In the light of the above, and in line with previous recommendations, if it is decided that Gypsies and
Travellers must be accommodated on ‘official’ sites, then such sites are best suited to the west of the
district. Any loss of countryside, greenbelt and open spaces in and around Hockley is considered
unacceptable when there are known alternative locations that would be better suit mutual Council and
Traveller needs.

7. The last consultation on the DPD Allocations was in April and is believed to have "attracted’ a record level of
responses but has not even been considered by the council 6 months later. Revised proposals have now been
made on aspects covered by the DPD. Similarly, proposals for Hockley Village Centre have been repeatedly
rejected but are still included. This reflects the generally inadequate consultation during the entire process
and means the Core Strategy is undemocratic and consequently the proposals are unsound.

Printed by 4edge Limited. Hockley. www.4edge.co.uk
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To Planning Department, Rochford District Council, Freepost CL1858, South St, Rochford, S84 IBW

Core Strategy Consultation Oct/Nov 2010 RQP 26252

I/we wish to register the following objections regarding the above consultation:

1. The Core Strategy is unsound because proposals to build on the Green Belt have not been properly evaluated,;
are contrary to government policy and alternatives not evaluated. There is po justification for this variance
from government policy.
= There is no evidence that the Council has undertaken a comprehensive and detailed (in planning terms)
comparative assessment of the impact of the CS Locations. Were the alternatives put forward under the
"Call for Sites" properly evaluated and evidenced?

= Para4.23 of the published Core Strategy states that the Council will prioritise the redevelopment of
brownfield sites but the amended proposals still result in 67% of new dwellings being on greenbelt land
(and any windfall sites will be too late to save green belt that has already been built on).

»  The two proposed new industrial sites will also be on Green Belt land.

v The older component of our population is said by the Council to be a block on the release of “previously
owned homes” but there are no proposals to release the blockage by requiring the provision of smaller
homes in developments like Coachman’s Court (Rochford, Sheltered/Wardened Flats for over 55).

2. No justification or consultation regarding how the proposed total of 3,800 new homes has been calculated.
The council turned down a motion from two members in this regard. This lack of consultation and
inconsistency means the proposals are unsound.

» There is now no proposed development proposed for Rayleigh over the first 15 years yet, according to
the published Core Strategy (para 2.38 page 30), the greatesi demand for housing is in Rayleigh at 44.4%
of the District’s total. There is something wrong here.

= Have the alternatives been properly evaluated and evidenced?

3. Lack of appropriate infrastructure and the distributed approach negates economies of scale. Existing 'back of
a fag packet’' [RDC/ECC quote] estimates of £50-75M are unsubstantiated (and could increase) but still
equate to £14/21K standard charges per dwelling. Is this viable, particularly for "Affordable Housing" and
sustainable?

4, Development proposals for the first phase are concenirated in the centre of the district where the
infrastructure, based on historical country lanes, cannot cope with existing traffic — there are a number of
bottlenecks across this part of the District and being systemic in nature will not be improved by the relatively
small improvements provided by the developments proposed.

s There is no evidence that the consolidated impact of all the various developments on highways has been
assessed and no consideration appears to have been given to mapping highways improvements to the
housing phasing. Access road improvements in the West have been delayed until end of programme,
resulting in road chaos for years.

e As with other environmental issues, the capacity of the highways network should be assessed formally
with consideration of the cumulative effects of other developments.

The highways plan is unsound and not sustainable.

5. The Core Strategy only takes into account Flood risk identified by the Enviromental Agency which is flovial
based (tidal) and does not take into account Surface Water flooding risk. This is despite the fact that majority
of flooding in the area has been caused by the latter or a combination of both. It is wreng for the Core
Strategy to only consider Flovial flood risk. The Core Strategy is therefore unsound.
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6. Gypsy sites - the proposals provide for 14 pitches by 2014 but no indication is given of where these should
be sited. This issue has caused a lot of concern to many residents who favour a single, manageable site in a
location with good road access and all appropriate services and the proposals are unsound and, probably,
unsustainable.

« Gypsy/Traveller sites must be positioned in locations that have the best access to transport links and
services. It is essential that any gypsy/traveller site developments are matched by appropriate
infrastructure such as established road networks, water / gas / electric supply, mains sewerage, access for
refuse / recycling collection, and access to healthcare and schools.

* The choice of a suitable site(s) must ensure that such communities can be appropriately integrated, and
promote the right level of community cohesion for these people. Inappropriate location of Gypsies and
Travellers would not bring about desired cohesion, and if a poor choice is made by the Council this could
lead to exactly the opposite and disharmonious relationships between communities and the local
community would transpire.

e In the light of the above, and in line with previous recommendations, if it is decided that Gypsies and
Travellers must be accommeodated on ‘official’ sites, then such sites are best suited to the west of the
district. Any loss of countryside, greenbelt and open spaces in and around Hockley is considered
unacceptable when there are known alternative locations that would be better suit mutual Council and
Traveller needs.

7. The last consultation on the DPD Allocations was in April and is believed to have 'attracted' a record level of
responses but has not even been considered by the council 6 months later. Revised proposals have now been
made on aspects covered by the DPD. Similarly, proposals for Hockley Village Centre have been repeatedly
rejected but are still included. This reflects the generally inadequate consultation during the entire process
and means the Core Strategy is undemocratic and consequently the proposals are unsound.

Printed by 4edge Limited. Hockley. www .4edge.co.uk
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Core Strategy Consultation,
Rochford District Council
Coungcil Offices

South Street

Rochford

Essex S54 1BW

13 November 2010

Dear Sirs,

We are replying to your correspondence regarding the future development of
Rochford District and proposed changes to the Core Strategy.

We set out in our letter of 3" April 2010 (copy enclosed) how we feel that NO
Development on Green Belt Land should be considered. It seems to us the council
wants to ignore the wishes of the people of Rochford and certainly of those of
Hullbridge, are we therefore about to withess campaign of small alterations every
few months so that we get to a stage that keep writing becomes a chore so
eventually like the European treaty the response is so small the council deems it a
yes vote.

Nothing has changed since our previous ietter, the infra structure of Rochford and
Hullbridge to accommodate this development has to change, new improved supply
roads, schoois, medical facilities, sewage etc. if mplemented would drive up costs
and reduce capacity for affordable homes, and certainly could not be undertaken in
the curent financial climate and necessary restraints.

In our original letter we pointed out Essex is the largest non-metropolitan county in
the country in terms of population, we are at bursting point, whilst driving round the
district is bad enough now, if the plans are implemerded then driving will become a
nightmare.

As the coalition states councils need to listen carefully to what their residents think:
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“Revoking Regional Strategies.... The new planning system will be clear, efficient and
will put greater power in the hands of local people, rather than regional bodies... and
to deliver sustainable development in a way that allows them to control the way in
which their villages, towns and cities change.” T
The Rt Hon Eric Pickles MP, 6 July 2010 *

Rochford Council needs to listen carefully to what residents think, and Hullbridge say
no more development on Green Belt Land.

Yours faithfully

* (hitp://www.communities.gov.uk/statements/corporate/regionalstrategies)
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Planning Policy Team
Rochford District Council
South Street

Rochford

Essex, SS4 1BW

Cc: Mr M Francois

3 April 2010

| Dear Sirs,

We are writing in respect of the proposed development of 500 houses in the village
of Hullbridge. Having asked us to chose one of four development sites our choice
would be option SWH4. We feel this has the least impact upon curment residents in
the area and has both greater and safer access for likely road structures.

However, we wish to express our complete disagreement with any development of
houses on Green Beit Land. Whilst your web-page states ‘would afford opportunities
for the creation of a defensible green belt boundary’ it fails to acknowledge that it
results in the removal of the existing green belt boundary, and replacement with a
new one therefore immediately negating the term ‘defensible’ as any future proposed
changes would surely follow this planning precedent.

Hullbridge is a country viltage, not a town as referred to on the Allocations DPD
Discussion and Consultation Document web-pages, so to be dictated to by a
government who has allowed this country to be so overpopulated that building
anywhere and everywhere is deemed such a necessity is wrong. Essex already has
the second largest non-metropolitan county population in the country, being only
10,000 people behind Kent but with a higher density; Essex 403persons/m?, Kent
being 397persons/km?. These national figures fail to include unitary authorities
Southend-on-sea (population 164,300 and 3935persons/km?) and Thurrock
(population 151,600 and 928persons/km?) for Essex, nor Medway (population
253,500 and 1320persons/km?) that after inclusion would appear to mean Essex is
the most populated non-metropolitan county in the country (Source: Office National
Statistics, mid 2008).

If Hullbridge is to house a thousand or more people plus children, we feel the
infrastructure cannot take the strain it is already known that while predictions of

‘ increasing popuiation are made, real-term increases in line with forecasts for funding
! in Heatlth, Education, Social Services, local infrastructure are not forthcoming and

! therefore the quality of life for the current and firture generations of the village can
only suffer:
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getting an appointment at the Doctors in a timely manner is already extremely
difficult due to the already significant development and population of the
village.

it is fikely we are able to extrapolate the Office National Statistics projection
findings which showed 78% of the UK population own a car, equivalent to

38m people, based on UK adult population of 48.7m (Source: Population
projections by ONS, 2009), therefore 700 to 800 extra cars will result from the
proposals. ‘ :

we have already seen the re-development of the villages primary former
senior school Park School, Rawreth into housing and retail. The schools
integration into Sweyne Park School, Rayleigh means the distance for village
children is at the upper end but unfortunately not over the statutory limit for
distances for walking to school without local authority funding for transport -
services. The route is not one suitable for children of any age being one of -
non-populated agricultural land to one side and golf course o other posing
significant risk and concern in this age to any parent and would therefore
cause a large drain on their finances funding public transport, or the
environment should parents chose to drive their children to and from school.

leaving the village by car or bus gets worse each year, this is not just at the
end of Ferry Road within the village, but at the junction of Rawreth Lane, often
tailing back % to % of a mile during busy periods. An extra 700 to 800 cars
and or revised increase in public transport services to cater for increased
population can only worsen the future for all residents.

Since moving here in 1979 we have had many power cuts every year though
in recent years this has improved with supply changes, though one must
question with the extra housing would we be forced to revert back to an
unreliable supply.

Whilst the village sewage system already struggles to cope, who will pay for
improving the current system so that the new development can connect
efficiently for all waste water and without contributing to flooding of local roads
such as Watery Lane. It is nationally acknowledged that development of
Green Belt Land results in increased foul water and more importantly surface
water that contributes to local flooding, hence the recent changes in planning
policy for domestic driveways.

With such flooding that occurred this winter to Watery Lane, combined with an
already significantly struggling infrastructure we do not understand how such a
thoroughly impractical location can be considered for any of the proposed options.
We hope these opinions and nationally recognised facts will go some way to
influence the outcome of these development proposals.

Yours sincerely
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Rochford District Council
Planning Policy Team

16 11 2010
Dear Sirs

| can not believe that as a responsible council you could contemplate building 500 houses on a flood
plain and Green Belt Land

The Hullbridge road floods from the Lords Golf Course to Watery Lane and the two fields adjacent
to Watery Lane flooded every time we have heavy rain. As shown in the National Press and on
Television News.

We have only ONE through road to our village and we get traffic from Rochford Ashingdon
Hockley etc all using it mornings and evenings as a cut through to Chelmsford Woodmam Ferrers
etc Rawreth Lane is also heavily congested with traffic not only from Hullbridge but other
neighbouring districts in mornings and evenings what would it be like with another 1000 cars from
500 houses plus an extra 500 or so children trying to get in to school at Rayleigh by car and buses as
we have no senior school in Hullbridge as Park schoot site in Rawreth was sold for houses.

Has anybody thought of doing a traffic census one census box could be placed in Lower Rd near the
allotment this would give traffic coming into the village and leaving a second box could be placed in
Ferry Rd to give traffic coming into and leaving the village a third box down Watery Lane and a
fourth box in Rawreth Lane with this data the traffic flow could be found and the predicted traffic
flow from the new development be added to see if the B roads where able to handle the new
amount of traffic.

I was of the understanding that Green Belt meant we always have areas of green land to stop
neighbouring districts joining each other. Also if we build on our farm land how will future
generation be able to grow their food. WE NEED OUR FARM LAND,

The infrastructure is inadequate are we going back to days where raw sewerage being put in to the
River crouch like before.

Is the electricity supply going back to when we kept getting power cuts because it could not cope?

Qur mains water pressure is very poor as it has to come from the other side of the river crouch and
due to the expansion of Woodham Ferries .

Will these houses get insurance when the insurers find they are built on land that was always
flooding or will it be down to council tax payer to pay for damage that will occur.

As I have been given to understand the first phase of development is for affordable houses could you
please telt me what is meant by affordable houses does it mean £ 100,000, £ 200,000, ??? And with
the economic future as it is will people be able to afford them any way.

What provision would there be for getting children to senior School for the new families as our old
School was demolished for new development last time and now they have to go to Rayleigh and the
schools in Rayleigh are already full.
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| also feel that Rochford District Council have not handled this whole matter in a proper way from
the start.

Your Sincerely
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Rep 26255 - 26 274,

158th November 2010

A RESPONSE TO THE PROPOSED CHANGES
TO THE CORE STRATEGY FOR ROCHFORD DISTRIGT

SUMMARY

The following comments to the proposed changes are made with particular relevance
to part of the Allocations Development Plan Document Preferred Option SWH4 at
South West Hulibridge, being land on the south east corner of the junction of Huli-

bridge Road and Lower Road.

ROCHFORD CORE STRATEGY-PROPOSED AMENDMENTS
_( Dated 14th October 2010. [TEM 3) .

RESPONSES

Page 3.1, tem 3.2

The Hanover Land Trust considers the propeosals to reduce the annual housing quota
from 250 to 190 and to extend the Core Strategy from a 10 -15 year period to one of .
twenty years, will be less positive for the district in terms of economic vivacity and fu-
ture sustainability, bearing in mind the proposals already activated for the expansion

and redevelopment of Southend/London airport and other regional locations of invest-

ment.

Rochford Core Strategy Schedule of Changes

Page 3.7. Appendix 1. item 4.6 and Page 3.8 ltem 4.16.

The Hanover Land Trust (HLT ) fully supports these proposals, but it is considered
that more dwellings, { particularly the proportional quota of affordable housing ) will be

e PAGE tof 3
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needed earlier than the 500 units scheduled here for 2026 to 2031 and that an earlier
phasing would be beneficial for the focality and district in general.

Page 3.9 item 4.24. The HLT site within Preferred Option SWH4 is immediately deliver-
able, unlike many of the sites elsewhere in the district scheduled for earlier phasing.

Item 4.25. Due to various factors windfall sites often cannot be relied upon to come for-
ward as required as opposed to the above proposed site within Preferred Option SWH4.
We therefore consider that less emphasis should be given to such in town sites in the
probability that they will not fulfil what may be expected of therp.

ltem 4.26. The above site does conform to the cther palicies within the CS.
item 4.27. HLT fully supports this statement.

Page 3.12. ftem (H3 the 4th column second paragraph onwards ).
HLT fully supports this statement.
ltem (GB1 the 4th column ) HLT fully supports this statement.

Page 3.13. Policy H1- The efficient use of land for housing.
{tem Paragraph 2. HLT fully supports this statement as part of the above site is already
developed and contains a portion of previously developed white land.

Page 3.15. Policy H3 Extension to residential envelopes post-2026.
HLT generally supports Policy H3 except that the above site could be brought forward
within Preferred Option SWH4 or in isolation, in conjunction with the present and urgent

need for the redesign and improvement of the infra-structure at the busy three-way junc-
tion of Hullbridge Road, Watery Lane and Lower Road.

Page 3.42. Appendix 2. Topic Paper 3 - Sustainable Housing Allocation for Rochford
District.

2. Revocation of the Regional Spatial Strategy and Option 1 Figures.

Item 2.5. The proposed figure of 190 dwellings per annum is considered insufficient and
incompatible with good sustainability for the district, particularly with regard to the

O PRGE 2 0f 9
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proposed plan being extended to 2031.

Page 3.50. Demand for Affordable Housing. ltems 3.25 to 3.28

These proposals, based on out of date figures, support our proposal for more afford-

| able housing to be implemented earlier in the CS plan period, considering the backlog
referred to by Councillor Lucas -Gill earlier this year in the attached press cutting. We
place particular emphasis on the current and future government budget cuts, which will
affect both private and public sector service worker jobs, mortgages and pensions in
tandem with increasingly more expensive private rentals due to anticipated additional
demand. We believe the proposed changes will establish a too limited supply of dwell-
ings over an unnecessarily extended time period.

Page 3.51. 4. Environmental and Physical Constraints within Rochford District.

Item 4.1

The HLT fully supports this statement as the above site is a mixture of existing devel-
opment within the Hullbridge town planning envelope, previously used White land and
a lapsed planning consent fronting Lower Road. The whole site is self contained and is
part of the south west comer of the Council 's Preferred Option area SWH4.

ltem 4.5 and 4.6 Development of the above site would not impact on the European
sites in and around the Rochford District and would not coalesce with neighbouring

seftlements .

Page 3.55. 6. Infrastructure. item 6.1

The HLT fully supports this statement as it would be prepared to work in conjunction
with service and infra-structure providers. The above site is the most suitable site for
earlier release within SWH4 and adjacent to existing services, unlike much of Preferred
Options SWH1, SWH2, and SWH3. For the various feregoing reasons, we believe this
site should be implemented in the earlier phasing of the CS plan period. Not least due

to the present urgent need for an improved drainage scheme to the west of the busy 3-

way road junction entrance into Hullbridge town.

Page 3.56
7. Overview of iImplications of the Revocation of the East of England Plan.
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Page 3.57. ltem 7.10 and 7.11. Windfall sites have been dealt with in our response {0
ttemn 4.25 and HLT considers these two proposals will impact negatively for the
Rochford District.

Page 3.58.
8- Conclusions. ltems 8.1 to 8.5.
Except for the proposed numbers of units, HLT generally supports these statements.

ltem 8.6. HLT contests this viewpoint which states the “section of population most
likely to form new households, (20-34 year olds ) will shrink. " In the general sense
Rochford District is one of the most desireable places to live in this part of Essex and
this age group is only the core of the overall age group who aspire to live in the
Rochford District via new affordable housing schemes. There is also the 34-55 year
age group who through a variety of circumstances need this form of accommeodation.
In addition there is the 55-70 years age group similarly affected as the former category,
who wish to retire here having relatives in the district, but cannot afford to do so without
the assistance of a housing association. We therefore believe demand will actually in-
crease above the norm when the economy improves. Notwithstanding this prospect,
there is an increasing social tendency for existing younger family sub-division, which
will inevitably, use up the number of dwelling units proposed at an increased rate. On
this basis we question whether the Council ' s new proposals will be sufficient for the

ongoing sustainability required for the future population of the Rochford district.

item 8.7. With reference to the foregoing points we disagree with this statement and
propose that additional/earlier new housing suppiemented by more light industrial/
office provision would stimulate an increase of sustainability in Rochfard District . An
example being that the former Eastern Electricity offices in London Road, Rayleigh
should be retained for it 's existing use for commerce and employment as there ap-
pears to be sufficient housing land allocated in west Rayleigh.

ltem 8.8 The above responses, along with the District 's geographical location and
burgeoning new business ventures (plus anticipated demand ) would indicate that the

PAGE 4 of &
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Rochford District is a growth area upto a point, and as stated in Item 8.8, * new mar-
ket housing is definitely required in the District ” which HLT supports to enable the Dis-
trict to capitalise on and maintain it 's sustainability, when or as the economy im-

proves. -
Appendix 3

Page 3.59. Topic Paper 4-Revision to the Green Beit Boundary.
2. Excepticnal Circumstances.

item 2.1 to 2.6. In the hope of avoiding undue repetition of detail, HLT believes that ex-
ceptional circumstances apply to the above site for the following reasons:

HLT believes the above site is the best individual site within Preferred Option SWH4 as
the site is already partly developed. The site also contains a section of unused White
Land lying within the existing development envelope of South West Hullbridge. A sig-
nificant section of the site also obtained a planning consent since lapsed. It was also
recently proposed by Essex County Council to construct an important cycleway on the
northern and western perimeter of the site. HLT supported this project, but County
funding was not forthcoming and might possibiy be best left installed in conjunction
with the new development and infra-structure improvements so badiy needed at the
present time in this location. Should this smalt portion of the above {and needed, to ac-
commodate this project be released from the Green Belt as outlined above, the pro-
posed cycleway could easily be accommodated for the benefit of users travelling be-
tween Hullbridge to Rayleigh at no land cost. To include this remaining green beit area
of approximately 3 acres (51/2 acre site in total ) for release would be an appropriate
use of the above site and dispose of the current aesthetically displeasing appearance
of the area and would at the same time contribute to easing pressure on better quality
green belt land in the locality.

Page 3.60. The Allccation of Land for Empioyment Uses.
item 2.9. The former Eastern Electricity site is not deemed to be a "bad neighbour "

and part of this site includes the convenientiy located Bright Sparks children’ s day
; e : SEhs Lk FAGE 5 of 9
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nursery a valuable facility for employees and famities in the locality.

Page 3.61. Conclusion. Item 3.1

HLT generally supports the Conclusion statement except to question that the limited
and sometimes mythical development opportunities predicted to come from inside the
existing town envelope, will ever happen. Also bearing in mind that it is against Council
policy to create undesireable “town cramming . Over the recent past the District
Councit has conducted an exemplary exercise in limiting and negating Council Tax in-
creases without significant cuts in services. However, the Council must maintain suffi-
cient Council Tax income to help keep the District viable and sustainable for thg pericd
of Core Strategy future planning (2011-2031) and create a sound foundation for fur-
ther sustainability for the period beyond. HLT considers that development of the above
site would assist in this precept. With all the muititudinous and variable factors involved
in the distillation of the best future plan for the Rochford District, we do question
whether there will be sufficient new land released for; 1. The required amount of future

housing and, 2. New business opportunity and employment ?

Having submitted our comments above, regarding the Rochford Core Strategy-
Proposed Amendments, we trust the content may be of some assistance to the Council
and the Planning Policy Team for the Inspector *s forthcoming Examination. (Please
see attached aerographic view of the above site ).

Finally, with the number of submissions made over the Core Strategy programme pe-

riod, we apologise for any necessary repetition of detail.

o PAGE 60f 9
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24 Echo Friday February 12, 2010
acho-news.co.uk

Council ‘shock’

as association
fails to build
any new homes

By JOHN GEOCGHEGAN
Jehn.geoghegand®nqe.com

A HOUSING provider has
built no npew affordable
homes in Rochford district,
despite promising to provide
50 a year since 2007,

Rochford District Council's
review committee heard the
revelation at a meeting, where
councillors expressed their dis-
appointment at the findings.

They criticised members of
Rochford Housing Association,
part of the pational housing
provider the S8anctuary Group,
for failing to meet the promised
targets for affordable housing.

The association’s aim was to
pruvide at least 50 new afford-
able homes each year, mostly
ones with low rents, but also

properties which are cheap to

buy.

But councillors heard no new
homes had been provided for
the past two-and-a-half years
and just two planning applica-
tions had been submitted for a
tatal of 12 homes

The council transferred its
housing stock, with almost
2,000 tenants, to Rochford
Housing Agsociation in Decem-

It vowed to provide
50 properties a year
4 Group blames lack
of grants and land

ber 2006 after B0 per cent of ten-
ants voted in favour of the
move.

Rowan Kirk, director of
development services of the
Sanctuary Group, said: “We are
disappointed we haven't deliv-
ered the 50 homes ar. We

"We are absolutely commit-
ted as a group to deliver more
affordable housing.

“We clearly haven't made sig
nificant progress in Rochford
in the past two-and-a-half
years, partly because of the
downturn in the market and
land in Rochford is difficult to
come by”

funding from the Govern:
menti's Homes and Communi-
ties Agency, adding: “This is
the key issue. Funding is get-
ting tighter

“Wa have the skills, the
money and the resources in
place.

“We understand vour con-

share your disap-

cerns and
i T

However, councillor Gillian
Lucas-Gill (Con, Rochford)
said: “You are 125 homes down
already. Our main werry is if
vou are relying on a big hous-
ing development, we could be
waiting forever.

“] want vou to be aware of
how very concerned we are this

just isn’t happening.”
5l indeeclayth

5
tion could not build on garage
sites it owns.

She said: “No one is expect-
ing you to come up with a site
and build 50 houses, but our
concern is you are doing noth-
ing we can see.

“If you take a garage site,
then at least it's a start.”

Mr Kirk said the association
had looked at garage sites, but
they were not “technically

deliverable”.

‘ you are relying
on a big housing

development, we

could be waiting

forever

Our worry is if

st
e
foas
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We must have homes
for our young people

VIVIENNE Robinson
(Oct 29) is overlooking the
housing reguirements of
these who simply cannot
afford to purchase or rent
a property via the exorbi-
tantly priced properties
she says are available
through 1local estate
agents.

. The answer is a quota of
affordable housing spon-
sored by a combination of
housing associations and
developers which have, by
economic necessity, to be
subsidised by some normal
housing development to
make it viable.

The council housing list
includes young people wish-
ing to retain their loeal
roots and start a family, but
are unable to through an
acute lack of affordable
housing and simply have no
chance of obtaining a home

of their own.

I am not advocating dis-
tricts. like Rochford should
be but the

tenths green belt and the
council currently proposes
mleaaing barely one per
cent for such new housing.
Ms Robinson's home was
once green belt. How unrea-
sonably selfish it is for
established residents to
deny other young aspiring
families the right to live in
the locality where they

ETEW up.

Many such people never
seem to have a wvoice in
these matters against the
over-vocal “nimbys” so
aptly labelled by a conncil
member

If no further housing
development is permitted, a
district over time will stag-
nate and start to lose it's
facilities through lack of
economie vivacity

How many villages and
towns in’this country are
losing their post offices,

concreted over, y
Rochford district 1s nine’} P

shops, pubs and other
amenities through an
absence of sustainable

lanning?

Rochford Council has
done a reasonable job try-
ing to please everybody by
proposing a minimal
release of green belt land
and extending the core
strat&gy plan from ten to 20

, in conjunction with
munh needed infrastruc-
ture im; ments.

At the end of .the day, the
elected Rochford council-
lors are the authority
assisted by the planning
directorate, which -has to
decide what is best for the
district as a whole, and
that includes the aspira-
tions of the residents of
the future, as well as those
fortunate enough to be
established homeowners.

Echo- Tuesday November 2, 2010

2 EE———
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OPTION SWHA4

As local landowners from 1922, The Hanover Land Trust has been a long-term advocate for
improvements to the three way road junction and associated infra-structure in this locality. The Trust
responded to the Council during the Local Development Plan periods for 1981-1991, 1991-2001 and

2001 1o the present. Being aware that these imperative improvements will need to be supported by
some development in the vicinity, we would like to respectfully suggest perhaps a phasing along the
lines illustrated below to achieve the required works at an earlier stage than 2026.

PAGE 9 of 8
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To Planning Department, Rochford District Council, Freepost CL1858, South St. Rochford, 884 12W

Core Strategy Consultation Oct/Nov 2010 Rzp 26276

I/we wish to register the following objections regarding the above consultation:

1.

The Core Strategy is unsound because proposals to build on the Green Belt have not been properly evaluated;
are contrary to government policy and alternatives not evaluated. There is no justification for this variance
from government policy.

» There is no evidence that the Council has undertaken a comprehensive and detailed (in planning terms)
comparative assessment of the impact of the CS Locations. Were the alternatives put forward under the
"Call for Sites" properly evaluated and evidenced?

» Para 4.23 of the published Core Strategy states that the Council will prioritise the redevelopment of
brownfield sites but the amended proposals still result in 67% of new dwellings being on greenbelt land
(and any windfall sites will be too late to save green belt that has already been built on).

»  The two proposed new industrial sites will also be on Green Belt land.

«  The older component of our population is said by the Council to be a block on the release of “previously
owned homes” but there are no proposals to release the blockage by requiring the provision of smaller
homes in developments like Coachman’s Court (Rochford, Sheltered/Wardened Flats for over 55').

No justification or consultation regarding how the proposed total of 3,800 new homes has been calculated.

The council turned down a motion from two members in this regard. This lack of consultation and

inconsistency means the proposais are unsound.

= There is now no proposed development proposed for Rayleigh over the first 15 years yet, according to
the published Core Strategy (para 2.38 page 30), the greatest demand for housing is in Rayleigh at 44.4%
of the District’s total. There is something wrong here.

» Have the alternatives been properly evaluated and evidenced?

Lack of appropriate infrastructure and the distributed approach negates economies of scale. Existing 'back of
a fag packet' [RDC/ECC quote] estimates of £50-75M are unsubstantiated (and could increase) but still
equate to £14/21K standard charges per dwelling. Is this viable, particularly for "Affordable Housing" and
sustainable?

Development proposats for the first phase are concentrated in the centre of the district where the
infrastructure, based on historical country lanes, cannot cope with existing traffic — there are a number of
bottlenecks across this part of the District and being systemic in nature will not be improved by the relatively
small improvements provided by the developments proposed.

« There is no evidence that the consolidated impact of all the various developments on highways has been
assessed and no consideration appears to have been given to mapping highways improvements to the
housing phasing. Access road improvements in the West have been delayed until end of programime,
resulting in road chaos for years.

» As with other environmental issues, the capacity of the highways network should be assessed formally
with consideration of the cumulative effects of other developments.

The highways plan is unsound and not sustainable.

The Core Strategy only takes into account Flood risk identified by the Enviromental Agency which is flovial
based (tidal) and does not take into account Surface Water flooding risk. This is despite the fact that majority
of flooding in the area has been caused by the latter or a combination of both. It is wrong for the Core
Strategy to only consider Flovial flood risk. The Core Strategy is therefore unsound.

Cont’d
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6. Gypsy sites - the proposals provide for 14 pitches by 2014 but no indication is given of where these should
be sited. This issue has caused a lot of concern to many residents who favour a single, manageable site in a
location with good road access and all appropriate services and the proposals are unsound and, probably,
unsustainable.

* (Gypsy/Traveller sites must be positioned in locations that have the best access to transport links and
services. It is essential that any gypsy/traveller site developments are matched by appropriate
infrastructure such as established road networks, water / gas / electric supply, mains sewerage, access for
refuse / recycling collection, and access to healthcare and schools.

» The choice of a suitable site(s) must ensure that such communities can be appropriately integrated, and
promote the right level of community cohesion for these people. Inappropriate location of Gypsies and
Travellers would not bring about desired cohesion, and if a poor choice is made by the Council this could
lead to exactly the opposite and disharmonious relationships between communities and the local
comumunity would transpire.

» Inthe light of the above, and in line with previous recommendations, if it is decided that Gypsies and
Travellers must be accommodated on ‘official’ sites, then such sites are best suited to the west of the
district. Any loss of countryside. greenbelt and open spaces in and around Hockley is considered
unacceptable when there are known alternative locations that would be better suit mutual Council and
Traveller needs.

7. The last consultation on the DPD Allocations was in April and is believed to have 'attracted' a record level of
responses but has not even been considered by the council 6 months later. Revised proposals have now been
made on aspects covered by the DPD. Similarly, proposals for Hockley Village Centre have been repeatedly
rejected but are still included. This reflects the generally inadequate consultation during the entire process
and means the Core Strategy4s undemocratic and consequently the proposals are unsound.

Signed

Name

Address

Date

Printed by 4edge Limited. Hockley. www.4edge.co.uk
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Rop 267%7%

Part B — Please use a separate sheet for each representation

3. To which part of the Schedule of changes does this repregentation relate?

Page Palicy/
Paragraph

1 4. Do you consider the Schedule of Changes to the DPD would render the Core Strategy:
4{1) Legally compliant ves[d Ne[]
4(2) Scund Yes[J No B/
If you have entered No to 4(2}, please continue to Q5. In all cther circumstances, please go to Q6.

5 Do you consider the Schadule of Changes to the DPD would render the Core Strategy unsound
because it is not g/

(1} Justified

(2) Effective B/

(3) Consistent with nationai policy [

6 Please give details of why you consider the Schedule of Changes to the DPD is not legally compliant
orls unsound. Please be as precise as possible. .
If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the DPD, please 2lso use this box to set .
out your comments. \

\T 18 WRERZISTIC To &xTenNDd THE Ptaw PERLoD !
Te 203 THS s Tov BAR RHERD To Bs SURs

PriouwT HOUSE /EMPLodMENT REQUAREMENITES.

(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

7 Please set out what change(s} you consider necessary to make tha Schedule of Changes to the DPD
legally compliant or sound, having regard to the test you have idantified at 5 above where this
relates to soundness. You will need to say why thls change will make the DPD lagally compliant or
sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording of any pollcy
or text. Please be as precise as possible.

| THE PLAaW PeRoDd SHtowld NOT To BeYorwd 04,
e AtounT OF Houstns/ EMplovmen T Stre
WitociTions Shoudd BS Rehucesd |

PecordAELA - TS " Menld Some oF
The PROPOSED STTE< Bal e DELETFed From

—ﬂ‘(’é Wé’é‘ _m’s Rﬁﬂ (-été'H s F@‘(Conlir;ue Von a separ';!te shéel if necessary}




Rep No 26277

Rep No

26277

Pisase nota

Your representation should cover succinclly all tha information, evidence and supporting information necessary
to supportjustify the representation and the suggested change, as there will not normally be a subsequent
opportunity to make further representations based on the criginal representation at publication stage.

After this stage, further submissions will be only at the request of the Ingpector, based on the matters -
and issues he/she Identifies far axamination.

8 HMyour representation ia seeking a change, do you considasr it necessary to participate at the oral
part of the examination? ,
No, | do not wish to participate at the oral examination M
" Yes, | wish to participate at the oral examination O

9 Wyou wish to participate at the ora! part of the examination, please outline why you cansidar this to
be necessary: :

Please note

- If you wish to make representations to the Schedule of Changes Consuttaticn please do so online at
http:/frochford.jdi-consult net/ldf! if possible. This is due to environmental concemn (unnecessary paper
production), the costs involved and Government encouragement to use electronic communication where
possible. Submitting your representations online will also help us to capture your views in the most efficient
way, will provide you with instant confirmation that your comments have received, reduce costs lo the public,
and is more environmantally friendly than submitting paper responses. '

- Al representations made should only relate to the Schedule of Changes or supporting decuments. All other
representations previously made to the Submission Consuitation remain valid and have been submitted to the
Inspector, ) .
- Representations cannot be trezted as confidential and will be published.

- The Council reserves the right to discount any comments which are offensive andfor racia"g'discriminatory.
- The Inspector will datermine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who have indicated that

they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination. )
Date: ‘MW
Fd

Signature;




Rep No 26278

e

To Planning Department, Rochford District Council, Freepost CL 1858, South Street, Rochford SS4 1BW r]‘/}j (ij\ T

. e Al 1 -
Core Strategy Consuttation October/November 2010 Rep 20,2718
1We wish to register the foliowing objections regarding the above consultation: The Core Strategy is unsound for the foliowing
reasons.

1.No justification or consultation regarding how the proposed total of 3800 new homes has been calcuiated. Some councils have
abandoned extensive redevelopment plans. The Council tumed down some Members' proposal to review housing needs over time,
instead of fixing these to 2034. Lack of consultation and inconsistency means Counci's proposed housing numbers are unsound.
« There is now no proposed development for Rayleigh over the first 15 years yet, according to the published Core Strategy
(para.2.38,p.30) Rayleigh has the greatest demand for housing at 44.4% of District total. There is something wrong here.

2 Development proposais for the first phase are concentrated in the centre of the district where infrastructure, based on historical
country lanes, cannot cope with existing traffic: there are a number of botilenecks across this part of the District and, being systemic
in nature, wili not be improved by relatively small improvements provided by proposed developments.

« There is no evidence that the consclidated impact of all the various developments on highways has been assessed and no
consideration appears to have been given to mapping highways improvements {0 the housing phasing. Access road
improvements in the west have been delayed until end of programme, resulting in road chaos for years.

« As with other environmental issues, the capacity of the highways network shouid be assessed formally with consideration of
the cumulative effects of other developments.

The highways plan is unsound and unstustainable.

3.Proposals to build on Greenbelt have not been properly evaiuated: there is no evidence that the Council has undertaken a
comprehensive assessment of the impact of Core Strategy {ocations. Amended proposals still result in 57% of new build being on
Greenbelt.

« At 4.9, Tier Settlements, Hockley/Hawkwell and Rochford/Ashingdon are joined at Tier 1 with Rayleigh, always an urban
settiement, with Rochford second. But Hockley, Hawkwell and Ashingdon are separated by Greenbeit. Numbers in H2
suggest a proportion of this will be eradicated and above 3 village settlements become a conurbation. There is no
justification for this variance from govemment Greenbelt policy.

« The 2 proposed new industrial sites will also be on Greenbeli.

4 1 ack of appropriate infrastructure and distributed approach negates economies of scale. Existing estimates of £50-75 million are
not substantiated and might even increase, but anyway equate to £14/21 thousand standard charges per dwelling. is this viable,
particularly for ‘affordable’ housing and sustainable? :

5 The Core Strategy takes into account Environmental Agency estimate of Tidal flood risk, ignoring Surface Water flood risk. The
maijority of flooding in the area is caused by the latter, or combination of both. So Core Strategy is unsound.

6.Gypsy, Traveller sites: Core Strategy proposes 14 pitches by 2014, but no defined sites. Residents prefer:
« one site with good infrastructure: road, water, gas, electricity, sewerage, refuse/recycling collection, access to healthcare
and schools.
« A suitable site must promote community cohesion for these people, or there will be inharmonious relations between them
and the locai community.
« I ‘official sites are proposed, following earlier recommendations, sites should be to west of the district. Loss of countryside,
greenbelt, open spaces infaround Hockley is rejected, when known locations to suit both Council and Travetler needs are
available.

7.The April 2010 DPD Allocations consultation is believed to have ‘attracted’ record responses, but has been ingnored by the Council
& months later. Revised proposals on the DPD are now made, but repeatedly rejected plans for Hockley Village Centre are still
included. This shows the inadequate consultation during the entire process and means the Core Straiegy is undemocratic and
consequently its proposals are unsound.

Signed

Name

Address

Date




Rep No 26279

....................

To Planning Department, Rochford District Council, Freepost CL.1858, South St, Rochford, SS4 1BW

Core Strategy Consultation Oct/Nov 2010 ‘QiP 26279

I/we wish to register the following objections regarding the above consultation:

1.

The Core Strategy is unsound because proposals to build on the Green Belt have not been properly evaluated;
are contrary to government policy and alternatives not evaluated. There is no justification for this variance
from government policy.

* There is no evidence that the Council has undertaken a comprehensive and detailed (in planning terms)
comparative assessment of the impact of the CS Locations. Were the alternatives put forward under the
"Call for Sites" properly evaluated and evidenced?

=  Para 4.23 of the published Core Strategy states that the Council will prioritise the redevelopment of
brownfield sites but the amended proposals still result in 67% of new dwellings being on greenbelt land
(and any windfall sites will be too late to save green belt that has already been built on).

»  The two proposed new industrial sites will also be on Green Belt land.

* The older component of our population is said by the Council to be a block on the release of “previously
owned homes” but there are no proposals to release the blockage by requiring the provision of smaller
homes in developments like Coachman’s Court (Rochford, Sheltered/Wardened Flats for over 55%).

No justification or consultation regarding how the proposed total of 3,800 new homes has been calculated.
The council turned down a motion from two members in this regard. This lack of consultation and
inconsistency means the proposals are unsound,

*  There is now no proposed development proposed for Rayleigh over the first 15 years yet, according to
the published Core Strategy (para 2.38 page 30), the greatest demand for housing is in Rayleigh at 44.4%
of the District’s total. There is something wrong here.

*  Have the alternatives been properly evaluated and evidenced?

Lack of appropriate infrastructure and the distributed approach negates economies of scale. Existing 'back of
a fag packet' [RDC/ECC quote] estimates of £50-75M are unsubstantiated (and could increase) but still
equate to £14/21K standard charges per dwelling. Is this viable, particularly for "Affordable Housing" and
sustainable?

Development propoesals for the first phase are concentrated in the centre of the district where the
infrastructure, based on historical country lanes, cannot cope with existing traffic — there are a number of
bottlenecks across this part of the District and being systemic in nature will not be improved by the relatively
small improvements provided by the developments proposed.

s There is no evidence that the consolidated impact of all the various developments on highways has been
assessed and no consideration appears o have been given to mapping highways improvements to the
housing phasing. Access road improvements in the West have been delayed until end of programme,
resulting in road chaos for years.

+ As with other environmental issues, the capacity of the highways network should be assessed formally
with consideration of the cumulative effects of other developments.

The highways plan is unsound and not sustainable.

The Core Strategy only takes into account Flood risk identified by the Enviromental Agency which is flovial
based (tidal) and does not take into account Surface Water flooding risk. This is despite the fact that majority
of flooding in the area has been caused by the latter or a combination of both. It is wrong for the Core
Strategy to only consider Flovial flood risk. The Core Strategy is therefore unsound.

Cont’d




Rep No 26279

6. Gypsy sites - the proposals provide for 14 pitches by 2014 but no indication is given of where these should
be sited. This issue has caused a lot of concern to many residents who favour a single, manageable site in a
location with good road access and all appropriate services and the proposals are unsound and, probably,
unsustainable.

e  Gypsy/Traveller sites must be positioned in locations that have the best access to transport links and
services. It is essential that any gypsy/traveller site developments are matched by appropriate
infrastructure such as established road networks, water / gas / electric supply, mains sewerage, access for
refuse / recycling collection, and access to healthcare and schools.

s The choice of a suitable site(s) must ensure that such communities can be appropriately integrated, and
promote the right level of community cohesion for these people. Inappropriate location of Gypsies and
Travellers would not bring about desired cohesion, and if a poor choice is made by the Council this could
lead to exactly the opposite and disharmonious relationships between communities and the local
community would transpire.

o In the light of the above, and in line with previous recommendations, if it is decided that Gypsies and
Travellers must be accommodated on ‘official’ sites, then such sites are best suited to the west of the
district. Any loss of countryside, greenbelt and open spaces in and around Hockley is considered
unacceptable when there are known alternative locations that would be better suit mutual Council and
Traveller needs.

7. The last consuitation on the DPD Allocations was in April and is believed to have 'attracted’ a record level of
responses but has not even been considered by the council 6 months later. Revised proposals have now been
made on aspects covered by the DPD. Similarly, proposals for Hockley Village Centre have been repeatedly
rejected but are still included. This reflects the generally inadequate consultation during the entire process
and means the Core Strategy is undemocratic and consequently the proposals are unsound.

Signed

Name

Address

Date

Printed by 4edge Limited. Hockley. www.4edge.co.uk




Rep No 26280

R SO~ s

To Planning Department, Rochford District Council, Freepost CL1858, South Street, Rochford 554 1BW ﬁg
Core Strateqy Consultation October/November 2010 4 262-80

1AWe wish to register the following objections regarding the above consultation: The Core Strategy is unsound for the foliowing
reasons.

1.No justification or consuitation regarding how the proposed total of 3800 new homes has been calcuiated. Some councils have
abandoned extensive redevelopment plans. The Council tumed down some Members’ proposal to review housing needs over time,
instead of fixing these to 2034. Lack of consultation and inconsistency means Council's proposed housing numbers are unsound.
« There is now no proposed development for Rayleigh over the first 15 years yet, according to the published Core Strategy
(para.2.38,p.30) Rayieigh has the greatest demand for housing at 44 4% of District total. There is something wrong here.

2.Development proposals for the first phase are concentrated in the centre of the district where infrastructure, based on historical
country lanes, cannot cope with existing traffic: there are a number of bottlenecks across this part of the District and, being systemic
in nature, wiil not be improved by relatively small improvements provided by proposed developments.

« There is no evidence that the consolidated impact of all the varicus developments on highways has been assessed and no
consideration appears to have been given to mapping highways improvements to the housing phasing. Access road
improvements in the west have been delayed until end of programme, resulting in road chaos for years.

« As with other environmental issues, the capacity of the highways network should be assessed formally with consideration of
the cumulative effects of other developments.

The highways plan is unsound and unsustainable.

3.Proposals to build on Greenbelt have not been propetly evaluated: there is no evidence that the Council has undertaken a
comprehensive assessment of the impact of Core Strategy locations. Amended proposals stil result in 67% of new build being on
Greenbelt. ‘

e« At4.9, Tier Settlements, Hockley/Hawkwell and Rochford/Ashingdon are joined at Tier 1 with Rayleigh, always an urban
settiement, with Rochford second. But Hockley, Hawkwell and Ashingdon are separated by Greenbelt. Numbers in H2
suggest a proportion of this will be eradicated and above 3 vilage settlements become a conurbation. There is no
justification for this variance from govemment Greenbetlt policy.

« The 2 proposed new industrial sites will also be on Greenbelt.

4.Lack of appropriate infrastructure and distributed approach negates economies of scate. Existing estimates of £50-75 million are
not substantiated and might even increase, but anyway equate ¢ £14/21 thousand standard charges per dwelling. |s this viable,
particuiarly for ‘affordabie’ housing and sustainable?

5.The Core Strategy takes into account Environmental Agency estimate of Tidal flood risk, ignoring Surface Water flood risk. The
maijority of flooding in the area is caused by the latter, or combination of both. So Core Strategy is unsound.

8.Gypsy, Traveller sites. Core Strategy proposes 14 pitches by 2014, but no defined sites. Residents prefer:
« one site with good infrastructure: road, water, gas, electricity, sewerage, refusefrecycling collection, access 1o healthcare
and schools.
« A suitable site must promote community cohesion for these pecpie, or there will be inharmonious relations between them
and the local community.
. If‘official sites are proposed, following earlier recommendations, sites should be to west of the district. Loss of countryside,
greenbelt, open spaces infaround Hockley is rejected, when known locations to suit both Council and Traveller needs are
availabie.

7.The April 2010 DPD Aijlocations consultation is believed to have ‘attracted’ record responses, but has been ingnored by the Council
& months later. Revised proposals on the DPD are now made, but repeatedly rejected plans for Hockley Village Centre are still
included. This shows the inadequate consultation during the entire process and means the Core Strategy is undemocratic and
consequently its pro reunsound.




Rep No 26281

To Planning Department, Rochford District Council, Freepost CL.1858, South St, Rochford, $54 1BW
Core Strategy Consultation Oct/Nov 2010 RJLP X628

I/we wish to register the following objections regarding the above consultation:

1. The Core Strategy is unsound because proposals to build on the Green Belt have not been properly evaluated;
are contrary to government policy and altematives not evaluated. There is no justification for this variance
from government policy.

There is no evidence that the Council has undertaken a comprehensive and detailed (in planning terms)
comparative assessment of the impact of the CS Locations. Were the alternatives put forward under the
"Call for Sites" properly evaluated and evidenced?

Para 4.23 of the published Core Strategy states that the Council will prioritise the redevelopment of
brownfield sites but the amended proposals still result in 67% of new dwellings being on greenbelt land
(and any windfall sites will be too late to save green belt that has already been built on).

The two preposed new industrial sites will also be on Green Belt land.

The older component of our population is said by the Council to be a block on the release of “previously
owned homes” but there are no proposals to release the blockage by requiring the provision of smaller
homes in developments like Coachman’s Court (Rochford, Sheltered/Wardened Flats for over 55's).

2. No justification ot consultation regarding how the proposed total of 3,800 new homes has been calculated.
The council turned down a motion from two members in this regard, This lack of consultation and
inconsistency means the proposals are unsound.

There is now no proposed development proposed for Rayleigh over the first 15 years yet, according to
the published Core Strategy (para 2.38 page 30), the greatest demand for housing is in Rayleigh at 44.4%
of the District’s total. There is something wrong here.

Have the alternatives been properly evaluated and evidenced?

3. Lack of appropriate infrastructure and the distributed approach negates economies of scale. Existing "back of
a fag packet' [RDC/ECC quote] estimates of £50-75M are unsubstantiated (and could increase) but still
equate to £14/21K standard charges per dwelling. Is this viable, particularly for " Affordable Housing" and
sustainable?

4, Development proposals for the first phase are concentrated in the centre of the district where the
infrastructure, based on historical country lanes, cannct cope with existing traffic — there are a number of
bottlenecks across this part of the District and being systemic in nature will not be improved by the relatively
small improvements provided by the developments proposed.

There is no evidence that the consolidated impact of all the various developments on highways has been
assessed and no consideration appears to have been given to mapping highways improvements to the
housing phasing. Access road improvements in the West have been delayed until end of programme,
resulting in road chaos for years.

As with other environmental issues, the capacity of the highways network should be assessed formally
with consideration of the cumulative effects of other developments.

The highways plan is unsound and not sustainable,

5. The Core Strategy only takes into account Flood risk identified by the Enviromental Agency which is flovial
based (tidal) and does not take into account Surface Water flooding risk. This is despite the fact that majority
of flooding in the area has been caused by the latter or a combination of both. It is wrong for the Core
Strategy to only consider Flovial flood risk. The Core Strategy is therefore unsound.

Cont’d




Rep No 26281

6. Gypsy sites - the proposals provide for 14 pitches by 2014 but no indication is given of where these should
be sited. This issue has caused a lot of concern to many residents who favour a single, manageable site in a
location with good road access and all appropriate services and the proposals are unsound and, probably,
unsustainable.

Gypsy/Traveller sites must be positioned in locations that have the best access to transport links and
services. It is essential that any gypsy/traveller site developments are matched by appropriate
infrastructure such as established road networks, water / gas / electric supply, mains sewerage, access for
refuse / recycling collection, and access to healthcare and schools.

The choice of a suitable site(s) must ensure that such communities can be appropriately integrated, and
promote the right level of community cohesion for these people. Inappropriate location of Gypsies and
Travellers would not bring about desired cohesion, and if a poor choice is made by the Council this could
lead to exactly the opposite and disharmonious relationships between communities and the local
community would transpire.

In the light of the above, and in line with previous recommendations, if it is decided that Gypsies and
Travellers must be accommodated on ‘official’ sites, then such sites are best suited to the west of the
district. Any loss of countryside, greenbelt and open spaces in and around Hockley is considered
unacceptable when there are known alternative locations that would be better suit mutual Council and
Traveller needs.

7. The last consultation on the DPD Allocations was in April and is believed to have 'attracted’ a record level of
responses but has not even been considered by the council 6 months later. Revised proposals have now been
made on aspects covered by the DPD. Similarly, proposals for Hockley Village Centre have been repeatedly
rejected but are still included. This reflects the generally inadequate consultation during the entire process
and means the Core Strategy is undemocratic and consequently the proposals are unsound.

Signed

Name

Address

Date

Printed by 4edge Limited. Hockley. www.4edge.co.uk




Rep No 26297

To Planning Department, Rochford District Council, Freepost CL 1858, South Street, Rochford S54 1BW A Al
QQF ne 262477

Core Strateqgy Consuitation October/November 2010
IWe wish to register the following objections regarding the above consuitation: The Core Strategy is unsound for the following
reasons.

1.No justification or consultation regarding how the proposed total of 3800 new homes has been calculated. Some councils have
abandoned extensive redevelopment plans. The Council tumed down scme Members’ proposal to review housing needs over time,
instead of fixing these to 2030. Lack of consultation and inconsistency means Council's proposed housing numbers are unsound.
« There is now no proposed development for Rayleigh over the first 15 years yet, according to the published Core Strategy
{para.2.38,p.30) Rayleigh has the greatest demand for housing at 44.4% of District total. There is something wrong here.

2. Development proposals for the first phase are concentrated in the centre of the district where infrastructure, based on historical
country lanes, cannot cope with existing traffic: there are a number of bottlenecks across this part of the District and, being systemic
in nature, will nat be improved by relatively small improvements provided by proposed developments.

« There is no evidence that the consolidated impact of all the various developments on highways has been assessed and no
consideration appears to have been given to mapping highways improvements to the housing phasing. Access road
improvements in the west have been delayed until end of programme, resulting in road chaos for years.

« As with other environmental issues, the capacity of the highways network should be assessed formally with consideration of
the cumulative effects of other developments.

The highways plan is unsound and unsustainable.

3.Proposals to buiid on Greenbelt have not been properly evaluated: there is no evidence that the Council has undertaken a
comprehensive assessment of the impact of Core Strategy locations. Amended proposals still resuitin 67% of new build being on
Greenbelt.

o At4.9, Tier Setlements, Hockiey/Hawkwell and Rochford/Ashingdon are joined at Tier 1 with Rayleigh, always an urban
settlement, with Rochford second. But Hockley, Hawkweli and Ashingdon are separated by Greenbelt. Numbers in H2
suggest a proportion of this will be eradicated and above 3 village settlements become a conurbation. There is no
justification for this variance from government Greenbeit policy.

o The 2 proposed new industrial sites will afso be on Greenbeit.

4.1 ack of appropriate infrastructure and distributed approach negates economies of scale. Existing estimates of £60-75 million are
not substantiated and might even increase, but anyway equate to £14/21 thousand standard charges per dweiling. Is this viable,
particularly for ‘affordable’ housing and sustainable?

5.The Core Strategy takes into account Environmental Agency estimate of Tidal flood risk, ignoring Surface Water flood risk. The
maijority of floading in the area is caused by the latter, or combination of both. So Core Strategy is unsound.

6.Gypsy, Traveller sites: Core Strategy proposes 14 piiches by 2014, but no defined sites: Residents prefer:
« one site with good infrasiructure: road, water, gas, electricity, sewerage, refuse/recycling collection, access to healthcare
and schocls.
s A suitable site must promote community cohesion for these people, or there will be inharmonious relations between them

and the local community. )
e If‘official sites are proposed, following earlier recommendations, sites should be to west of the district. Loss of countryside,

greenbeit, open spaces infaround Hockley is rejected, when known locations o suit both Council and Traveller needs are
available.

7.The April 2010 DPD Allecations consuitation is believed to have ‘attracted’ record responses, but has been ignored by the Council
6 months later. Revised proposals on the DPD are now made, but repeatedly rejected plans for Hockley Village Centre are still
included. This shows the inadequate consultation during the entire process and means the Core Strategy is undemocratic and
consequently its proposals are unsound.

Signed
Name
Address

Late
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To Planning Department, Rochford District Council, Freepost CL1858, South St, Rochford, 54 1BW

Core Strategy Consultaticn Oct/Nov 2010 RQP 26305

I/we wish to register the following objections regarding the above consultation:

1.

The Core Strategy is unsound because proposals to build on the Green Belt have not been properly evaluated;
are contrary te government policy and alternatives not evaluated. There is no justification for this variance
from government policy.

»  There is no evidence that the Council has undertaken a comprehensive and detailed (in planning terms)
comparative assessment of the impact of the CS Locations. Were the alternatives put forward under the
"Call for Sites" properly evaluated and evidenced?

= Para 4.23 of the published Core Strategy states that the Council will prioritise the redevelopment of
brownficld sites but the amended proposals still result in 67% of new dwellings being on greenbelt land
(and any windfall sites will be too late to save green belt that has already been built on).

= The two proposed new indusiial sites will also b on Green Beli land.

= The older component of our population is said by the Council to be a block on the release of “previously
owned homes” but there are no proposals to release the blockage by requiring the provision of smaller
homes in developments like Coachman’s Court (Rochford, Sheltered/Wardened Flats for over 55's).

No justification or consultation regarding how the proposed total of 3,800 new homes has been calculated.

The council turned down a motion from two members in this regard. This lack of consultation and

inconsistency means the proposals are unsound.

= There is now no proposed development proposed for Rayleigh over the first 15 years yet, according to
the published Core Strategy (para 2.38 page 30), the greatest demand for housing is in Rayleigh at 44.4%
of the District’s total. There is something wrong here.

= Have the alternatives been properly evaluated and evidenced?

Lack of appropriate infrastructure and the distributed approach negates economies of scale. Existing 'back of
a fag packet' [RDC/ECC quote] estimates of £50-75M are unsubstantiated (and could increase) but still
equate to £14/21K standard charges per dwelling. Is this viable, particularly for "Affordable Housing" and
sustainable?

Development proposals for the first phase are concenirated in the centre of the district where the
infrastructure, based on historical country lanes, cannot cope with existing traffic — there are a number of
bottlenecks across this part of the District and being systemic in nature will not be improved by the relatively
small improvements provided by the developments proposed.

» There is no evidence that the consolidated impact of all the various developments on highways has been
assessed and no consideration appears to have been given to mapping highways improvements to the
housing phasing. Access road improvements in the West have been delayed until end of programme,
resulting in road chaos for years.

»  As with other environmental issues, the capacity of the highways network should be assessed formally
with consideration of the cumulative effects of other developments.

The highways plan is unsound and not sustainable.

The Core Strategy only takes into account Flood risk identified by the Enviromental Agency which is flovial
based (tidal) and does not take into account Surface Water flooding risk. This is despite the fact that majority
of flooding in the area has been caused by the latter or a combination of both. It is wrong for the Core
Strategy to only consider Flovial flood risk. The Core Strategy is therefore unsound.

Cont’d
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6. Gypsy sites - the proposals provide for 14 pitches by 2014 but no indication is given of where these should
be sited. This issue has caused a lot of concern to many residents who favour a single, manageable site in a
location with good road access and all appropriate services and the proposals are unsound and, probably,
unsustainable.

s  Gypsy/Traveller sites must be positioned in locations that have the best access to transport links and
services. It is essential that any gypsy/traveller site developments are matched by appropriate
infrastructure such as established road networks, water / gas / electric supply, mains sewerage, access for
refuse / recycling collection, and access to healthcare and schools.

e The choice of a suitable site(s) must ensure that such communities can be appropriately integrated, and
promote the right level of community cohesion for these people. Inappropriate location of Gypsies and
Travellers would not bring about desired cohesion, and if a poor choice is made by the Council this could
lead to exactly the opposite and disharmonious relationships between communities and the local
community would transpire.

¢ In the light of the above, and in line with previous recommendations, if it is decided that Gypsies and
Travellers must be accommodated on ‘official’ sites, then such sites are best suited to the west of the
district. Any loss of countryside, greenbelt and open spaces in and around Hockley is considered
unacceptable when there are known alternative locations that would be better suit mutual Council and
Traveller needs.

7. The last consultation on the DPD Allocations was in April and is believed to have 'attracted' a record level of
responses but has not even been considered by the council 6 months later. Revised proposals have now been
made on aspects covered by the DPD. Similarly, proposals for Hockley Village Centre have been repeatedly
rejected but are still included. This reflects the generally inadequate consultation during the entire process
and means the Core Strategy is undemocratic and consequently the proposals are unsound.

Signed

Name

Address

Date

Printed by 4edge Limited. Hockley. www.4edge.co.uk




Rep No 26308

To Planning Department, Rochford District Council, Freepost CL1858, South St, Rochford, 54 1IBW
Core Strategy Consultation Oct/Nov 2010

I/we wish to register the following objections regarding the above consultation: Rep Z6 308

1. The Core Strategy is unsound because proposals to build on the Green Belt have not been properly evaluated;
are contrary to government policy and alternatives not evaluated. There is no justification for this variance
from government policy.
= There is no evidence that the Council has undertaken a comprehensive and detailed (in planning terms)
comparative assessment of the impact of the CS Locations. Were the alternatives put forward under the
"Call for Sites" properly evaluated and evidenced?

= Para 4.23 of the published Core Strategy states that the Council will prioritise the redevelopment of
brownfield sites but the amended proposals still result in 67% of new dwellings being on greenbelt land
(and any windfall sites will be too late to save green belt that has already been built on).

» The two proposed new industrial sites will also be on Green Belt land.

*  The older component of our population is said by the Council to be a block on the release of “previously
owned homes” but there are no proposals 1o release the blockage by requiring the provision of smaller
homes in developments like Coachman’s Court (Rochford, Sheltered'Wardened Flats for over 55%).

2. No justification or consultation regarding how the proposed total of 3,800 new homes has been calculated.
The council turned down a motion from two members in this regard. This lack of consultation and
inconsistency means the proposals are unsound.

* There is now no proposed development proposed for Rayleigh over the first 15 years yet, according to
the published Core Strategy (para 2.38 page 30), the greatest demand for housing is in Rayleigh at 44.4%
of the District’s total. There is something wrong here.

* Have the alternatives been properly evaluated and evidenced?

3. Lack of appropriate infrastructure and the distributed approach negates economies of scale. Existing "back of
a fag packet' [RDC/ECC quote] estimates of £50-75M are unsubstantiated (and could increase) but still
equate to £14/21K standard charges per dwelling. Is this viable, particularly for "Affordable Housing" and
sustainable?

4, Development proposals for the first phase are concentrated in the centre of the district where the
infrastructure, based on historical country lanes, cannot cope with existing traffic — there are a number of
bottlenecks across this part of the District and being systemic in nature will not be improved by the relatively
small improvements provided by the developments proposed.
s There is nv evidence ihat the consolidated impact of all the various developments on highways has been
assessed and no consideration appears to have been given to mapping highways improvements to the
housing phasing. Access road improvements in the West have been delayed until end of programme,
resulting in road chaos for years.
¢ As with other environmental issues, the capacity of the highways network should be assessed formally
with consideration of the cumulative effects of other developments. ‘
The highways plan is unsound and not sustainable. ‘

5. The Core Strategy only takes into account Flood risk identified by the Enviromental Agency which is flovial
based (tidal) and does not take into account Surface Water flooding risk. This is despite the fact that majority
of flooding in the area has been caused by the latter or a combination of both. It is wrong for the Core
Strategy to only consider Flovial flood risk. The Core Strategy is therefore unsound.

Cont’d
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- 6. Gypsy sites - the proposals provide for 14 pitches by 2014 but no indication is given of where these should

be sited. This issue has caused a lot of concern to many residents who favour a single, manageable site in a
location with good road access and all appropriate services and the proposals are unsound and, probably,
unsustainable.

s Gypsy/Traveller sites must be positioned in locations that have the best access to transport links and
services. It is essential that any gypsy/traveller site developments are matched by appropriate
infrastructure such as established road networks, water / gas / electric supply, mains sewerage, access for
refuse / recycling collection, and access to healthcare and schools.

o The choice of a suitable site(s) must ensure that such communities can be appropriately integrated, and
promote the right level of community cohesion for these people. Inappropriate location of Gypsies and
Travellers would not bring about desired cohesion, and if a poor choice is made by the Council this could
lead to exactly the opposite and disharmonicus relationships between communities and the local
community would transpire.

¢ In the light of the above, and in line with previous recommendations, if it is decided that Gypsies and
Travellers must be accommodated on ‘official’ sites, then such sites are best suited to the west of the
district. Any loss of countryside, greenbelt and open spaces in and around Hockley is considered
unacceptable when there are known alternative locations that would be better suit mutual Council and
Traveller needs.

7. The last consultation on the DPD Allocations was in April and is believed to have 'attracted’ a record level of
responses but has not even been considered by the council 6 months later. Revised proposals have now been
made on aspects covered by the DPD. Similarly, proposals for Hockley Village Centre have been repeatedly
rejected but are still included. This reflects the generally inadequate consultation during the entire process
and means the Core Strategy is undemocratic and consequently the proposals are unsound.

Signed

Name

Address|

Date

Printed by 4edge Limited. Hockley. www.dedge.co.uk




Rep No 26309

er 26309

Hockley & Hawkwell Residents Associations — suppgested response to RDC Core Strategy
Consultation Oct 2010 (NB Closing date: 5.00pm 30 November)

If you agree with our views (which are based on what you have told us), please complete and post this letter to:

To Planning Department, Rochford District Council, Freepost CL 1858, South St, Rochford, S84 1BW

Core Strategy Consultation Oct/Nov 2010

I/we wish to register the following objections regarding the above consultation:

1. The Core Strategy is unsound because proposals to build on the Green Belt have not been properly evaluated,
are contrary to government policy and alternatives not evaluated. There is no justification for this variance
from government policy.
= There is no evidence that the Council has undertaken a comprehensive and detailed (in planning terms)
comparative assessment of the impact of the CS Locations. Were the alternatives put forward under the
"Call for Sites" properly evaluated and evidenced?

= Para 4.23 of the published Core Strategy states that the Council will prioritise the redevelopment of
brownfield sites but the amended proposals still result in 67% of new dwellings being on greenbelt land
(and any windfall sites will be too late to save green belt that has already been built on).

«  The two proposed new industrial sites will also be on Green Belt land.

= The older component of our population is said by the Council to be a block on the release of “previously
owned homes” but there are no proposals to release the blockage by requiring the provision of smaller
homes in developments like Coachman’s Court (Rochford, Sheltered/Wardened Flats for over 55's).

2. No justification or consultation regarding how the proposed total of 3,800 new homes has been calculated.
The council turned down a motion from two members in this regard. This lack of consultation and
inconsistency means the proposals are unsound.
= There is now no proposed development proposed for Rayleigh over the first 15 years yet, according to

the published Core Strategy (para 2.38 page 30), the greatest demand for housing is in Rayleigh at 44.4%
of the District’s total. There is something wrong here.
* Have the alternatives been properly evaluated and evidenced?

3. Lack of appropriate infrastructure and the distributed approach negates economies of scale. Existing 'back of
a fag packet' [RDC/ECC quote] estimates of £50-75M are unsubstantiated (and could increase) but still
equate to £14/21K standard charges per dwelling. Is this viable, particularly for " Affordable Housing" and
sustainable?

4. Development proposals for the first phase are concenirated in the centre of the district where the
infrastructure, based on historical country lanes, cannot cope with existing traffic — there are a number of
bottlenecks across this part of the District and being systemic in nature will not be improved by the relatively
small improvements provided by the developments proposed.

o There is no evidence that the consolidated impact of all the various developments on highways has been
assessed and no consideration appears to have been given to mapping highways improvements to the
housing phasing. Access road improvements in the West have been delayed until end of programme,
resulting in road chaos for years.

+ As with other environmental issues, the capacity of the highways network should be assessed formaliy
with consideration of the cumulative effects of other developments.

The highways plan is unscund and not sustainable.

5. The Core Strategy only takes into account Flood risk identified by the Enviromental Agency which is flovial
based (tidal) and does not take into account Surface Water flooding risk. This is despite the fact that majority
of flooding in the area has been caused by the latter or a combination of both. It is wrong for the Core
Strategy to only consider Flovial flood risk. The Core Strategy is therefore unsound.

Cont’d
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[HRA Note: You can download a more detailed version of the above http://www . hockleyresidents.co.uk/Qther/
You can also input comments direct to the RDC system at http://rochford.jdi-consult.net/1df/ (its easier this time
as only one comments box to enter) or you can e¢’mail a copy to planning.policy@rochford.gov.uk]

6.

Gypsy sites - the proposals provide for 14 pitches by 2014 but no indication is given of where these should
be sited. This issue has caused a lot of concern to many residents who favour a single, manageable site in a
location with good road access and all appropriate services and the proposals are unsound and, probably,
unsustainable.

Gypsy/Traveller sites must be positioned in locations that have the best access to transport links and
services. It is essential that any gypsy/traveller site developments are matched by appropriate
infrastructure such as established road networks, water / gas / electric supply, mains sewerage, access for
refuse / recycling collection, and access to healthcare and schools.

The choice of a suitable site(s) must ensure that such communities can be appropriately integrated, and
promote the right level of community cohesion for these people. Inappropriate location of Gypsies and
Traveilers would not bring about desired cohesion, and if 2 poor choice is made by the Council this could
lead to exactly the opposite and disharmonious relationships between communities and the local
community would transpire.

In the light of the above, and in line with previous recommendations, if it is decided that Gypsies and
Travellers must be accommodated on ‘official’ sites, then such sites are best suited to the west of the
district. Any loss of countryside, greenbelt and open spaces in and around Hockley is considered
unacceptable when there are known alternative locations that would be better suit mutval Council and
Traveller needs.

7. The last consultation on the DPD Allocations was in April and is believed to have "attracted' a record level of
responses but has not even been considered by the council 6 months later. Revised proposals have now been
made on aspects covered by the DPD. Similarly, proposals for Hockley Village Centre have been repeatedly
rejected but are still included. This reflects the generally inadequate consultation during the entire process
and means the Core Strategy is undemocratic and consequently the proposals are unsound.

Signed

Name

Address

Date

Printed by 4edge Limited. Hockley. www.4edge.co.uk




Rep No 26310

ﬁ

To Planning Department Rochford District Council, Freepost CL1858. South Street, Rochford $S4 1BW REP 2.63 1O

Core Strateqgy Consultation October/November 2010
IAWe wish to register the following objections regarding the above consultation: The Core Strategy is unsound for the following
reasons.

1.No justification or consuitation regarding how the proposed totai of 3800 new homes has been calculated. Some councils have
abandoned extensive redevelopment pians. The Council tumed down some Members’ proposal to review housing needs over time,
instead of fixing these to 2031, tack of consultation and inconsistency means Council's proposed housing numbers are unsound.
« There is now no propased development for Rayleigh over the first 15 years yet, according to the published Core Strategy
(para.2.38,p.30) Rayleigh has the greatest demand for housing at A4 4% of District total. There is something wrong here.

2 Development proposals for the first phase are concenirated in the centre of the district where infrastructure, based on historical
country lanes, cannot cope with existing traffic. there are a number of bottienecks across this part of the District and, being systemic
in nature, will not be improved by relatively small improvements provided by proposed developments.

« There is no evidence that the consclidated impact of all the various developments on highways has been assessed and no
consideration appears to have been given to mapping highways improvements to the housing phasing. Access road
improvements in the west have been delayed until end of programme, resulting in road chaos for years.

e As with other environmental issues, the capacity of the highways network should be assessed formaily with consideration of
the cumulative effects of other developments.

The highways plan is unsound and unsustainable.

3.Proposals to build on Greenbelt have not been property evaluated: there is no evidence that the Council has undertaken a
comprehensive assessment of the impact of Core Strategy locations. Amended proposais still result in 67% of new build being on
Greenbelt.

e At 4.9 Tier Settlements, Hockley/Hawkwell and Rochford/Ashingdon are joined at Tier 1 with Rayleigh, always an urban
settiement, with Rochford second. But Hockley, Hawkwell and Ashingdon are separated by Greenbelt. Numbers in H2
suggest a proportion of this will be eradicated and above 3 village settlements become a conurbation. There is no
justification for this variance from government Greenbelt policy.

« The 2 proposed new industrial sites will also be on Greenbelt.

4 Lack of appropriate infrastructure and distributed approach negates economies of scale. Existing estimates of £50-75 million are
not substantiated and might even increase, but anyway equate to £14/21 thousand standard charges per dwelling. Is this viable,
particularly for ‘affordable’ housing and sustainable? :

5 The Core Strategy takes into account Environmental Agency estimate of Tidat flood risk, ignoring Surface Water flood risk. The
majority of floeding in the area is caused by the latter, or combination of both. So Cere Strategy is unsound.

6.Gypsy, Traveller sites: Core Strategy proposes 14 pitches by 2014, but no defined sites. Residents prefer:
«  one site with good infrastructure: road, water, gas, electricity, sewerage, refusefrecycling coilection, access 1o healthcare
and schools.
« A suitable site must promote community cohesion for these peopie, or there will be inharmonious relations between them
and the local community.
. If'fficial sites are proposed, following earlier recommendations, sites should be to west of the district. Loss of countryside,
greenbelt, open spaces in/around Hockley is rejected, when known locations to suit both Caundil and Traveller needs are

availabie.

7 The April 2010 DPD Aliocations consultation is believed to have ‘gitracted’ record responses, but has been ingnored by the Counci
6 months later. Revised proposals on the DPD are now made, but repeatedly rejected plans for Hockley village Centre are still
included. This shows the inadequate consultation during the entire process and means the Core Strategy is undemocratic and
consequently its proposals are unsound.

Signed

Name

Address

Date



Rep No 26311

To Planning Department, Rochford District Council, Freepost CL1858, South St, Rochford, S84 1BW

Core Strategy Consultation Oct/Nov 2010 Rep R6311

I/ wish to register the following objections regarding the above consultation:

1. The Core Strategy is unsound because proposals to build on the Green Belt have not been properly evaluated;
are contrary to government policy and alternatives not evaluated. There is no justification for this variance
from government policy.

There is no evidence that the Council has undertaken a comprehensive and detailed (in planning terms)
comparative assessment of the impact of the CS Locations. Were the alternatives put forward under the
"Call for Sites" properly evaluated and evidenced?

Para 4.23 of the published Core Strategy states that the Council will prioritise the redevelopment of
brownfield sites but the amended proposals still result in 67% of new dwellings being on greenbelt land
(and any windfall sites will be too late to save green belt that has already been built on).

The two proposed new industrial sites will also be on Green Belt land.

The older component of our population is said by the Council to be a block on the release of “previously
owned homes” but there are no proposals to release the blockage by requiring the provision of smaller
homes in developments like Coachman’s Court (Rochford, Sheltered/Wardened Flats for over 55').

2. No justification or consultation regarding how the proposed total of 3,800 new homes has been calculated.
The council tummed down a motion from two members in this regard. This lack of consultation and
inconsistency means the proposals are unsound.

There is now no proposed development proposed for Rayleigh over the first 15 years yet, according to
the published Core Strategy (para 2.38 page 30), the greatest demand for housing is in Rayleigh at 44.4%
of the District’s total. There is something wrong here.

Have the alternatives been properly evaluated and evidenced?

3. Lack of appropriate infrastructure and the distributed approach negates economies of scale. Existing 'back of -
a fag packet' [RDC/ECC quote] estimates of £50-75M are unsubstantiated (and could increase) but still
equate to £14/21K standard charges per dwelling. Is this viable, particularly for " Affordable Housing" and
sustainable?

4. Development proposals for the first phase are concentrated in the centre of the district where the
infrastructure, based on historical country lanes, cannot cope with existing traffic — there are a number of
bottlenecks across this part of the District and being systemic in nature will not be improved by the relatively
small improvements provided by the developments proposed.

There is no evidence that the consolidated impact of all the various developments on highways has been
assessed and no consideration appears to have been given to mapping highways improvements to the
housing phasing. Access road improvements in the West have been delayed untii end of programme,
resulting in road chaos for years.

As with other environmental issues, the capacity of the highways network should be assessed formally
with consideration of the cumulative effects of other developments.

The highways plan is unsound and not sustainable.

5. The Core Strategy only takes into account Flood risk identified by the Enviromental Agency which is flovial
based (tidal) and does not take into account Surface Water flooding risk. This is despite the fact that majority
of flooding in the area has been caused by the latter or a combination of both. It is wrong for the Core
Strategy to only consider Flovial flood risk. The Core Strategy is therefore unsound.

Cont’d
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6. Gypsy sites - the proposals provide for 14 pitches by 2014 but no indication is given of where these should
be sited. This issue has caused a lot of concern to many residents who favour a single, manageable site in a
location with good road access and all appropriate services and the proposals are unsound and, probably,
unsustainable.

Gypsy/Traveller sites must be positioned in locations that have the best access to transport links and
services. It is essential that any gypsy/traveller site developments are matched by appropriate
infrastructure such as established road networks, water / gas / electric supply, mains sewerage, access for
refuse / recycling collection, and access to healthcare and schools.

The choice of a suitable site(s) must ensure that such communities can be appropriately integrated, and
promote the right level of community cohesion for these people. Inappropriate location of Gypsies and
Travellers would not bring about desired cohesion, and if a poor choice is made by the Council this could
lead to exactly the opposite and disharmonious relationships between communities and the local
community would transpire.

In the light of the above, and in line with previous recommendations, if it is decided that Gypsies and
Travellers must be accommodated on ‘official® sites, then such sites are best suited to the west of the
district. Any loss of countryside, greenbelt and open spaces in and around Hockley is considered
unacceptable when there are known alternative locaticns that would be better suit mutual Council and
Traveller needs.

7. The last consultation on the DPD Allocations was in April and is believed to have 'attracted’ a record level of
responses but has not even been considered by the council 6 months later. Revised proposals have now been
made on aspects covered by the DPD. Similarly, proposals for Hockley Village Centre have been repeatedly
rejected but are still included. This reflects the generally inadequate consultation during the entire process
and means the Core Strategy is undemocratic and consequently the proposals are unsound.

Signed

Name

Address

Date

Printed by 4edge Limited. Hockley. www.4edge.co.uk
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Tt S m——— |
To Planning Department, Rochford District Council, Freepost CL 1858, South St, Rochford, 854 1BW

Core Strategy Consultation Oct/Nov 2010 &P ~631e

I/we wish to register the following objections regarding the above consultation:

1. The Core Strategy is unsound because proposals 10 build on the Green Belt have not been properly evaluated;
are contrary to government policy and alternatives not evaluated. There is no justification for this variance
from government policy.

* There is no evidence that the Council has undertaken a comprehensive and detailed (in planning terms)
comparative assessment of the impact of the CS Locations. Were the alternatives put forward under the
"Call for Sites" properly evaluated and evidenced?

* Para 4.23 of the published Core Strategy states that the Council will prioritise the redevelopment of
brownfield sites but the amended proposals still result in 67% of new dwellings being on greenbelt land
(and any windfall sites will be too late to save green belt that has already been built on).

= The two proposed new industrial sites will also be on Green Belt land.

* The older component of our population is said by the Council to be a block on the release of “previously
owned homes” but there are no proposals to release the blockage by requiring the provision of smaller
homes in developments like Coachman’s Court (Rochford, Sheltered/Wardened Flats for over 55%).

2. No justification or consultation regarding how the proposed total of 3,800 new homes has been calculated.
The council turned down a motion from two members in this regard. This lack of consultation and
inconsistency means the proposals are unsound.

» There is now no proposed development proposed for Rayleigh over the first 15 years yet, according to
the published Core Strategy (para 2.38 page 30), the greatest demand for housing is in Rayleigh at 44.4%
of the District’s total. There is something wrong here.

= Have the alternatives been properly evaluated and evidenced?

3. Lack of appropriate infrastructure and the distributed approach negates economies of scale. Existing 'back of
a fag packet’ [RDC/ECC quote] estimates of £50-75M are unsubstantiated (and could increase) but still

equate to £14/21K standard charges per dwelling. Is this viable, particularly for "Affordable Housing" and
sustainable?

4. Development proposals for the first phase are concentrated in the centre of the district where the
infrastructure, based on historical country lanes, cannot cope with existing traffic — there are a number of
bottlenecks across this part of the District and being systemic in nature will not be improved by the relatively
small improvements provided by the developments proposed.
¢ There is no evidence that the consolidated impact of all the various developments on highways has been
assessed and no consideration appears to have been given to mapping highways improvements to the
housing phasing. Access road improvements in the West have been delayed until end of programme,
resulting in road chaos for years.

*  As with other environmental issues, the capacity of the highways network should be assessed formally
with consideration of the cumulative effects of other developments.

The highways plan is unsound and not sustainable.

5. The Core Strategy only takes into account Flood risk identified by the Enviromental Agency which is flovial
based (tidal) and does not take into account Surface Water flooding risk. This is despite the fact that majority
of flooding in the area has been caused by the latter or a combination of both. It is wrong for the Core
Strategy to only consider Flovial flood risk. The Core Strategy is therefore unsound.

Cont’d
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s —_ -
Gypsy sites - the proposals provide for 14 pitches by 2014 but no indication is given of where these should

be sited. This issue has caused a lot of concern to many residents who favour a single, manageable site in a
location with good road access and all appropriate services and the proposals are unsound and, probably,
unsustainable.

6.

Signed

Name

Address

Gypsy/Traveller sites must be positioned in locations that have the best access to transport links and
services. It is essential that any gypsy/traveller site developments are matched by appropriate
infrastructure such as established road networks, water / gas / electric supply, mains sewerage, access for
refuse / recycling collection, and access to healthcare and schools.

The choice of a suitable site(s) must ensure that such communities can be apprepriately integrated, and
promote the right level of community cohesion for these people. Inappropriate location of Gypsies and
Travellers would not bring about desired cohesion, and if a poor choice is made by the Council this could
lead to exactly the opposite and disharmonious relationships between communities and the local
community would transpire.

In the light of the above, and in line with previous recommendations, if it is decided that Gypsies and
Travellers must be accommodated on ‘official’ sites, then such sites are best suited to the west of the
district. Any loss of countryside, greenbelt and open spaces in and around Hockley is considered
unacceptable when there are known alternative locations that would be better suit mutual Council and
Traveller needs.

The last consultation on the DPD Allocations was in April and is believed to have 'attracted' a record level of
responses but has not even been considered by the council 6 months later. Revised proposals have now been
made on aspects covered by the DPD. Similarly, proposals for Hockley Village Centre have been repeatedly
rejected but are still included. This reflects the generally inadequate consultation during the entire process
and means the Core Strategy is undemocratic and consequently the propesals are unsound.

Date

Printed by 4edge Limited. Hockley. www.4edge.co.uk
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Rochford District Council,
Planning Officer,

South Street,

Rochford,

Essex.

554 1BW

17" November, 2010.

Dear Sirs

Proposed Housing ~ Hullbridge

Further to my previous letter to your goodselves, which 1 sincerely hope was read and my comments
noted, | wish to confirm that my views have not altered in any way and | continue to object strongly
to extra housing being sited anywhere in Hullbridge.

| suggest that an alternative site be considered elsewhere within the Rochford Disctrict that already
has adequate infrastructure especially ROADS and leave our village as the MAJORITY of residents

have requested - AS (T 1S - A QUIET, SAFE AND FRIENDLY PLACE TO LIVE.

Yours faithfully,




Rep No 26314

To Planning Department, Rochford District Council, Freepost CL1858, Sout‘fl St, Rochford, SS4 1BW

Core Strategy Consultation Oct/Nov 2010 - _Rép 493 it

‘-\ ¥

I/we wish to register the following objections regarding the above consultation:

1. The Core Strategy is unsound because proposals to build on the Green Belt have not been properly evaluated;
are contrary to government policy and alternatives not evaluated. There is no justification for this variance
from government policy.

3 There is no evidence that the Council has undertaken a comprehensive and detailed {in planning terms)
comparative assessment of the impact of the CS Locations. Were the alternatives put forward under the
"Call for Sites" properly evaluated and evidenced?

= Para4.23 of the published Core Strategy states that the Council will prioritise the redevelopment of
brownfield sites but the amended proposals still result in 67% of new dwellings being on greenbelt land
(and any windfall sites will be too late to save green belt that has already been built on).

= The two proposed new industrial sites will also be on Green Belt land.

=  The older component of our population is said by the Council to be a block on the release of “previously
owned homes™ but there are no proposals to release the blockage by requiring the provision of smaller
hwoiues in developinents iike Coachman’s Court (Rochford, Sheltered/Wardened Flats for over 55°s).

2. No justification or consultation regarding how the proposed total of 3,800 new homes has been calculated.
The council turned down a motion from two members in this regard. This lack of consultation and
inconsistency means the proposals are unsound.

* There is now no proposed development proposed for Rayleigh over the first 15 years yet, according to
the published Core Strategy (para 2.38 page 30), the greatest demand for housing is in Rayleigh at 44.4%
of the District’s total. There is something wrong here.

» Have the alternatives been properly evaluated and evidenced?

3. Lack of appropriate infrastructure and the distributed approach negates economies of scale. Existing 'back of
a fag packet' [RDC/ECC quote] estimates of £50-75M are unsubstantiated (and could increase) but still
equate to £14/21K standard charges per dwelling. Is this viable, particularly for "Affordable Housing” and
sustainable?

4. Development proposals for the first phase are concentrated in the centre of the district where the
infrastructure, based on historical country lanes, cannot cope with existing traffic — there are a number of
bottlenecks across this part of the District and being systemic in nature will not be improved by the relatively
small improvements provided by the developments proposed.

s Therc is no evidence that the consolidated impact of all the various developments on highways has been
assessed and no consideration appears to have been given to mapping highways improvements to the
housing phasing. Access road improvements in the West have been delayed until end of programme,
resulting in road chaos for years.

e As with other environmental issues, the capacity of the highways network should be assessed formally
with consideration of the cumulative effects of other developments.

The highways plan is unsound and not sustainable.

5. The Core Strategy only takes into account Flood risk identified by the Enviromental Agency which is flovial
based (tidal) and does not take into account Surface Water flooding risk. This is despite the fact that majority
of flooding in the area has been caused by the latter or a combination of both. It is wrong for the Core
Strategy to only consider Flovial flood risk. The Core Strategy is therefore unsound.

Cont’d
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6. Gypsy sites - the proposals provide for 14 pitches by 2014 but no indication is given of where these should
be sited. This issue has caused a lot of concern to many residents who favour a single, manageable site in a
location with good road access and all appropriate services and the proposals are unsound and, probably,
unsustainable.
¢ Gypsy/Traveller sites must be positioned in locations that have the best access to transport links and

services. It is essential that any gypsy/traveller site developments are matched by appropriate
infrastructure such as established road networks, water / gas / electric supply, mains sewerage, access for
refuse / recycling collection, and access to healthcare and schools.

» The choice of a suitable site(s) must ensure that such communities can be appropriately integrated, and
promote the right level of community cohesion for these people. Inappropriate location of Gypsies and
Travellers would not bring about desired cohesion, and if a poor choice is made by the Council this could
lead to exactly the opposite and disharmonious relationships between communities and the local
community would transpire.

= Inthe light of the above, and in line with previous recommendations, if it is decided that Gypsies and
Travellers must be accommodated on “official” sites, then such sites are best suited to the west of the
district. Any loss of countryside, greenbelt and open spaces in and around Hockley is considered
unacceptable when there are known alternative locations that would be better suit mutual Council and
Traveller needs.

7. The last consultation on the DPD Allocations was in April and is believed to have 'attracted’ a record level of
responses but has not cven been considered by the council 6 months later. Revised proposals have now been
made on aspects covered by the DPD. Similarly, proposals for Hockley Village Centre have been repeatedly
rejected but are still included. This reflects the generally inadequate consultation during the entire process
and means the Core Strategy is undemocratic and consequently the propesals are unsound.

Signed

Name

Address

Date

Printed by 4edge Limited. Hockley. www.4edge.co.uk




Rep No 26315

To Planning Department. Rochford District Council, Freepost CL 1858, South St, Rochford, S84 IBW

Core Strategy Consultation Oct/Nov 2010 Rep 26315

I/we wish to register the following objections regarding the above consultation:

1. The Core Strategy is unsound because proposals to build on the Green Belt have not been properly evaluated;
are contrary to government policy and alternatives not evaluated. There is no justification for this variance
from government policy.

»  There is no evidence that the Council has undertaken a comprehensive and detailed (in planning terms)
comparative assessment of the impact of the CS Locations. Were the alternatives put forward under the
"Call for Sites" properly evaluated and evidenced?

= Para 4.23 of the published Core Strategy states that the Council will prioritise the redevelopment of
brownfield sites but the amended proposals still result in 67% of new dwellings being on greenbelt land
(and any windfall sites will be too late to save green belt that has already been built on).

= The two proposed new industrial sites will also be on Green Belt land.

= The older component of our population is said by the Council to be a block on the release of “previously
owned homes” but there are no proposals to release the blockage by requiring the provision of smaller
homes in developments like Coachman’s Court (Rochford, Sheltered/Wardened Flats for over 55%).

2. No justification or consultation regarding how the proposed total of 3,800 new homes has been calculated.
The council turned down a motion from two members in this regard. This lack of consultation and
inconsistency means the proposals are unsound.
= There is now no proposed development proposed for Rayleigh over the first 15 years yet, according to

the published Core Strategy (para 2.38 page 30), the greatest demand for housing is in Rayleigh at 44.4%
of the District’s total. There is something wrong here,
= Have the alternatives been properly evaluated and evidenced?

3. Lack of appropriate infrastructure and the distributed approach negates economies of scale. Existing ‘back of
a fag packet' [RDC/ECC quote] estimates of £50-75M are unsubstantiated (and could increase) but still
equate to £14/21K standard charges per dwelling. Is this viable, particularly for "Affordable Housing" and
sustainable?

4. Development proposals for the first phase are concentrated in the centre of the district where the
infiastructure, based on historical country lanes, cannot cope with existing traftic — there are a number of
bottlenecks across this part of the District and being systemic in nature will not be improved by the relatively
small improvements provided by the developments proposed.

« There is no evidence that ihe consolidated impact of all the various developments on highways has been
assessed and no consideration appears to have been given to mapping highways improvements to the
housing phasing. Access road improvements in the West have been delayed until end of programme,
resulting in road chaos for years.

e As with other environmental issues, the capacity of the highways network should be assessed formally
with consideration of the cumulative effects of other developments.

The highways plan is unsound and not sustainable.

5. The Core Strategy only takes into account Flood risk identified by the Enviromental Agency which is flovial
based (tidal} and does not take into account Surface Water flooding risk. This is despite the fact that majority
of flooding in the area has been caused by the latter or a combination of both. It is wrong for the Core
Strategy to only consider Flovial flood risk. The Core Strategy is therefore unsound.

Cont’d




Rep No 26315
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Name

Address
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Gypsy sites - the proposals provide for 14 pitches by 2014 but no indication is given of where these should
be sited. This issue has caused a lot of concern to many residents who favour a single, manageable site in a
location with good road access and all appropriate services and the proposals are unsound and, probably,
unsustainable.

Gypsy/Traveller sites must be positioned in locations that have the best access to transport links and
services. It is essential that any gypsy/traveller site developments are matched by appropriate
infrastructure such as established road networks, water / gas / electric supply, mains sewerage, access for
refuse / recycling collection, and access to healthcare and schools.

The choice of a suitable site(s) must ensure that such communities can be appropriately integrated, and
promote the right level of community cohesion for these people. Inappropriate location of Gypsies and
Travellers would not bring about desired cohesion, and if a poor choice is made by the Council this could
lead to exactly the opposite and disharmonious relationships between communities and the local
community would transpire.

In the light of the above, and in line with previous recommendations, if it is decided that Gypsies and
Travellers must be accommodated on “official’ sites, then such sites are best suited to the west of the
district. Any loss of countryside, greenbelt and open spaces in and around Hockley is considered
unacceptable when there are known alternative locations that would be better suit mutual Councit and
Traveller needs.

The last consultation on the DFD Allocations was in Aprii and is believed to have 'attracted’ a record level of
responses but has not even been considered by the council 6 months later. Revised propesals have now been
made on aspects covered by the DPD. Similarly, proposals for Hockley Village Centre have been repeatedly
rejected but are still included. This reflects the generally inadequate consultation during the entire process
and means the Core Strategy is undemocratic and consequently the proposals are unsound.

Signed

Date

Printed by 4edge Limited. Hockley. www.4edge.co.uk



Rep No 26316
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To Planning Department, Rochford District Council, Freepost CL.1858, South St. Rochford, S84 1BW
Core Strategy Consultation Oct/Nov 2010 ,‘r‘)\ep Re5il

Jwe wish to register the following objections regarding the above consultation: ‘

1. The Core Strategy is unsound because proposals to build on the Green Belt have not been properly evaluated; |
are contrary to government policy and alternatives not evaluated. There is no justification for this variance ‘
from government policy.
= There is no evidence that the Council has undertaken a comprehensive and detailed (in planning terms)
comparative assessment of the impact of the CS Locations, Were the alternatives put forward under the
"Call for Sites" properly evaluated and evidenced?

= Para4.23 of the published Core Strategy states that the Council will prioritise the redevelopment of
brownfield sites but the amended proposals still result in 67% of new dwellings being on greenbelt land
(and any windfall sites will be too late to save green belt that has already been built on).

= The two proposed new industrial sites will also be on Green Belt land.

®  The older component of our population is said by the Council to be a block on the release of “previcusly
owned homes” but there are no proposals to release the blockage by requiring the provision of smaller
homes in developments like Coachman’s Court (Rochford, Sheltered/Wardened Flats for over 55's).

2. No justification or consultation regarding how the proposed total of 3,800 new homes has been calculated.
The council turned down a motion from two members in this regard. This lack of consultation and
inconsistency means the proposals are unsound.
= There is now no proposed development proposed for Rayleigh over the first 15 years yet, according to

the published Core Strategy (para 2.38 page 30), the greatest demand for housing is in Rayleigh at 44.4%
of the District’s total. There is something wrong here.
= Have the alternatives been properly evaluated and evidenced?

3. Lack of appropriate infrastructure and the distributed approach negates economies of scale. Existing "back of
a fag packet' [RDC/ECC quote] estimates of £50-75M are unsubstantiated (and could increase) but still
equate to £14/21K standard charges per dwelling. Is this viable, particularly for "Affordable Housing" and
sustainable?

4. Development proposals for the first phase are concentrated in the centre of the district where the
infrastructure, based on historical country lanes, cannot cope with existing traffic — there are a number of
bottlenecks across this part of the District and being systemic in nature will not be improved by the relatively
small improvements provided by the developments proposed.

e There is no evidence that the consolidated impact of all the various developments on highways has been
assessed and no consideration appears to have been given to mapping highways improvements to the
housing phasing. Access road improvements in the West have been delayed until end of programme,
resulting in road chaos for years.

» As with other environmental issues, the capacity of the highways network should be assessed formally
with consideration of the cumulative effects of other developments.

The highways plan is unsound and not sustainable.

5. The Core Strategy only takes into account Flood risk identified by the Enviromental Agency which is flovial
based (tidal) and does not take into account Surface Water flooding risk. This is despite the fact that majority
of flooding in the area has been caused by the latter or a combination of both. It is wrong for the Core
Strategy to only consider Flovial flood risk. The Core Strategy is therefore unsound.

Cont’d
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6. Gypsy sites - the proposals provide for 14 pitches by 2014 but no indication is given of where these should

be sited. This issue has caused a lot of concern to many residents who favour a single, manageable site in a

location with good road access and all appropriate services and the proposals are unsound and, probably,

unsustainable.

e  Gypsy/Traveller sites must be positioned in locations that have the best access to transport links and
services. It is essential that any gypsy/traveller site developments are matched by appropriate
infrastructure such as established road networks, water / gas / electric supply, mains sewerage, access for
refuse / recycling collection, and access to healthcare and schools.

o The choice of a suitable site{s) must ensure that such communities can be appropriately integrated, and
promote the right level of community cohesion for these people. Inappropriate location of Gypsies and
Travellers would not bring about desired cohesion, and if a poor choice is made by the Council this could
lead to exactly the opposite and disharmonious relationships between communities and the local
community would transpire.

o In the light of the above, and in line with previous recommendations, if it is decided that Gypsies and
Travellers must be accommodated on ‘official’ sites, then such sites are best suited to the west of the
district. Any loss of countryside, greenbelt and open spaces in and around Hockley is considered
unacceptable when there are known alternative locations that would be better suit mutual Councit and
Traveller needs.

7. The last consultation on the DPD Allocations was in April and is believed to have ‘attracted' a record level of
responses but has not even been considered by the council 6 months later. Revised proposals have now been
made on aspects covered by the DPD. Similarly, proposals for Hockley Village Centre have been repeatedly
rejected but are still included. This reflects the generally inadequate consultation during the entire process
and means the Core Strategy is undemocratic and consequently the proposals are unsound.

Signed

Name

Address

Date

Printed by 4edge Limited. Hockley. www.dedge.co.uk




Rep No 26317

To Planning Department, Rochford District Council, Freepost CL 1858, South St, Rochford, SS4 1BW

Core Strategy Consultation Oct/Nov 2010 Rap 26317

I/'we wish to register the following objections regarding the above consultation:

1. The Core Strategy is unsound because proposals to build on the Green Belt have not been properly evaluated;
are contrary to government policy and alternatives not evaluated, There is no justification for this variance
from government policy.
= There is no evidence that the Council has undertaken a comprehensive and detailed (in planning terms)
comparative assessment of the impact of the CS Locations. Were the alternatives put forward under the
"Call for Sites" properly evaluated and evidenced?

= Para 4.23 of the published Core Strategy states that the Council will prioritise the redevelopment of
brownfield sites but the amended proposals still result in 67% of new dwellings being on greenbelt land
(and any windfall sites will be too late to save green belt that has already been built on).

= The two proposed new industrial sites will also be on Green Belt land.

»  The older component of our population is said by the Council to be a block on the release of “previously
owned homes™ but there are no proposals to release the blockage by requiring the provision of smaller
homes in developments like Coachman’s Court {Rochford, Sheltered/Wardened Flats for over 55's).

2. No justification or consultation regarding how the proposed total of 3,800 new homes has been calculated.
The council turned down a motion from two members in this regard. This lack of consultation and
inconsistency means the proposals are unsound.
= There is now no proposed development proposed for Rayleigh over the first 15 years yet, according to

the published Core Strategy (para 2.38 page 30), the greatest demand for housing is in Rayleigh at 44.4%
of the District’s total. There is something wrong here.
* Have the altematives been properly evaluated and evidenced?

3. Lack of appropriate infrastructure and the distributed approach negates economies of scale. Existing 'back of
a fag packet' [RDC/ECC quote] estimates of £50-75M are unsubstantiated (and could increase) but still
equate to £14/21K standard charges per dwelling. Is this viable, particularly for "Affordable Housing" and
sustainable?

4, Development proposals for the first phase are concentrated in the centre of the district where the
infrastructure, based on historical country lanes, cannot cope with existing traffic — there are a number of
bottlenecks across this part of the District and being systemic in nature will not be improved by the relatively
small improvements provided by the developments proposed.

e There is no evidence that the consolidated impact of all the various developments on highways has been
assessed and no consideration appears to have been given to mapping highways improvements to the
housing phasing. Access road improvements in the West have been delayed until end of programme,
resulting in road chaos for years.

e  As with other environmental issues, the capacity of the highways network should be assessed formally
with consideration of the cumulative effects of other developments.

The highways plan is unsound and not sustainable.

5. The Core Strategy only takes into account Flood risk identified by the Enviromental Agency which is flovial
based (tidal) and does not take into account Surface Water flooding risk. This is despite the fact that majority
of flooding in the area has been caused by the latter or a combination of both. It is wrong for the Core
Strategy to only consider Flovial flood risk. The Core Strategy is therefore unsound.

Cont’d




Rep No 26317

6. Gypsy sites - the proposals provide for 14 pitches by 2014 but no indication is given of where these shouq

be sited. This issue has caused a lot of concern to many residents who favour a single, manageable site in a

location with good road access and all appropriate services and the proposals are unsound and, probably,

unsustainable.

+  Gypsy/Traveller sites must be positioned in locations that have the best access to transport links and
services. It is essential that any gypsy/traveller site developments are matched by appropriate
infrastructure such as established road networks, water / gas / electric supply, mains sewerage, access for
refuse / recycling collection, and access to healthcare and schools.

¢ The choice of a suitable site(s) must ensure that such communities can be appropriately integrated, and
promote the right level of community cohesion for these people. Inappropriate location of Gypsies and
Travellers would not bring about desired cohesion, and if a poor choice is made by the Council this could
lead to exactly the opposite and disharmonious relationships between communities and the local
community would transpire.

o In the light of the above, and in line with previous recommendations, if it is decided that Gypsies and
Travellers must be accommodated on ‘official’ sites, then such sites are best suited to the west of the
district. Any loss of countryside, greenbelt and open spaces in and around Hockley is considered
unacceptable when there are known alternative locations that would be better suit mutual Council and
Traveller needs.

7. The last consultation on the DPD Allocations was in April and is believed to have 'attracted' a record level of
responses but has not even been considered by the council 6 months later. Revised proposals have now been
made on aspects covered by the DPD. Similarly, proposals for Hockley Village Centre have been repeatedly
rejected but are still included. This reflects the generally inadequate consultation during the entire process
and means the Core Strategy is undemocratic and consequently the proposals are unsound.

Signed

Name

Address

Date

Printed by 4edge Limited. Hockiey. www.dedge.co.uk




Rep No 26318

To Planning Department, Rochford District Council, Freepost CL 1858, South Street, Rochford SS4 1BW f:";p

00

Core Strategy Consultation October/November 2010

I/We wish to register the following objections regarding the above consuilation: The Core Strategy is unsound for the following
reasons.

1.No justification or consultation regarding how the proposed total of 3800 new homes has been calculated. Some councils have
abandoned extensive redevelopment plans. The Council turned down some Members' proposal to review housing needs over time.
instead of fixing these to 2034. Lack of consultation and inconsistency means Council's proposed housing numbers are unsound.
= There is now no proposed development for Rayleigh over the first 15 years yet, according to the published Core Strategy
(para.2.38,p.30) Rayleigh has the greatest demand for housing at 44 4% of District total. There is something wrong here.

2.Development proposals for the first phase are concentrated in the centre of the district where infrastructure, based on historical
country lanes, cannot cope with existing traffic: there are a number of bottlenecks across this part of the District and, being systemic
in nature, will not be improved by relatively small improvements provided by proposed developments.
= There is no evidence that the consolidated impact of all the various developmenis on highways has been assessed and no
consideration appears to have been given to mapping highways improvements to the housing phasing. Access road
improvements in the west have been delayed until end of programme, resulting in road chaos for years.
« As with other environmental issues, the capacity of the highways network should be assessed formally with consideration of
the cumulative effects of other developments.
The highways plan is unsound and unsustainable.

3.Proposals to build on Greenbeilt have not been properly evaluated: there is no evidence that the Council has undertaken a
comprehensive assessment of the impact of Core Strategy locations. Amended proposals still resuit in 67% of new build being on
Greenbelt.

« At 4.9 Tier Settlements, Hockley/Hawkwell and Rochford/Ashingdon are joined at Tier 1 with Rayleigh, always an urban
settlement, with Rochford second. But Hockley, Hawkwell and Ashingden are separated by Greenbeit. Numbers in H2
suggest a proportion of this will be eradicated and above 3 village settlements become a conurbation. There is no
justification for this variance from government Greenbelt policy

= The 2 proposed new industrial sites will also be on Greenbelt

4_Lack of appropriate infrastructure and distributed approach negates economies of scale. Existing estimates of £50-75 million are
not substantiated and might even increase, but anyway equate to £14/21 thousand standard charges per dwelling. Is this viable,
particularly for ‘affordable’ housing and sustainable?

5.The Core Strategy takes into account Environmental Agency estimate of Tidal flood risk, ignoring Surface Water flood risk. The
majority of flooding in the area is caused by the latter, or combination of both. So Core Strategy is unsound.

6.Gypsy, Traveller sites. Core Strategy proposes 14 pitches by 2014, but no defined sites. Residents prefer:

« one site with good infrastructure: road, water, gas, electricity, sewerage, refuse/recycling collection, access to healthcare
and schoals.

+ A suitable site must promote community cohesion for these people, or there will be inharmonious relations between them
and the local community.

s |f ‘official sites are proposed, following earlier recommendations, sites should be to west of the district. Loss of countryside,
greenbelt, open spaces in/around Hockley is rejected, when known locations to suit both Council and Traveller needs are
available.

7.The April 2010 DPD Allocations consultation is believed to have ‘attracted’ record responses, but has been ingnored by the Council
6 months later. Revised proposals on the DPD are now made, but repeatedly rejected plans for Hockley Village Centre are still
included. This shows the inadequate consultation during the entire process and means the Core Strategy is undemocratic and
consequently its proposals are unsound.

Signed

Name

Address

Date




Rep No 26319

To Planning Department Rochford District Council, Freepost CL1858, South Street, Rochford $54 1BW Rep 26319

Core Strateqy Consyitation October/November 2010
e wish to register the following objections regarding the above consultation: The Core Strategy is unsound for the following
reasons.

1.No justification or consultation regarding how the proposed total of 3800 new homes has been calculated. Some councils have
abandoned extensive redevelopment plans. The Coungil tumed down some Members' proposal to review housing needs over time,
instead of fixing these 1o 2031. Lack of consultation and inconsistency means Council's proposed housing nurmbers are unsound.
« There is now no proposed development for Rayleigh over the first 15 years yet, according to the pubtished Core Strategy
(para.2.38,p.30) Rayleigh has the greatest demand for housing at 44.4% of District total. There is something wrong here.

2 Development proposals for the first phase are concentrated in the centre of the district where infrastructure, based on historical
country ianes, cannot cope with existing traffic: there are a number of bottlenecks across this part of the District and, being systemic
in nature, will not be improved by relatively small improvements provided by proposed developments.

« There is no evidence that the consolidated impact of all the various developments on highways has been assessed and no
consideration appears to have been given to mapping highways improvements to the housing phasing. Access road
improvements in the west have been delayed uatil end of programme, resulting in road chaos for years.

e As with other environmental issues, the capacity of the highways network should be assessed formally with consideration of
the cumulative effects of other developments.

The highways plan is unsound and unsustainable.

3.Proposals to build on Greenbeilt have not been properly evaluated: there is no evidence that the Council has undertaken a
comprehensive assessment of the impact of Core Strategy locations. Amended proposals still result in 67% of new build being on
Greenbelt.

e At 4.9, Tier Settiements, Hockley/Hawkwell and RochiordrAshingdon are joined at Tier 1 with Rayleigh, always an urban
settlement, with Rochford second. But Hockley, Hawkwall and Ashingdon are separated by Greenbelt. Numbers in H2
suggest a proportion of this will be eradicated and above 3 village settliements become a conurbation. There is no
justification for this variance from government Greenbelt policy.

« The 2 proposed new industrial sites will also be on Greenbelt.

4.Lack of appropriate infrastructure and distributed approach negates economies of scale. Existing estimates of £50-75 million are
not substantiated and might even increase, but anyway equate to £14/21 thousand standard charges per dwelling. |s this viabie,
particularly for ‘affordable’ housing and sustainable?

5 The Core Strategy takes into account Environmental Agency estimate of Tidal ficod risk, ignoring Surface Water flood risk. The
maijority of flooding in the area is caused by the latter, or combination of both. So Core Strategy is unsound.

6.Gypsy, Traveller sites: Core Strategy proposes 14 pitches by 2014, but no defined sites. Residents prefer:
e one site with good infrastructure: road, water, gas, electricity, sewerage. refuse/recycling collection, access to healthcare

and schools.
« A suitable site must promote community cohesion for these peopie, or there will be inharmonious refations between them

and the local community.
- Ifofficial’ sites are proposed, following eariier recommendations, sites should be to west of the district. Loss of countryside,
greenbeit, open spaces infaround Hockiey is rejected. when known locations to suit both Council and Traveller needs are

available.

7.The April 2010 DPD Allocations consuttation is believed to have 'attracted’ record responses, but has been ingnored by the Qouncil
& months later. Revised proposals on the DPD are now made, but repeatedly rejected plans for Hockley Village Centre are still
included. This shows the inadequate consultation during the entire process and means the Core Strategy is undemocratic and

conseqguently its proposals are unsound.

Signed

Address - . — ...... - ...........

Date




Rep No 26322
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Rep No 26323

Te Planning Department, Rochford District Gouncil. Freepost GL.1858. South Street. Rochiord 584 18VY Qa Y, 1
- Hep 265273

Core Strategy Consultation October/November 2010
IWe wish fo register the following objections regarding the above consultation: The Core Strategy is unsound for the foilowing

reasons.

1.No justification or consultation regarding how the proposed total of 3800 new homes has been calculated. Some councils have
abandoned extensive redevelopment plans. The Council tumed down some Members’ proposal to review housing needs over time,
instead of fixing these to 2031, Lack of consultation and inconsistency means Council's proposed housing numbers are unsound.
+ There is now no proposed development for Rayleigh over the first 15 years yet. according to the published Core Strategy
{para.2.38,p.30) Rayleigh has the greatest demand for housing at 44.4% of District fotal. There is something wrong here.

2 Development proposals for the first phase are concentrated in the centre of the district where infrastructure, based on historical
country lanes, cannot cope with existing traffic: there are a number of bottlenacks across this part of the District and, being systemic
in nature, will not be improved by relatively smali improvements provided by proposed developments.

. There is no evidence that the consolidated impact of all the various developments on highways has beer assessed and no
consideration appears to have been given to mapping highways improvements to the housing phasing. Access road
improvements in the west have been defayed until end of programme, resulting in road chaos for years.

«  As with other environmental issues, the capacity of the highways network should be assessed formally with consideration of
the cumuiative effects of other developments.

The highways plan is unsound and unsustainable.

3.Proposals te build on Greenbell have not been properly evaluated: there is no evidence that the Council has undertaken a
comprehensive assessment of the impact of Core Strategy locations. Amended proposals still result in 67% of new build being on
Greenbelt.

o At 4.9, Tier Settlements, Hockley/Hawkwe!l and Rochford/Ashingdon are joined at Tier 1 with Rayleigh, always an urban
settlemnent, with Rochford second. But Hockley, Hawkweli and Ashingdon are separated by Greenbelt. Numbers in H2
suggest a proportion of this wilt be eradicated and above 3 village settlements become a conurbation. There is no
justification for this variance from govemment Greanbett policy.

o The 2 proposed new industrial sites will also be on Greenbeit.

4. Lack of appropriate infrastructure and distributed appreach negates economies of scale. Exisfing estimates of £50-75 million are
not substantiated and might even increase, but anyway equate to £14/21 thousand standard charges per dwelling. s this viable,
particularly for ‘affordable’ housing and sustainable? :

5 The Core Strategy takes into account Environmentat Agency estimate of Tidal flood risk, ignoring Surface Water flood risk. The
majority of flooding in the area is caused by the latter, or combination of both. So Core Strategy is unsound.

8.Gypsy, Traveller sites: Core Strategy proposes 14 pilches by 2014, but no defined sites. Residents prefer:

« one site with good infrastructure: road, water. gas, electricity. sewerage, refusefrecycling collection, access to healthcare
and schoois.

« A suitable site must promote community cohesion for these people. or there will be inharmonious reiations between them
and the local community.

« if‘official sites are proposed, foliowing earlier recommendations, sites should be to west of the district. Loss of countryside,
greenbeft, open spaces infaround Hockley is rejected, when known locations to suit both Council and Traveller needs are
available.

7 The April 2010 DPD Allocations consuttation is believed to have ‘attracted’ record responses, but has been ingnored by the Councit
& montns later. Revised proposals on the DPD are now made, but repeatedly rejected plans for Hockley Village Centre are stiil
inciuded. This shows the inadequate consuitation during the entire process and means the Core Strategy is undemocratic and
consequently its pro s are unsound.

Signed =/

Name

Address

Date




Rep No 26324

Rep 26372

Hockley & Hawkwell Residents Associations — suggested response to RDC Core Strategy
Consultation Oct 2010 (NB Closing date: 5.00pm 30 November)

If you agree with our views (which are based on what you have told us), please complete and post this letter to:

To Planning Department, Rochford District Council, Freepost CL1858, South St. Rochford, $54 1BW

Core Strategy Consultation Oct/Nov 2010

I/we wish to register the following objections regarding the above consultation:

I.

The Core Strategy is unsound because proposals to build on the Green Belt have not been properly evaluated;

are contrary to government policy and alternatives not evaluated. There is no justification for this variance

from government policy.

= There is no evidence that the Council has undertaken a comprehensive and detailed (in planning terms)
comparative assessment of the impact of the CS Locations. Were the alternatives put forward under the
"Call for Sites" properly evaluated and evidenced?

= Para 4.23 of the published Core Strategy states that the Council will prioritise the redevelopment of
brownfield sites but the amended proposals still result in §7% of new dwellings being on greenbelt land
(and any windfall sites will be too late to save green belt that has already been built on).

= The two proposed new industrial sites will also be on Green Belt land.

= The older component of our population is said by the Council to be a block on the release of “previously
owned homes” but there are no proposals to release the blockage by requiring the provision of smaller
homes in developments like Coachman’s Court (Rochford, Sheltered/Wardened Flats for over 55's).

No justification or consultation regarding how the proposed total of 3,800 new homes has been calculated.
The council turned down a motion from two members in this regard. This lack of consultation and
inconsistency means the proposals are unsound.

» There is now no proposed development proposed for Rayleigh over the first 15 years yet, according to
the published Core Strategy (para 2.38 page 30), the greatest demand for housing is in Rayleigh at 44.4%
of the District’s total. There is something wrong here.

= Have the altematives been properly evaluated and evidenced?

Lack of appropriate infrastructure and the distributed approach negates economices of scale. Existing 'back of
a fag packet' [RDC/ECC quote] estimates of £50-75M are unsubstantiated (and could increase) but still
equate to £14/21K standard charges per dwelling. Is this viable, particularly for "Affordable Housing" and
sustainable?

Development proposals for the first phase are concentrated in the centre of the district where the
infrastructure, based on historical country lanes, cannot cope with existing traffic — there are a number of
bottlenecks across this part of the District and being systemic in nature will not be improved by the relatively
small improvements provided by the developments proposed.

e There is no evidence that the consolidated impact of all the various developments on highways has been
assessed and no consideration appears to have been given to mapping highways improvements to the
housing phasing. Access road improvements in the West have been delayed until end of programme,
resulting in road chaos for years.

+  As with other environmental issues, the capacity of the highways network should be assessed formally
with consideration of the cumulative effects of other developments.

The highways plan is unsound and not sustainable.

The Core Strategy only takes into account Flood risk identified by the Enviromental Agency which is flovial
based (tidal) and does not take into account Surface Water flooding risk. This is despite the fact that majority
of flooding in the area has been caused by the latter or a combination of both. It is wrong for the Core
Strategy to only consider Flovial flood risk. The Core Strategy is therefore unsound.

Cont’d




Rep No 26324

[HRA Note: You can download a more detailed version of the above http://www.hockleyresidents.co.uk/Other/
You can also input comments direct to the RDC system at http://rochford.jdi-consult.net/ldf/ (its easier this time
as only one comments box to enter) or you can €’mail a copy to planning.policy@rochford.gov.uk]

6.

Gypsy sites - the proposals provide for 14 pitches by 2014 but no indication is given of where these should
be sited. This issue has caused a lot of concern to many residents who favour a single, manageable site in a
location with good road access and all appropriate services and the proposals are unsound and, probably,
unsustainable.

Gypsy/Traveller sites must be positioned in locations that have the best access to transport links and
setvices. It is essential that any gypsy/traveller site developments are matched by appropriate
infrastructure such as established road networks, water / gas / electric supply, mains sewerage, access for
refuse / recycling collection, and access to healthcare and schools.

The choice of a suitable site(s) must ensure that such communities can be appropriately integrated, and
promote the right level of community cohesion for these people. Inappropriate location of Gypsies and
Travellers would not bring about desired cohesion, and if a poor choice is made by the Council this could
lead to exactly the opposite and disharmonious relationships between communities and the local
community would transpire.

In the light of the above, and in line with previous recommendations, if it is decided that Gypsies and
Travellers must be accommodated on ‘official’ sites, then such sites are best suited to the west of the
district. Any loss of countryside, greenbelt and open spaces in and around Hockley is considered
unacceptable when there are known alternative locations that would be better suit mutual Council and
Traveller needs.

7. The last consultation on the DPD Allocations was in April and is believed to have 'attracted’ a record level of
responses but has not even been considered by the council 6 months later. Revised proposals have now been
made on aspects covered by the DPD. Similarly, proposals for Hockley Village Centre have been repeatedly
rejected but are still included. This reflects the generally inadequate consultation during the entire process
and means the Core Strategy is undemocratic and consequently the proposals are unsound.

Signed

Name

Address

Date

Printed by 4edge Limited. Hockley. www.4edge.co.uk




Rep No 26325

To Planning Department, Rochford District Council, Freepost CL1858, South St, Rochford, SS4 1BW

Core Strategy Consultation Oct/Nov 2010

Rep 26325

I/'we wish to register the following objections regarding the above consultation:

1.

The Core Strategy is unsound because proposals to build on the Green Belt have not been properly evaluated;

are contrary to government policy and alternatives not evaluated. There is no justification for this variance

from government policy.

= There is no evidence that the Council has undertaken a comprehensive and detailed (in planning terms)
comparative assessment of the impact of the CS Locations. Were the alternatives put forward under the
"Call for Sites" properly evaluated and evidenced?

= Para4.23 of the published Core Strategy states that the Council will prioritise the redevelopment of
brownfield sites but the amended proposals still result in 67% of new dwellings being on greenbelt land
(and any windfall sites will be too late to save green belt that has already been built on).

= The two proposed new industrial sites will also be on Green Belt land.

=  The older component of our population is said by the Council to be a block on the release of “previously
owned homes” but there are no proposals to release the blockage by requiring the provision of smaller
homes in developments like Coachman’s Court (Rochford, Sheltered/Wardened Flats for over 55s).

No justification or consultation regarding how the proposed total of 3,800 new homes has been calculated.

The council turned down a motion from two members in this regard. This lack of consultation and

inconsistency means the proposals are unsound.

= There is now no proposed development proposed for Rayleigh over the first 15 years yet, according to
the published Core Strategy (para 2.38 page 30), the greatest demand for housing is in Rayleigh at 44.4%
of the District’s total. There is something wrong here.

» Have the alternatives been properly evaluated and evidenced?

Lack of appropriate infrastructure and the distributed approach negates economies of scale. Existing 'back of
a fag packet' [RDC/ECC quote] estimates of £50-75M are unsubstantiated (and could increase) but still
equate to £14/21K standard charges per dwelling. Is this viable, particularly for "Affordable Housing" and
sustainable?

Development proposals for the first phase are concentrated in the centre of the district where the
infrastructure, based on historical country lanes, cannot cope with existing traffic — there are a number of
bottlenecks across this part of the District and being systemic in nature will not be improved by the relatively
small improvements provided by the developments proposed.

s There is no evidence that the consolidated impact of all the various developments on highways has been
assessed and no consideration appears to have been given to mapping highways improvements to the
housing phasing. Access road improvements in the West have been delayed until end of programme,
resulting in road chaos for years.

+ As with other environmental issues, the capacity of the highways network should be assessed formally
with consideration of the cumulative effects of other devélopments.

The highways plan is unsound and not sustainable.

The Core Strategy only takes into account Flood risk identified by the Enviromental Agency which is flovial
based (tidal) and does not take into account Surface Water flooding risk. This is despite the fact that majority
of flooding in the area has been caused by the latter or a combination of both. It is wrong for the Core
Strategy to only consider Flovial flood risk. The Core Strategy is therefore unsound.

Cont’d




Rep No 26325

R —

6. Gypsy sites - the proposals provide for 14 pitches by 2014 but no indication is given of where these should
be sited. This issue has caused a lot of concern to many residents who favour a single, manageable site in a
location with good road access and all appropriate services and the proposals are unsound and, probably,
unsustainable.

s  Gypsy/Traveller sites must be positioned in locations that have the best access to transport links and
services. It is essential that any gypsy/traveller site developments are matched by appropriate
infrastructure such as established road networks, water / gas / electric supply, mains sewerage, access for
refuse / recycling collection, and access to healthcare and schools.

s The choice of a suitable site(s) must ensure that such communities can be appropriately integrated, and
promote the right level of community cohesion for these people. Inappropriate location of Gypsies and
Travellers would net bring about desired cohesion, and if a poor ¢hoice is made by the Council this could
lead to exactly the opposite and disharmonious relationships between communities and the local
community would transpire.

» Inthe light of the above, and in line with previous recommendations, if it is decided that Gypsies and
Travellers must be accommodated on “official’ sites, then such sites are best suited to the west of the
district. Any loss of countryside, greenbelt and open spaces in and around Hockley is considered
unacceptable when there are known alternative locations that would be better suit mutual Council and
Traveller needs.

7. The last consultation on the DPD Allocations was in April and is believed to have ‘attracted' a record level of
responses but has not even been considered by the council 6 months later. Revised proposals have now been
made on aspects covered by the DPD. Similarly, proposals for Hockley Village Centre have been repeatedly
rejected but are still included. This reflects the generally inadequate consultation during the entire process
and means the Core Strategy is undemocratic and consequently the proposals are unsound.

Signed

Name

Address

Date

Printed by 4edge Limited. Hockley. www.4edge.co.uk




Rep No 26326

To Planning Department, Rochford District Council, Freepost CL.1858, South St, Rochford, S84 1BW
Core Strategy Consultation Oct/Nov 2010 RF-P L6326
I/we wish to register the following objections regarding the above consultation:

1. The Core Strategy is unsound because proposals to build on the Green Belt have not been properly evaluated;
are contrary to government policy and alternatives not evaluated. There is no justification for this variance
from government policy.
= There is no evidence that the Council has undertaken a comprehensive and detailed (in p'anning terms)

comparative assessment of the impact of the CS Locations. Were the alternatives put forward under the
"Call for Sites" properly evaluated and evidenced?

s Para4.23 of the published Core Strategy states that the Council will prioritise the redevelopment of
brownfield sites but the amended proposals still result in §7% of new dwellings being on greenbelt land
(and any windfall sites will be too late to save green belt that has already been built on).

= The two proposed new industrial sites will also be on Green Belt land.

= The older component of our population is said by the Council to be a block on the release of “previously
owned homes” but there are no proposals to release the blockage by requiring the provision of smaller
homes in developments like Coachman’s Court (Rochford, Sheltered/Wardened Flats for over 55's).

2. No justification or consultation regarding how the proposed total of 3,800 new homes has been calculated.
The council turned down a motion from two members in this regard. This lack of consultation and
inconsistency means the proposals are unsound.
= There is now no proposed development proposed for Rayleigh over the first 15 years yet, according to

the published Core Strategy {para 2.38 page 30), the greatest demand for housing is in Rayleigh at 44.4%
of the District’s total. There is something wrong here.
= Have the alternatives been properly evaluated and evidenced?

3. Lack of appropriate infrastructure and the distributed approach negates economies of scale. Existing 'back of
a fag packet' [RDC/ECC quote] estimates of £50-75M are unsubstantiated (and could increase) but still
equate to £14/21K standard charges per dwelling. Is this viable, particularly for "Affordable Housing" and
sustainable?

4. Development proposals for the first phase are concentrated in the centre of the district where the
infrastructure, based on historical country lanes, cannot cope with existing traffic — there are a number of
bottlenecks across this part of the District and being systemic in nature will not be improved by the relatively
small improvements provided by the developments proposed.

s There is no evidence that the consolidated impact of all the various developments on highways has been
assessed and no consideration appears to have been given to mapping highways improvements to the
housing phasing. Access road improvements in the West have been delayed until end of programme,
resulting in road chaos for years.

s  As with other environmental issues, the capacity of the highways network should be assessed formally
with consideration of the cumulative effects of other developments.

The highways plan is unsound and not sustainable.

5. The Core Strategy only takes into account Flood risk identified by the Enviromental Agency which is flovial
based (tidal) and does not take into account Surface Water flooding risk. This is despite the fact that majority
of flooding in the area has been caused by the latter or a combination of both. It is wrong for the Core
Strategy to only consider Flovial flood risk. The Core Strategy is therefore unsound.

Cont’d




Rep No 26326

6. Gypsy sites - the proposals provide for 14 pitches by 2014 but no indication is given of where these should
be sited. This issue has caused a lot of concemn to many residents who favour a single, manageable site in a
location with good road access and all appropriate services and the proposals are unsound and, probably,
unsustainable.

s  Gypsy/Traveller sites must be positioned in locations that have the best access to transport links and
services. It is essential that any gypsy/traveller site developments are matched by appropriate
infrastructure such as established road networks, water / gas / electric supply, mains sewerage, access for
refuse / recycling collection, and access to healthcare and schools,

»  The choice of a suitable site(s) must ensure that such communities can be appropriately integrated, and
promote the right level of community cohesion for these people. Inappropriate location of Gypsies and
Travellers would not bring about desired cohesion, and if a poor choice is made by the Council this could
lead to exactly the opposite and disharmonious relationships between communities and the local
community would transpire.

» In the light of the above, and in line with previous recommendations, if it is decided that Gypsies and
Travellers must be accommodated on ‘official” sites, then such sites are best suited to the west of the
district. Any loss of countryside, greenbelt and open spaces in and around Hockley is considered
unacceptable when there are known alternative locations that would be better suit mutual Council and
Traveller needs.

7. The last consultation on the DPE Allocations was in April and is believed to have "attracted' a record level of
responses but has not even been considered by the council 6 months later. Revised proposals have now been
made on aspects covered by the DPD. Similarly, proposals for Hockley Village Centre have been repeatedly
rejected but are still included. This reflects the generally inadequate consultation during the entire process
and means the Core Strategy is undemocratic and consequently the proposals are unsound.

Address|

Date

Printed by dedge Limited. Hockley. www .4edge.co.uk




Rep No 26327

To Planning Department, Rochford District Council, Freepost CL1858, South St, Rochford, S84 1BW

Core Strategy Consultation Oct/Nov 2010 .Qe,p 26227

I/we wish to register the following objections regarding the above consultation:

1.

The Core Strategy is unsound because proposals to build on the Green Belt have not been properly evaluated;
are contrary to government policy and altematives not evaluated. There is no justification for this variance
from government policy.

= There is no evidence that the Council has undertaken a comprehensive and detailed (in planning terms)
comparative assessment of the impact of the CS Locations. Were the alternatives put forward under the
"Call for Sites" properly evaluated and evidenced?

»  Para4.23 of the published Core Strategy states that the Council will prioritise the redevelopment of
brownfield sites bui the amended proposals still result in §7% of new dwellings being on greenbelt land
(and any windfall sites will be too late to save green belt that has already been built on).

= The two proposed new industrial sites will also be on Green Belt land.

= The older component of cur population is said by the Council to be a block on the release of “previously
owned homes” but there are no proposals to release the blockage by requiring the provision of smaller
homes in developments like Coachman’s Court (Rochford, Sheltered/Wardened Flats for over 53's).

No justification or consultation regarding how the proposed total of 3,800 new homes has been calculated.
The council turned down a motion from two members in this regard. This lack of consultation and
inconsistency means the proposals are unsound.

»  There is now no proposed development proposed for Rayleigh over the first 15 years yet, according to
the published Core Strategy (para 2.38 page 30), the greatest demand for housing is in Rayleigh at 44.4%
of the District’s total. There is something wrong here.

»  Have the alternatives been properly evaluated and evidenced?

Lack of appropriate infrastructure and the distributed approach negates economies of scale. Existing back of
a fag packet' [RDC/ECC quote] estimates of £50-75M are unsubstantiated (and could increase) but still
equate to £14/21K standard charges per dwelling. Is this viable, particularly for "Affordable Housing" and
sustainable?

Development proposals for the first phasc are concentrated in the centre of the district where the

infrastructure, based on historical country lanes, cannot cope with existing traffic — there are a number of

bottlenecks across this part of the District and being systemic in nature will not be improved by the relatively

small improvements provided by the developments proposed.

¢ There is no evidence that the censolidated impact of all the various developments on highways has been
assessed and no consideration appears to have been given to mapping highways improvements to the
housing phasing. Access road improvements in the West have been delayed until end of programme,
resulting in road chaos for years.

e As with other environmental issues, the capacity of the highways network should be assessed formally
with consideration of the cumulative effects of other developments.

The highways plan is unsound and not sustainable.

The Core Strategy only takes into account Flood risk identified by the Enviromental Agency which is flovial
based (tidal) and does not take into account Surface Water flooding risk. This is despite the fact that majority
of flooding in the area has been caused by the latter or a combination of both. It is wrong for the Core
Strategy to only consider Flovial flood risk. The Core Strategy is therefore unsound.

Cont’d




Rep No 26327

6. Gypsy sites - the proposals provide for 14 pitches by 2014 but no indication is given of where these should
be sited. This issue has caused a lot of concern to many residents who favour a single, manageable site in a
location with good road access and all appropriate services and the proposals are unsound and, probably,
unsustainable.

*  Gypsy/Traveller sites must be positioned in locations that have the best access to transport links and
services. It is essential that any gypsy/traveller site developments are matched by appropriate
infrastructure such as established road networks, water / gas / electric supply, mains sewerage, access for
refuse / recycling collection, and access to healthcare and schools.

» The choice of a suitable site(s) must ensure that such communities can be appropriately integrated, and
promote the right level of community cohesion for these people. Inappropriate location of Gypsies and
Travellers would not bring about desired cohesion, and if a poor choice is made by the Council this could
lead to exactly the opposite and disharmonious relationships between communities and the local
community would transpire,

o In the light of the above, and in lire with previous recommendations, if it is decided that Gypsies and
Travellers must be accommodated on ‘official’ sites, then such sites are best suited to the west of the
district. Any loss of countryside, greenbelt and open spaces in and around Hockley is considered
unacceptable when there are known alternative locations that would be better suit mutual Council and
Traveller needs.

7. The last consultation on the DPD Allocations was in April and is believed to have 'attracted’ a record level of
responses but has not even been considered by the council 6 months later. Revised proposals have now been
made on aspects covered by the DPD. Similarly, proposals for Hockley Viliage Centre have been repeatedly
rejected but are still included. This reflects the generally inadequate consultation during the entire process
and means the Core Strategy is undemocratic and consequently the proposals are unsound.

Printed by 4edge Limited. Hockley. www.dedge.co.uk




Rep No 26329

To Planning Department, Rochford District Council, Freepost CL1858, South St, Rochford, S84 1BW

Core Strategy Consultation Oct/Nov 2010 Rep 2632¢

/¥ wish to register the following objections regarding the above consultation:

1.

The Core Strategy is unsound because proposals to build on the Green Belt have not been properly evaluated;
are contrary to government policy and alternatives not evaluated. There is no justification for this variance
from government policy.

* There is no evidence that the Council has undertaken a comprehensive and detailed (in planning terms)
comparative assessment of the impact of the CS Locations. Were the alternatives put forward under the
"Call for Sites" properly evaluated and evidenced?

= Para 4.23 of the published Core Strategy states that the Council will prioritise the redevelopment of
brownfield sites but the amended proposals still result in 67% of new dwellings being on greenbelt land
(and any windfall sites will be too late to save green belt that has already been built on).

= The two proposed new industrial sites will also be on Green Belt land.

= The older component of our population is said by the Council to be a block on the rekease of “previously
owned homes” but there are no proposals to release the blockage by requiring the provision of smaller
homes in developments like Coachman’s Court (Rochford, Sheltered/Wardened Flats for over 55's).

Neo justification or consultation regarding how the proposed total of 3,800 new homes has been calculated.

The council turned down a motion from two members in this regard. This lack of consultation and

inconsistency means the proposals are unsound.

=  There is now no proposed development proposed for Rayleigh over the first 15 years yet, according to
the published Core Strategy (para 2.38 page 30), the greatest demand for housing is in Rayleigh at 44.4%
of the District’s total. There is something wrong here.

» Have the altemnatives been properly evaluated and evidenced?

Lack of appropriate infrastructure and the distributed approach negates economies of scale. Existing back of
a fag packet' [RDC/ECC quote] estimates of £50-75M are unsubstantiated {and could increase) but still
equate to £14/21K standard charges per dwelling. Is this viable, particularly for "Affordable Housing" and
sustainable?

Development proposals for the first phase are concentrated in the centre of the district where the
infrastructure, based on historical country lanes, cannot cope with existing traffic — there are a number of
bottlenecks across this part of the District and being systemic in nature will not be improved by the relatively
small improvements provided by the developments proposed.

« There is no evidence that the consolidated impact of all the various developments on highways has been
assessed and no consideration appears to have been given to mapping highways improvements to the
housing phasing. Access road improvements in the West have been delayed until end of programme,
resulting in road chaos for years.

¢ Ag with other environmental issues, the capacity of the highways network should be assessed formally
with consideration of the cumulative effects of other developments.

The highways plan is unsound and not sustainable.

The Core Strategy only takes into account Flood risk identified by the Enviromental Agency which is flovial
based (tidal) and does not take into account Surface Water flooding risk. This is despite the fact that majority
of flooding in the area has been caused by the latter or a combination of both. It is wrong for the Core
Strategy to only consider Flovial flood risk. The Core Strategy is therefore unsound.

Cont’d




Rep No 26329

6. Gypsy sites - the proposals provide for 14 pitches by 2014 but no indication is given of where these should
be sited. This issue has caused a lot of concern to many residents who favour a single, manageable site in a
location with good road access and all appropriate services and the proposals are unsound and, probably,
unsustainable.
= Gypsy/Traveller sites must be positioned in locations that have the best access to transport links and

services. It is essential that any gypsy/traveller site developments are matched by appropriate
infrastructure such as established road networks, water / gas / electric supply, mains sewerage, access for
refuse / recycling collection, and access to healthcare and schools.

» The choice of a suitable site(s) must ensure that such communities can be appropriately integrated, and
promote the right level of community cohesion for these people. Inappropriate location of Gypsies and
Travellers would not bring about desired cohesion, and if a poor choice is made by the Council this could
lead to exactly the opposite and disharmonious relationships between communities and the local
community would transpire.

» In the light of the above, and in line with previous recommendations, if it is decided that Gypsies and
Travellers must be accommodated on ‘official’ sites, then such sites are best suited to the west of the
district. Any loss of countryside, greenbelt and open spaces in and around Hockley is considered
unacceptable when there are known alternative locations that would be better suit mutual Council and
Traveller needs.

7. The last consultation on the DPD Allocations was in April and is believed to have 'attracted' a record level of
responses but has not even been considered by the council 6 months later. Revised proposals have now been
made on aspects covered by the DPD. Similarly, proposals for Hockley Village Centre have been repeatedly
rejected but are still included. This reflects the generally inadequate consultation during the entire process
and means the Core Strategy is undemocratic and consequently the proposals are unsound.

Printed by 4edge Limited. Hockley. www.4edge.co.uk




Rep No 26330

To Planning Department, Rochford District Council, Freepost CL 1858, South St. Rochford, S84 1BW

Core Strategy Consultation Oct/Nov 2010 Rep 26330

I/se wish to register the following objections regarding the above consultation:

L.

The Core Strategy is unsound because proposals te build on the Green Belt have not been properly evaluated,

are contrary to government policy and alternatives not evaluated. There is no justification for this variance

from government policy.

= There is no ¢vidence that the Council has undertaken a comprehensive and detailed (in planning terms)
comparative assessment of the impact of the CS Locations. Were the alternatives put forward under the
"Call for Sites" properly evaluated and evidenced?

= Para 4.23 of the published Core Strategy states that the Council will prioritise the redevelopment of
brownfield sites but the amended proposals still result in 67% of new dwellings being on greenbelt land
(and any windfall sites will be too late to save green belt that has already been built on).

= The two proposed new industrial sites will also be on Green Belt land.

»  The older component of our population is said by the Council to be a block on the release of “previously
owned homes” but there are no proposals to release the blockage by requiring the provision of smaller
homes in developments like Coachman’s Court (Rochford, Sheltered/Wardened Flats for over 55's).

No justification or consultation regarding how the proposed total of 3,800 new homes has been calculated.
The council turned down a motion from two members in this regard. This lack of consultation and
inconsistency means the proposals are unsound.

»  There is now no proposed development proposed for Rayleigh over the first 15 years yet, according to
the published Core Strategy (para 2.38 page 30), the greatest demand for housing is in Rayleigh at 44.4%
of the District’s total. There is something wrong here.

= Have the alternatives been properly evaluated and evidenced?

Lack of appropriate infrastructure and the distributed approach negates economies of scale. Existing 'back of
a fag packet' [RDC/ECC quote] estimates of £50-75M are unsubstantiated (and could increase) but still
equate to £14/21K standard charges per dwelling. Is this viable, particularly for "Affordable Housing" and
sustainable?

Development proposals for the first phase are concentrated in the centre of the district where the
infrastructure, based on historical country lanes, cannot cope with existing traffic — there are a number of
bottlenecks across this part of the District and being systemic in nature will not be improved by the relatively
small improvements provided by the developments proposed.

e There is no evidence that the consolidated impact of all the various developments on highways has been
assessed and no consideration appears to have been given to mapping highways improvements to the
housing phasing. Access road improvements in the West have been delaved until end of programme,
resulting in road chaos for years.

» As with other environmental issues, the capacity of the highways network should be assessed formally
with consideration of the cumulative effects of other developments.

The highways plan is unsound and not sustainable.

The Core Strategy only takes into account Flood risk identified by the Enviromental Agency which is flovial
based (tidal) and does not take into account Surface Water flooding risk. This is despite the fact that majority
of flooding in the area has been caused by the latter or a combination of both. It is wrong for the Core
Strategy to only consider Flovial flood risk. The Core Strategy is therefore unsound.

Cont’d




Rep No 26330

T —
6. Gypsy sites - the proposals provide for 14 pitches by 2014 but no indication is given of where these should

be sited. This issue has caused a lot of concern to many residents who favour a single, manageable site in a

location with good road access and all appropriate services and the proposals are unsound and, probably,

unsustainable.

¢ Gypsy/Traveller sites must be positioned in locations that have the best access to transport links and
services. It is essential that any gypsy/traveller site developments are matched by appropriate
mfrastructure such as established road networks, water / gas / electric supply, mains sewerage, access for
refuse / recycling collection, and access to healthcare and schools.

» The choice of a suitable site(s} must ensure that such communities can be appropriately integrated, and
promote the right level of community cohesion for these people. Inappropriate location of Gypsies and
Travellers would not bring about desired cohesion, and if a poor choice is made by the Council this could
lead to exactly the opposite and disharmonious relationships between communities and the local
community would transpire,

o In the light of the above, and in line with previous recommendations, if it is decided that Gypsies and
Travellers must be accommodated on “official’ sites, then such sites are best suited to the west of the
district. Any loss of countryside, greenbelt and open spaces in and around Hockley is considered
unacceptable when there are known alternative locations that would be better suit mutual Council and
Traveller needs.

7. The last consultation on the DPD Allocations was in April and is believed to have ‘attracted' a record level of
responses but has not even been considered by the council 6 months later. Revised proposals have now been
made on aspects covered by the DPD. Similarly, proposals for Hockley Village Centre have been repeatedly
rejected but are still included. This reflects the generally inadequate consultation during the entire process
and means the Core Strategy is undemocratic and consequently the proposals are unsound.

Printed by 4edge Limited. Hockley. www.4edge.co.uk




Rep No 26331

To Planning Department, Rochford District Council, Freepost CL.1858, South St, Rochford, SS4 1BW
Core Strategy Consultation Oct/Nov 2010 RﬂP 263

I/we wish to register the following objections regarding the above consultation:

1.

The Core Strategy is unsound because proposals to build on the Green Belt have not been properly evaluated;
are contrary to government policy and alternatives not evaluated. There is no justification for this variance
from government policy.

= There is no evidence that the Council has undertaken a comprehensive and detailed (in planning terms)
comparative assessment of the impact of the CS Locations. Were the altematives put forward under the
"Call for Sites" properly evaluated and evidenced?

s Para 4.23 of the published Core Strategy states that the Council will prioritise the redevelopment of
brownfield sites but the amended proposals still result in 67% of new dwellings being on greenbelt land
(and any windfall sites will be too late to save green belt that has already been built on),

* The two proposed new industrial sites will also be on Green Belt land,

* The older component of our population is said by the Council to be a block on the release of “previously
owned homes” but there are no proposals to release the blockage by requiring the provision of smaller
homes in developments like Coachman’s Court (Rochford, Sheltered/Wardened Flats for over 55's).

No justification or consultation regarding how the proposed tota! of 3,800 new homes has been calculated.
The council turned down a motion from two members in this regard. This lack of consultation and
inconsistency means the proposals are unsound.

» There is now no proposed development proposed for Rayleigh over the first 15 years yet, according to
the published Core Strategy (para 2.38 page 30), the greatest demand for housing is in Rayleigh at 44.4%
of the District’s total. There is something wrong here.

* Have the alternatives been properly evaluated and evidenced?

Lack of appropriate infrastructure and the distributed approach negates economies of scale. Existing "back of
a fag packet' [RDC/ECC quote] estimates of £50-75M are unsubstantiated (and could increase) but still
equate to £14/21K standard charges per dwelling. Is this viable, particularly for "Affordable Housing" and
sustainable?

Development proposals for the first phase are concentrated in the centre of the district where the
infrastructure, based on historical country lanes, cannot cope with existing traffic — there are a number of
bottlenecks across this part of the District and being systemic in nature will not be improved by the relatively
small improvements provided by the developments proposed.

» There is no evidence that the consolidated impact of all the various developments on highways has been
assessed and no consideration appears to have been given to mapping highways improvements to the
housing phasing. Access road improvements in the West have been delayed until end of pregramme,
resulting in road chaos for years.

e  As with other environmental issues, the capacity of the highways network should be assessed formally
with consideration of the cumulative effects of other developments.

The highways plan is unsound and not sustainable,

The Core Strategy only takes into account Flood risk identified by the Enviromental Agency which is flovial
based (tidal) and does not take into account Surface Water flooding risk. This is despite the fact that majority
of flooding in the area has been caused by the latter or a combination of both. It is wrong for the Core
Strategy to only consider Flovial flood risk. The Core Strategy is therefore unsound.
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6. Gypsy sites - the proposals provide for 14 pitches by 2014 but no indication is given of where these should
be sited. This issue has caused a lot of concern to many residents who favour a single, manageable site in a
location with good road access and all appropriate services and the proposals are unsound and, probably,
unsustainable.

» Gypsy/Traveller sites must be positioned in locations that have the best access to transport links and
services. It is essential that any gypsy/traveller site developments are matched by appropriate
infrastructure such as established road networks, water / gas / electric supply, mains sewerage, access for
refuse / recycling collection, and access to healthcare and schools.

» The choice of a suitable site(s) must ensure that such communities can be appropriately integrated, and
promote the right level of community cohesion for these people. Inappropriate location of Gypsies and
Travellers would not bring about desired cohesion, and if a poor choice is made by the Council this could
lead to exactly the opposite and disharmonious relationships between communities and the local
community would transpire.

+ Inthe light of the above, and in line with previous recommendations, if it is decided that Gypsies and
Travellers must be accommodated on ‘official’ sites, then such sites are best suited to the west of the
district. Any loss of countryside, greenbelt and open spaces in and around Hockley is considered
unacceptable when there are known alternative locations that would be better suit mutual Council and
Traveller needs.

7. The last consultation on the DPD Allocations was in April and is believed to have 'attracted' a record level of
responses but has not even been considered by the council 6 months later. Revised proposals have now been
made on aspects covered by the DPD. Similarly, propesals for Hockley Village Centre have been repeatedly
rejected but are still included. This reflects the generally inadequate consultation during the entire process
and means the Core Strategy is undemocratic and consequently the proposals are unsound.

Printed by 4edge Limited. Hockley. www.4edge.co.uk
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To Planning Department, Rochford District Council, Freepost CL1858. South St, Rochford, SS4 1BW

Core Strategy Consultation Oct/Nov 2010 Qﬂp 26 337

I/we wish to register the following objections regarding the above consultation:

1. The Core Strategy is unsound because proposals to build on the Green Belt have not been properly evaluated;
are contrary to government policy and alternatives not evaluated. There is no justification for this variance
from government policy.
= There is no evidence that the Council has undertaken a comprehensive and detailed (in planning terms)

comparative assessment of the impact of the CS Locations. Were the alternatives put forward under the
"Call for Sites" properly evaluated and evidenced?

»  Para 4.23 of the published Core Strategy states that the Council will prioritise the redevelopment of
brownfield sites but the amended proposals still result in 67% of new dwellings being on greenbelt land
(and any windfall sites will be too late to save green belt that has already been built on).

The two proposed new industrial sites will also be on Green Belt land.

The older component of our population is said by the Council to be a block on the release of “previously

owned homes” but there are no proposals to release the blockage by requiring the provision of smaller

homes in developments like Coachman’s Court (Rochford, Sheltered/Wardened Flats for over 55's).

2. No justification or consultation regarding how the proposed total of 3,800 new homes has been calculated.
The council turned down a motion from two members in this regard, This lack of consultation and
inconsistency means the proposals are unsound.

»  There is now no proposed development proposed for Rayleigh over the first 15 years yet, according to
the published Core Strategy (para 2.38 page 30), the greatest demand for housing is in Rayleigh at 44.4%
of the District’s total. There is something wrong here.

= Have the alternatives been properly evaluated and evidenced?

3. Lack of appropriate infrastructure and the distributed approach negates economies of scale. Existing 'back of
a fag packet' [RDC/ECC quote] estimates of £50-75M are unsubstantiated (and could increase) but still
equate te £14/21K standard charges per dwelling. Is this viable, particularly for "Affordable Housing" and
sustainable?

4. Development proposals for the first phase are concentrated in the centre of the district where the
infrastructure, based on historical country lanes, cannot cope with existing traffic — there are a number of
bottlenecks across this part of the District and being systemic in nature will not be improved by the relatively
small improvements provided by the developments proposed.
¢ There is no evidence that the consolidated impact of all the various developments on highways has been
assessed and no consideration appears to have been given to mapping highways improvements to the
housing phasing. Access road improvements in the West have been delayed until end of programme,
resulting in road chaos for years.

+ As with other envirenmental issues, the capacity of the highways network should be assessed formally
with consideration of the cumulative effects of other developments.

The highways plan is unsound and not sustainable.

5. The Core Strategy only takes into account Flood risk identified by the Enviromental Agency which is flovial
based (tidal) and does not take into account Surface Water flooding risk, This is despite the fact that majority
of flooding in the area has been caused by the latter or a combination of both. It is wrong for the Core
Strategy to only consider Flovial flood risk. The Core Strategy is therefore unsound.
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6. Gypsy sites - the proposals provide for 14 pitches by 2014 but no indication is given of where these should
be sited. This issue has caused a lot of concern to many residents who favour a single, manageable site in a
location with good road access and all appropriate services and the proposals are unsound and, probably,
unsustainable.

Gypsy/Traveller sites must be positioned in locations that have the best access to transport links and
services. It is essential that any gypsy/iraveller site developments are matched by appropriate
infrastructure such as established road networks, water / gas / electric supply, mains sewerage, access for
refuse / recycling collection, and access to healthcare and schools.

The choice of a suitable site(s) must ensure that such communities can be appropriately integrated, and
promote the right level of community cohesion for these people. Inappropriate location of Gypsies and
Travellers would not bring about desired cohesion, and if a poor choice is made by the Council this could
lead to exactly the opposite and disharmonious relationships between communities and the local
community would transpire.

In the light of the above, and in line with previous recommendations, if it is decided that Gypsies and
Travellers must be accommodated on ‘official” sites, then such sites are best suited to the west of the
district. Any loss of countryside, greenbelt and open spaces in and around Hockley is considered
unacceptable when there are known alternative locations that would be better suit mutual Council and
Traveller needs.

7. The last consultation on the DPD Allocations was in April and is believed to have 'attracted’ a record level of
responses but has not even been considered by the council 6 months later. Revised proposals have now been
made on aspects covered by the DPD. Similarly, proposals for Hockley Village Centre have been repeatedly
rejected but are still included. This reflects the generally inadequate consultation during the entire process
and means the Core Strategy is undemocratic and consequently the proposals are unsound.

Printed by 4edge Limited. Hockley. www.4edge.co.uk
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Rep No 26333

To Planning Department, Rochford District Council, Freepost CL 1858, South St, Rochford. S54 1BW

Core Strategy Consulfation Qct/Nov 2010 ' RLP enIs

T/we wish to register the following objections regarding the above consultation:

1. The Core Strategy is unsound because proposals to build on the Green Belt have not been properly evaluated;
are contrary to government policy and alternatives ot evaluated. There is no justification for this variance
from government policy.
= There is no evidence that the Council has undertaken a comprehensive and detailed (in planning terms)

comparative assessment of the impact of the CS Locations. Were the altematives put forward under the
"Call for Sites” properly evaluated and evidenced?

» Para4.23 of the published Core Strategy states that the Council will prioritise the redevelopment of
brownfield sites but the amended proposals still result in 67% of new dwellings being on gresnbelt land
(and any windfall sites will be too late to save green belt that has already been built on).

= The two proposed new industrial sites will also be on Green Belt land.

* The older component of our population is said by the Conncil to be a block on the release of “previously
owned homes” but there are no proposals to release the blockage by requiring the provision of smaller
homes in developments like Coachman’s Court {Rochford, Sheltered/Wardened Flats for over 35').

2. Nojustification or consultation regarding how the proposed total of 3,800 new homes has been calculated.
The council turned down a motion from two members in this regard. This lack of consultation and
inconsistency means the proposals are unsound.

*  There is now no proposed development proposed for Rayleigh over the first 15 years yet, according to
the published Core Strategy (para 2.38 page 30), the greatest demand for housing is in Rayleigh at 44.4%
of the District’s total. There is something wrong here.

= Have the alternatives been properly evaluated and evidenced?

3. Lack of appropriate infrastructure and the distributed approach negates economies of scale. Existing back of
a fag packet' [RDC/ECC quote] estimates of £50-75M are unsubstantiated (and could increase) but still
equate to £14/21K standard charges per dwelling. Is this viable, particularly for "Affordable Housing” and
sustainable?

4, Development proposals for the first phase are concentrated in the centre of the district where the
infrastructure, based on historical country lanes, cannot cope with existing traffic — there are a number of
bottlenecks across this part of the District and being systemic in nature will not be improved by the relatively
small improvements provided by the developments proposed.

e There is no evidence that the consolidated impact of all the various developments on highways has been
assessed and oo consideration appears to have been given to mapping highways improvements to the
housing phasing. Access road improvements in the West have been delayed until end of programme,
resulting in road chaos for years.

e As with other environmental issues, the capacity of the highways network should be assessed formaily

| with consideration of the cumulative effects of other developments.
‘ The highways plan is unsound and not sustainable.

‘ 5. The Core Strategy only takes into account Flood risk identified by the Enviromental Agency which s flovial
| based (tidal) and does not take into account Surface Water flooding risk. This is despite the fact that majority
of flooding in the area has been caused by the latter or a combination of both. It is wrong for the Core
Strategy to only consider Flovial flood risk. The Core Strategy is therefore unsound.
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5. Gypsy sites - the proposals provide for 14 pitches by 2014 but no indication is given of where these should
be sited. This issue has caused a lot of concern to many residents who favour a single, manageable sitc ina
locatior. with good road access and all appropriate services and the proposals are unsound and, prabably,
unsustainabie.

o Gypsy/Traveller sites must be positioned in locations that have the best access to transport links and
services. It is essential that any gypsw/iraveller site developments are matched by appropriate
infrastructures such as established road networks, water / gas / electric supply, mains sewerage, access for
refuse / recycling collection, and access to healtheare and schools.

« The choice of a suitable site(s) must ensurc that such communities can be appropriately integrated, and
promaote the right level of community cohesion for these people. Inappropriate location of Gypsies and
Travellers would not bring about desired cchesion, and if a poor choice is made by the Courcil this could
lead to exactly the opposite and disharmonious relaticnships between communities and the local
community would transpire.

« In the light of the above, and in line with previous recommendations, if it is decided that Gypsies and
Travellers must be accommedated on “official’ sites, then such sites are best suited to the west of the
district. Anv loss of countryside, greenbeit and open spaces in and around Hockley is considered
unacceptable when there are known alternative locations that would be better suit mutual Council and
Traveller needs.

7. Tte last consultation on the DPD Allgcations was in April and is believed to have ‘attracted’ a record level of
responses but has not even been considered by the council 6 months later. Revised proposals have now been
made on aspects covered by the DPD. Similarly, proposals for Hockley Village Centre have been repeatedly
rejected but are still included. This reflects the generaily inadequate consultation during the entire process
and means the Core Strategy is undemogratic and consequently the proposals are unsound.
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Rep No 26334

To Planning Department, Rochford District Council, Freepost CL1858. South St, Rochford, $84 1BW
Core Strategy Consultation Oct/Nov 2010 Kep 46334

I/we wish to register the following objections regarding the above consultation:

1. The Core Strategy is unsound because proposals to build on the Green Belt have not been properly evaluated;
are contrary to government policy and alternatives not evaluated. There is no justification for this variance
from government policy.
= There is no evidence that the Council has undertaken a comprehensive and detailed (in planning terms)

comparative assessment of the impact of the CS Locations. Were the alternatives put forward under the
"Call for Sites" properly evaluated and evidenced?
= Para4.23 of the published Core Strategy states that the Council will prioritise the redevelopment of
\\L brownfield sites but the amended proposals still result in 67% of new dwellings being on greenbelt land
( Q\ (and any windfall sites will be too late to save green belt that has already been built on).
> J »  The two proposed new industrial sites will also be on Green Belt land.
= The older component of our population is said by the Council to be a block on the release of “previously
owned homes” but there are no proposals to release the blockage by requiring the provision of smaller
homes in develepments like Coachman’s Court (Rochford, Sheltered/Wardened Flats for over 55's).

2. No justification or consultation regarding how the proposed total of 3,800 new homes has been calculated.
The council turned down a motion from two members in this regard. This lack of consultation and
inconsistency means the proposals are unsound.

* There is now no proposed development proposed for Rayleigh over the first 15 years yet, according to
the published Core Strategy (para 2.38 page 30), the greatest demand for housing is in Rayleigh at 44.4%
of the District’s total. There is something wrong here,

= Have the alternatives been properly evaluated and evidenced?

3. Lack of appropriate infrastructure and the distributed approach negates economies of scale. Existing 'back of
a fag packet’ [RDC/ECC quote] estimates of £50-75M are unsubstantiated (and could increase) but still
equate to £14/21K standard charges per dwelling. Is this viable, particularly for "Affordable Housing" and
sustainable?

4. Development proposals for the first phase are concentrated in the centre of the district where the
infrastructure, based on historical country lanes, cannot cope with existing traffic — there are a number of
bottlenecks across this part of the District and being systemic in nature will not be improved by the relatively
small improvements provided by the developments proposed.

e There is no evidence that the consolidated impact of all the various developments on highways has been
assessed and no consideration appears to have been given to mapping highways improvements to the
housing phasing. Access road improvements in the West have been delayed until end of programme,
resulting in road chaos for years.

*  As with other environmental issues, the capacity of the highways network should be assessed formally
with consideration of the cumulative effects of other developments,

The highways plan is unsound and not sustainable.

5. The Core Strategy only takes into account Flood risk identified by the Enviromental Agency which is flovial
based (tidal) and does not take into account Surface Water flooding risk. This is despite the fact that majority
of flooding in the area has been caused by the latter or a combination of both. It is wrong for the Core
Strategy to only consider Flovial flood risk. The Core Strategy is therefore unsound.
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6. Gypsy sites - the proposals provide for 14 pitches by 2014 but no indication is given of where these should

be sited. This issue has caused a lot of concern to many residents who favour a single, manageable site in a
location with good road access and all appropriate services and the proposals are unsound and, probably,
unsustainable.

» Gypsy/Traveller sites must be positioned in locations that have the best access to transport links and
services, It is essential that any gypsy/traveller site developments are matched by appropriate
infrastructure such as established road networks, water / gas / electric supply, mains sewerage, access for
refuse / recycling collection, and access to healthcare and schools.

s The choice of a suitable site(s) must ensure that such communities can be appropriately integrated, and
promote the right level of community cohesion for these people. Inappropriate location of Gypsies and
Travellers would not bring about desired cohesion, and if a poor choice is made by the Council this could
lead to exactly the opposite and disharmonious relationships between communities and the local
community would transpire.

» In the light of the above, and in line with previous recommendations, if it is decided that Gypsies and
Travellers must be accommodated on ‘official’ sites, then such sites are best suited to the west of the
district. Any loss of countryside, greenbelt and open spaces in and around Hockley is considered
unacceptable when there are known alternative locations that would be better suit mutual Council and
Traveller needs.

7. The last consultation on the DPD Allocations was in April and is believed to have ‘attracted’ a record level of
responses but has not even been considered by the council 6 months later, Revised proposals have now been
made on aspects covered by the DPD. Similarly, proposals for Hockley Village Centre have been repeatedly
rejected but are still included. This reflects the generally inadequate consultation during the entire process
and means the Core Strategy is undemocratic and consequently the proposals are unsound.

Printed by 4edge Limited. Hockley. www.4edge.co.uk
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Hockley & Hawkwell Residents As
Consultation October 2010
If you agree, please complete and post t
consuit netidf gr email to planning.policy

sociations Core Strategy w
his letter (or alternatively input this or your own version to RDC at htip://rochford. idi-
rochford.gov.uk) to.

2 202006
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To Planning Department Rochford District Council, Freepost CL1858, South Street, Rochford 5S4 1BW

Core Strategy Consultation October/November 2010
I"We wish to register the following objections regarding the above censultation: The Core Strategy is unsound for the following
reasons.

1 No justification or consuliation regarding how the proposed total of 3800 new homes has been calculated. Some councils have
abandoned extensive redevelopment plans. The Council turned down some Members’ proposal to review housing needs over time,
instead of fixing these to 2034. Lack of consultation and inconsistency means Council's proposed housing numbers are unsound.
o There is now no proposed development for Rayleigh over the first 15 years yet, according to the published Core Strategy
{para.2.38,p.30) Rayleigh has the greatest demand for housing at 44.4% of District total. There is something wrong here.

2 Development proposals for the first phase are concentrated in the centre of the district where infrastructure, based on historical
country lanes, cannct cope with existing traffic: there are a number of bottlenecks across this part of the District and, being systemic
in nature, will not be improved by relatively small improvements provided by proposed devetopments.

« There is no evidence that the consolidated impact of all the various developments on highways has been assessed and no
consideration appears to have been given to mapping highways improvements to the housing phasing. Access road
improvements in the west have been delayed until end of programme, resulting in road chaos for years.

«  As with other environmental issues, the capacity of the highways network should be assessed formally with consideration of
the cumuiative effects of other developments. :

The highways plan is unsound and unsustainable.

3.Proposals to build on Greenbelt have not been properly evaluated: there is no evidence that the Council has undertaken a
comprehensive assessment of the impact of Core Strategy locations. Amended proposals still result in 67% of new build being on
Greenbelt.

«  At4.9, Tier Settlements, Hockley/Hawkwell and Rochford/Ashingdon are joined at Tier 1 with Rayleigh, always an urban
settlement, with Rochford second. But Hockley, Hawkwell and Ashingdon are separated by Greenbelt. Numbers in H2
suggest a proporiion of this will be eradicated and above 3 village settlements become a conurbation. There is no
justification for this variance from govemnment Greenbelt policy.

« The 2 proposed new industriai sites will also be on Greenbelt.

4.Lack of appropriate infrastructure and distributed approach negates economies of scale. Existing estimates of £50-75 million are
not substantiated and might even increase, but anyway equate to £14/21 thousand standard charges per dwelling. Is this viable,
particularly for ‘affordable’ housing and sustainable? .

5 The Core Strategy takes into account Environmental Agency estimate of Tidal fiood risk, ignoring Surface Water flood risk. The
majority of floading in the area is caused by the latter, or combination of both. Sc Core Strategy is unsound.

6.Gypsy, Traveller sites: Core Strategy proposes 14 pitches by 2014, but no defined sites. Residents prefer:
«  one site with good infrastructure: road, water, gas, electricity, sewerage, refusefrecycling collection, access to healthcare

and schools.
« A suitable site must promote community cohesion for these people, or there will be inharmonious relations between them

and the local community.
. If‘official sites are proposed, following eariier recommendations, sites should be to west of the district. Loss of countryside,
greenbelt, open spaces infaround Hockley is rejected, when known locations to suit both Council and Traveller needs are

available.

7 The April 2010 DPD Allocations consultation is believed to have ‘aitracted’ record responses, but has been ingnored by the Qouncil
6 months later. Revised proposais on the DPD are now made, but repeatedly rejected plans for Hockley Village Centre are still
included. This shows the inadequate consultation during the entire process and means the Core Strategy is undemocratic and

consequently its osals are unsound.
Signed _ .................

I Y, B BN
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To Planning Department, Rochford District Council, Freepost CL 1858, South St, Rochford, SS4 1BW
Core Strategy Consultation Oct/Nov 2010 R”—F’ Ab336

I/we wish to register the following objections regarding the above consultation:

1. The Core Strategy is unsound because proposals to build on the Green Belt have not been properly evaluated;
are contrary to government policy and alternatives not evaluated. There is no justification for this variance
from government policy.

» There is no evidence that the Council has undertaken a comprehensive and detailed (in planning terms)
comparative assessment of the impact of the CS Locations. Were the alternatives put forward under the
"Call for Sites" properly evaluated and evidenced?

s Para 4.23 of the published Core Strategy states that the Council will prioritise the redevelopment of
brownfield sites but the amended proposals still result in 67% of new dwellings being on greenbelt land
(and any windfall sites will be too late to save green belt that has already been built on).

= The two proposed new industrial sites will also be on Green Belt land.

= The older component of our population is said by the Council to be a block on the retease of “previously
owned homes™ but there are no proposals to release the blockage by requiring the provision of smaller

‘ homes in developments like Coachman’s Court (Rochford, Sheltered/Wardened Flats for over 55's),

2. No justification or consultation regarding how the proposed total of 3,800 new homes has been calculated.
The council turned down a motion from two members in this regard. This lack of consultation and
inconsistency means the proposals are unsound.
»  There is now no proposed development proposed for Rayleigh over the first 15 years yet, according to
the published Core Strategy (para 2.38 page 30), the greatest demand for housing is in Rayleigh at 44.4%
of the District’s total. There is something wrong here.
! = Have the alternatives been properly evaluated and evidenced?

3. Lack of appropriate infrastructure and the distributed approach negates economies of scale. Existing 'back of
a fag packet' [RDC/ECC quote] estimates of £50-75M are unsubstantiated (and could increase) but stiil
equate to £14/21X standard charges per dwelling. Is this viable, particularly for "Affordable Housing" and
sustainable?

4, Development proposals for the first phase are concentrated in the centre of the district where the
infrastructure, based on historical country lanes, cannot cope with existing traffic — there are a number of
bottlenecks across this part of the District and being systemic in nature will not be improved by the relatively
small improvements provided by the developments proposed.

e There is no evidence that the consolidaied impact of all the various developments on highways has been
assessed and no consideration appears to have been given to mapping highways improvements to the
housing phasing. Access road improvements in the West have been delayed until end of programme,
resulting in road chaos for years.

» As with other environmental issues, the capacity of the highways network should be assessed formally
with consideration of the cumulative effects of other developments.

The highways plan is unsound and not sustainable.

‘ 5. The Core Strategy only takes into account Flood risk identified by the Enviromental Agency which is flovial
| based (tidal) and does not take into account Surface Water flooding risk. This is despite the fact that majority
: of flooding in the area has been caused by the latter or a combination of both. It is wrong for the Core
Strategy to only consider Flovial flood risk. The Core Strategy is therefore unsound.
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6. (ypsy sites - the proposals provide for 14 pitches by 2014 but no indication is given of where these should
be sited. This issue has caused a lot of concern to many residents who favour a single, manageable site in a
location with good road access and all appropriate services and the proposals are unsound and, probably,
unsustainable.

Gypsy/Traveller sites must be positioned in locations that have the best access to transport links and
services. It is essential that any gypsy/traveller site developments are matched by appropriate
infrastructure such as established road networks, water / gas / electric supply, mains sewerage, access for
refuse / recycling collection, and access to healthcare and schools.

The choice of a suitable site(s) must ensure that such communities can be appropriately integrated, and
promote the right level of community cohesion for these people. Inappropriate location of Gypsies and
Travellers would not bring about desired cohesion, and if a poor choice is made by the Council this could
lead to exactly the opposite and disharmonious relationships between communities and the local
community would transpire.

In the light of the above, and in line with previous recommendations, if it is decided that Gypsies and
Travellers must be accommeodated on ‘official’ sites, then such sites are best suited to the west of the
district. Any loss of countryside, greenbelt and open spaces in and around Hockley is considered
unacceptable when there are known alternative locations that would be better suit mutual Council and
Traveller needs.

7. The last consultation on the DPD Allocations was in April and is believed to have 'attracted' a record level of
responses but has not even been considered by the council 6 months later. Revised proposals have now been
made on aspects covered by the DPD. Similarly, proposals for Hockley Village Centre have been repeatedly
rejected but are still included. This reflects the generally inadequate consultation during the entire process
and means the Core Strategy is undemocratic and consequently the proposals are unsound.

Address

Date

Printed by 4edge Limited. Hockley. www.4edge.co.nk




Rep No 26337

To Planning Department, Rochford District Council, Freepost CL 1858, South St, Rochford, $§4 1BW

Core Strategy Consultation Oct/Nov 2010 Rep 8357

Lz wish to register the following objections regarding the above consultation:

1.

The Core Strategy is unsound because proposals to build on the Green Belt have not been properly evaluated,
are contrary to government policy and alternatives not evaluated. There is no justification for this variance
from government policy.

* There is no evidence that the Council has undertaken a comprehensive and detailed (in planning terms)
comparative assessment of the impact of the CS Locations. Were the alternatives put forward under the
"Call for Sites” properly evaluated and evidenced?

= Para4.23 of the published Core Strategy states that the Council will prioritise the redevelopment of
brownfield sites but the amended proposals still result in 67% of new dwellings being on greenbelt land
(and any windfall sites will be too late to save green belt that has already been built on).

*  The two proposed new industrial sites will also be on Green Belt land.

= The older component of our population is said by the Council to be a block on the release of “previously
owned homes” but there are no proposals to release the blockage by requiring the provision of smaller
homes in developments like Coachman’s Court (Rochford, Sheltered/Wardened Flats for over 55's).

No justification or consultation regarding how the proposed total of 3,800 new homes has been calculated.

The coungeil turned down a motion from two members in this regard, This lack of consultation and

inconsistency means the proposals are unsound.

= There is now no proposed development proposed for Rayleigh over the first 15 years yet, according to
the published Core Strategy (para 2.38 page 30), the greatest demand for housing is in Rayleigh at 44.4%
of the District’s total. There is something wrong here.

» Have the alternatives been properly evaluated and evidenced?

Lack of appropriate infrastructure and the distributed approach negates economies of scale. Existing 'back ¢f
a fag packet' [RDC/ECC quote] estimates of £50-75M are unsubstantiated {and could increase) but still
equate to £14/21K standard charges per dwelling. Is this viable, particularly for "Affordable Housing" and
sustainable?

Development proposals for the first phase are concentrated in the centre of the district where the
infrastructure, based on historical country lanes, cannot cope with existing traffic — there are a number of
bottlenecks across this part of the District and being systemic in nature will not be improved by the relatively
small improvements provided by the developments proposed.

e ‘There is no evidence that the consolidated impact of all the various developments on highways has been
assessed and no consideration appears to have been given to mapping highways improvements to the
housing phasing. Access road improvements in the West have been delayed until end of programme,
resulting in road chaos for years.

e  As with other environmental issues, the capacity of the highways network should be assessed formally
with consideration of the cumulative effects of other developments.

The highways plan is unsound and not sustainable.

The Core Strategy only takes into account Flood risk identified by the Enviromental Agency which is flovial
based (tidal) and does not take into account Surface Water flooding risk. This is despite the fact that majority
of flooding in the area has been caused by the latter or a combination of both. It is wrong for the Core
Strategy to only consider Flovial flood risk. The Core Strategy is therefore unsound.

Cont’d




Rep No 26337

6. Gypsy sites - the proposals provide for 14 pitches by 2014 but no indication is given of where these should
be sited. This issue has caused a lot of concern to many residents who favour a single, manageable site in a
location with good road access and all appropriate services and the proposals are unsound and, probably,
unsustainable.

« Gypsy/Traveller sites must be positioned in locations that have the best access to transport links and
services. It is essential that any gypsy/traveller site developments are matched by appropriate
infrastructure such as established road networks, water / gas / electric supply, mains sewerage, access for
refuse / recycling collection, and access to healthcare and schools.

» The choice of a suitable site(s) must ensure that such communities can be appropriately integrated, and
promote the right level of community cohesion for these people. Inappropriate location of Gypsies and
Travellers would not bring about desired cohesion, and if a poor choice is made by the Council this could
lead to exactly the opposite and disharmonious relationships between communities and the local
community would transpire.

s In the light of the above, and in line with previous recommendations, if it is decided that Gypsies and
Travellers must be accommodated on ‘official’ sites, then such sites are best suited to the west of the
district. Any loss of countryside, greenbelt and open spaces in and around Hockley is considered
unacceptable when there are known alternative locations that would be better suit mutual Council and
Traveller needs.

7. The last consultation on the DPD Allocations was in April and is believed to have 'attracted' a record level of
responses but has not even been considered by the council 6 months later. Revised proposals have now been
made on aspects covered by the DPD. Similarly, proposals for Hockley Village Centre have been repeatedly
rejecied but are still included. This reflects the gencrally inadequate consultation during the entire process
and means the Core Strategy is undemocratic and consequently the proposals are unsound,

Signed

Name

Address

Date

Printed by 4edge Limited. Hockley. www.4edge.co.uk
_______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________|
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To Planning Department, Rochford District Council, Freepost CL1858, South Street, Rochford $54 1BW Ew
To Planning Department, Rochford District Councl, LIee008. X K00 neo 262472

Core Strategy Consultation October/November 2010
\We wish to register the following objections regarding the above consuitation: The Core Strategy is unsound for the following
reasons.

1.No justification or consuitation regarding how the proposed totat of 3800 new homes has been caiculated. Some councils have
abandened extensive redevelopment plans. The Council tumed down some Members’ proposal to review housing needs over time,
instead of fixing these to 2034. Lack of consultation and inconsistency means Council's proposed housing numbers are unscund.
s There is now no proposed development for Rayleigh over the first 15 years yet, according to the published Core Strategy
{para.2.38,p.30) Rayleigh has the greatest demand for housing at 44.4% of District total. There is something wrong here.

2 Development proposals for the first phase are concentrated in the centre of the district where infrastructure, based on historical
country lanes, cannot cope with existing traffic: there are a number of bottlenecks across this part of the District and, being systemic
in nature, will not be improved by relatively small improvements provided by proposed developments. .

« There is no evidence that the consolidated impact of all the various developments on highways has been assessed and no
consideration appears to have been given to mapping highways improvements to the housing phasing. Access road
improvements in the west have been delayed until end of programme, resulting in road chaos for years.

« As with other environmental issues, the capacity of the highways network should be assessed formally with consideration of
the cumulaiive effects of ather deveiopments.

The highways plan is unsound and unsustainable.

3.Proposals to build on Greenbelt have not been properly evaluated: there is no evidence that the Council has undertaken a
comprehensive assessment of the impact of Core Strategy locations. Amended proposals still result in 67% of new build being on
Greenbelt.

« At 4.9, Tier Settlements, Hockley/Hawkwell and Rochford/Ashingdon are joined at Tier 1 with Rayleigh, always an urban
settlement, with Rochford second. But Hockley, Hawkwell and Ashingdon are separated by Greenbelt. Numbers in H2
suggest a proportion of this will be eradicated and above 3 village settiements become a conurpation. There is no
justification for this variance from government Greenbelt policy.

e The 2 proposed new industrial sites will also be on Greenbeit.

4.Lack of appropriate infrastructure and distributed approach negates economies of scaie. Existing estimates of £50-75 million are
not substantiated and might even increase, but anyway equate to £1 4/21 thousand standard charges per dwelling. Is this viable,
particularty for ‘affordable’ housing and sustainable?

5.The Core Strategy takes into account Environmental Agency estimate of Tidal flood risk, ignoring Surface Water flood risk. The
majonity of fiooding in the area is caused by the latter, or combination of both. So Core Strategy is unsound.

6.Gypsy, Traveller sites: Core Strategy proposes 14 pitches by 2014, but no defined sites. Residents prefer:
e one site with good infrastructure: road, water, gas, electricity, sewerage, refuselrecycling collection, access 1o healthcare
and schools.
e A suitable site must promote community cohesion for these people, or there will be inharmonious relations between them
and the local community.
« If‘official sites are proposed, following earlier recommendations, sites should be to west of the district. Loss of countryside,
greenbelt, open spaces infaround Hockley is rejected, when known locations to suit both Council and Traveller needs are
available.

7.The Aprit 2010 DPD Allocations consultation is believed to have ‘attracted’ record responses, but has been ingnored by the Qouncil
& months later. Revised proposals on the DPD are now made, but repeatedly rejected pians for Hockley Village Centre are still
included. This shows the inadequate consultation during the entire process and means the Core Strategy 18 undemocratic and
Is are unsound.
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To Planning Department, Rochford District Council, Freepost CL1858, South Street Rochford $S4 1BW

Core Strateqy Consultation October/November 2010
I/We wish to register the following objections regarding the above consultation: The Core Strategy is unsound for the following
reasons.

1.No justification or consultation regarding how the proposed total of 3800 new homes has been calculated. Some councils have
abandoned extensive redevelopment plans. The Coungcil turned down some Members'’ proposal to review housing needs over time,
instead of fixing these 10 2034. Lack of consultation and inconsistency means Council's proposed housing numbers are unsound.
« There is now no proposed development for Rayleigh over the first 15 years yel, according to the published Core Strategy
(para.2.38,p.30) Rayleigh has the greatest demand for housing at 44.4% of District total. There is something wrong here

2 Development proposals for the first phase are concentrated in the centre of the district where infrastructure, based on historical
country lanes, cannot cope with existing traffic. there are a number of bottlenecks across this part of the District and, being systemic
in nature. will not be improved by relatively small improvements provided by proposed developments.

. There is no evidence that the consolidated impact of all the various developments on highways has been assessed and no
consideraticn appears to have been given to mapping highways improvements to the housing phasing. Access road
improvements in the west have been delayed until end of programme, resulting in road chaos for years.

« As with other environmental issues, the capacity of the highways network should be assessed formally with consideration of
the cumulative effects of other developments.

The highwags plan is unsound and unsustainable

3.Proposals to build on Greenbelt have not been properly evaluated: there is no evidence that the Council has undertaken a
comprehensive assessment of the impact of Core Strategy locations. Amended proposals sfill result in 67% of new puild being on
Greenbelt.

e« Al 4.9, Tier Settlements, Hockley/Hawkwell and Rochford/Ashingdon are joined at Tier 1 with Rayleigh, always an urban
settlement, with Rochford second But Hockley, Hawkwell and Ashingdon are separated by Greenbelt. Numbers in H2
suggest a proportion of this will be eradicated and above 3 village settlements become a conurbation. There is no
justification for this variance from government Greenbelt policy

e« The 2 proposed new industrial sites will also be on Greenbelt

4 | ack of appropriate infrastructure and distributed approach negates economies of scale. Existing estimates of £50-75 million are
not substantiated and might even increase, but anyway equate o £14/21 thousand standard charges per dweliing. Is this viable.

particularly for ‘affordable’ housing and sustainable?

5 The Core Strategy takes into account Environmental Agency estimate of Tidal flood risk, ignoring Surface Water flood risk. The

majority of flooding in the area is caused by the latter, or combination of both. So Core Strategy is unsound.

6.Gypsy, Traveller sites: Core Strategy proposes 14 pitches by 2014, but no defined sites. Residents prefer:
« one site with good infrastructure: road, water, gas, electricity, sewerage, refuse/recycling collection, access to healthcare
and schools.
« A suitable site must promote community cohesion for these people, or there will be inh

and the local community.
. |f'official sites are proposed, following earlier recommendations, sites should be to west of the district. Loss of countryside

greenbeil, open spaces infaround Hockley is rejected, when known locations to suit both Council and Traveller needs are

available.

armonious relations between them

7 The April 2010 DPD Allocations consultation is believed to have ‘attracted’ record responses, but has been ingnored by the Council
ockley Village Centre are still

rategy is undemacratic and

& months later. Revised proposals on the DPD are now made, but repeatedly rejected plans for H
included. This shows the inadequate consultation during the entire process and means the Core St
consequently s proposals are uns pund.

Signed

Name

Address

Date
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To Planning Department, Rochford District Council, Freepost CL1858, South St, Rochford, SS4 1BW

Core Strategy Consultation Oct/Nov 2010 ’KA(‘? w LSl L

I/we wish to register the following objections regarding the above consultation:

1.

The Core Strategy is unsound because proposals to build on the Green Belt have not been properly evaluated;
are contrary to government policy and alternatives not evaluated. There is no justification for this variance
from government policy.

» There is no evidence that the Council has undertaken a comprehensive and detailed (in planning terms)
comparative assessment of the impact of the CS Locations. Were the alternatives put forward under the
"Call for Sites" properly evaluated and evidenced?

= Para 4.23 of the published Core Strategy states that the Council will prioritise the redevelopment of
brownfield sites but the amended proposals still result in 67% of new dwellings being on greenbelt land
(and any windfall sites will be too late to save green belt that has already been built on).

= The two proposed new industrial sites will also be on Green Belt land.

»  The older component of our population is said by the Council to be a block on the release of “previously
owned homes” but there are no proposals to release the blockage by requiring the provision of smaller
homes in developments like Coachman’s Court (Rochford, Sheltered/Wardened Flats for over 55's).

No justification or consultation regarding how the proposed total of 3,800 new homes has been calculated.
The council turned down a motion from two members in this regard. This lack of consultation and
inconsistency means the proposals are unsound.

* There is now no proposed development proposed for Rayleigh over the first 15 years yet, according to
the published Core Strategy (para 2.38 page 30), the greatest demand for housing is in Rayleigh at 44.4%
of the District’s total. There is something wrong here.

* Have the alternatives been properly evaluated and evidenced?

Lack of appropriate infrastructure and the distributed approach negates economies of scale. Existing 'back of
a fag packet' [RDC/ECC quote] estimates of £50-75M are unsubstantiated (and could increase) but still
equate to £14/21K standard charges per dwelling. Is this viable, particularly for "Affordable Housing” and
sustainable?

Development preposals for the first phase are concentrated in the centre of the district where the
infrastructure, based on historical country lanes, cannot cope with existing traffic — there are a number of
bottlenecks across this part of the District and being systemic in nature will not be improved by the relatively
small improvements provided by the developments proposed.

e There is no evidence that the consolidated impact of all the various developments on highways has been
assessed and no consideration appears to have been given to mapping highways improvements to the
housing phasing. Access road improvements in the West have been delayed until end of programme,
resulting in road chaos for years.

e As with other environmental issues, the capacity of the highways network should be assessed formally
with consideration of the cumulative effects of other developments.

The highways plan is unsound and not sustainable.

The Core Strategy only takes into account Flood risk identified by the Enviromental Agency which is flovial
based (tidal) and does not take into account Surface Water flooding risk. This is despite the fact that majority
of flooding in the area has been caused by the latter or a combination of both. It is wrong for the Core
Strategy to only consider Flovial flood risk. The Core Strategy is therefore unsound.

Cont’d




Rep No 26361

6. Gypsy sites - the proposals provide for 14 pitches by 2014 but no indication is given of where these should
be sited. This issue has caused a lot of concern to many residents who favour a single, manageable site in a

Signed

Name

Address

Date

location with good road access and all appropriate services and the proposals are unsound and, probably,
unsustainable,

Gypsy/Traveller sites must be positioned in locations that have the best access to transport links and
services. It is essential that any gypsy/traveller site developments are matched by appropriate
infrastructure such as established road networks, water / gas / electric supply, mains sewerage, access for
refuse / recycling collection, and access to healthcare and schools.

The choice of a suitable site(s) must ensure that such communities can be appropriately integrated, and
promote the right level of community cohesion for these people. Inappropriate location of Gypsies and
Travellers would not bring about desired cohesion, and if a poor choice is made by the Council this could
tead to exacily the opposite and disharmonious relationships between communities and the local
community would transpire.

In the light of the above, and in line with previous recommendations, if it is decided that Gypsies and
Travellers must be accommodated on ‘official’ sites, then such sites are best suited to the west of the
district. Any loss of countryside, greenbelt and open spaces in and around Hockley is considered
unacceptable when there are known alternative locations that would be better suit mutual Council and
Traveller needs.

7. The last consultation on the DPD Allocations was in April and is believed to have "attracted’ a record level of
responses but has not even been considered by the council 6 months later. Revised proposals have now been
made on aspects covered by the DPD. Similarly, proposals for Hockley Village Centre have been repeatedly
rejected but are still included. This reflects the generally inadequate consultation during the entire process
and means the Core Strategy is undemocratic and consequently the proposals are unsound.

Printed by 4edge Limited, Hockley. www.4edge.co.uk
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To Planning Department, Rochford District Council, Freepost CL1858, South St, Rochford, 884 1BW

g 2
Core Strategy Consultation Oct/Nov 2010 Cep oo L b5b2 [
I/we wish to register the following objections regarding the above consultation: Zl(/ %L’ é

1. The Core Strategy is unsound because proposals to build on the Green Belt have not been properly evaluated,;
are contrary to government policy and alternatives not evaluated. There is no justification for this variance
from government policy.

* There is no evidence that the Council has undertaken a comprehensive and detailed (in planning terms)
comparative assessment of the impact of the CS Locations. Were the alternatives put forward under the
"Call for Sites" properly evaluated and evidenced?

« Para 4.23 of the published Core Strategy states that the Council will prioritise the redevelopment of
brownfield sites but the amended proposals still result in 67% of new dwellings being on greenbelt land
(and any windfall sites will be too late to save green belt that has already been built on).

* The two proposed new industrial sites will also be on Green Belt land.

= The older component of our population is said by the Council to be a block on the release of “previously
owned homes” but there are no proposals to release the blockage by requiring the provision of smaller
homes in developments like Coachman’s Court (Rochford, Sheltered/Wardened Flats for over 55's).

2. No justification or consultation regarding how the proposed total of 3,800 new homes has been calculated.
The council turned down a motion from two members in this regard. This lack of consultation and
inconsistency means the proposals are unsound.

» There is now no proposed development proposed for Rayleigh over the first 15 years yet, according to
the published Core Strategy (para 2.38 page 30), the greatest demand for housing is in Rayleigh at 44.4%
of the District’s total. There is something wrong here.

* Have the alternatives been properly evaluated and evidenced?

3. Lack of appropriate infrastructure and the distributed approach negates economies of scale. Existing 'back of
a fag packet' [RDC/ECC quote] estimates of £50-75M are unsubstantiated (and could increase) but still
equate to £14/21K standard charges per dwelling. Is this viable, particularly for "Affordable Housing" and
sustainable?

4, Development proposals for the first phase are concentrated in the centre of the district where the
infrastructure, based on historical country lanes, cannot cope with existing traffic — there are a number of
bottlenecks across this part of the District and being systemic in nature will not be improved by the relatively
small improvements provided by the developments proposed.

e There is no evidence that the consolidated impact of all the various developments on highways has been
assessed and no consideration appears to have been given to mapping highways improvements to the
housing phasing. Access road improvements in the West have been delayed until end of programme,
resulting in road chaos for years.

s As with other environmental issues, the capacity of the highways network should be assessed formally
with consideration of the cumulative effects of other developments.

The highways plan is unsound and not sustainable.

5. The Core Strategy only takes into account Floed risk identified by the Enviromental Agency which is flovial
based (tidal) and does not take into account Surface Water flooding risk. This is despite the fact that majority
of flooding in the area has been caused by the latter or a combination of both. It is wrong for the Core
Strategy to only consider Flovial flood risk. The Core Strategy is therefore unsound.

Cont’d




Rep No 26362

6. Gypsy sites - the proposals provide for 14 pitches by 2014 but no indication is given of where these should
be sited. This issue has caused a lot of concern to many residents who favour a single, manageable site in a
location with good road access and all appropriate services and the proposals are unsound and, probably,
unsustainable.

s  Gypsy/Traveller sites must be positioned in locations that have the best access to transport links and
services. It is essential that any gypsy/traveller site developments are matched by appropriate
infrastructure such as established road networks, water / gas / electric supply, mains sewerage, access for
refuse / recycling collection, and access to healthcare and schools.

» The choice of a suitable site(s) must ensure that such communities can be appropriately integrated, and
promote the right level of community cohesion for these people. Inappropriate location of Gypsies and
Travellers would not bring about desired cohesion, and if a poor choice is made by the Council this coutd
lead to exactly the opposite and disharmonious relationships between communities and the local
community would transpire.

+ In the light of the above, and in line with previous recommendations, if it is decided that Gypsies and
Travellers must be accommodated on ‘official’ sites, then such sites are best suited to the west of the
district. Any loss of countryside, greenbelt and open spaces in and around Hockley is considered
unacceptable when there are known alternative locations that would be better suit mutual Council and
Traveller needs.

7. The last consultation on the DPD Allocations was in April and is believed to have 'attracted’ a record level of
responses but has not even been considered by the council 6 months later. Revised proposals have now been
made on aspects covered by the DPD. Similarly, proposals for Hockley Village Centre have been repeatedly
rejected but are still included. This reflects the generally inadequate consultation during the entire process
and means the Core Strategy is undemocratic and consequently the proposals are unsound.

Signed

Name

Address

Date

Printed by 4edge Limited. Hockley. www.4edge.co.uk




Rep No 26363

To Planning Department, Rochford District Council, Freepost CL1858, South St, Rochford, 884 1BW

g 2
Core Strategy Consultation Oct/Nov 2010 Cep oo L b5b2 [
I/we wish to register the following objections regarding the above consultation: Zl(/ %L’ é

1. The Core Strategy is unsound because proposals to build on the Green Belt have not been properly evaluated,;
are contrary to government policy and alternatives not evaluated. There is no justification for this variance
from government policy.

* There is no evidence that the Council has undertaken a comprehensive and detailed (in planning terms)
comparative assessment of the impact of the CS Locations. Were the alternatives put forward under the
"Call for Sites" properly evaluated and evidenced?

« Para 4.23 of the published Core Strategy states that the Council will prioritise the redevelopment of
brownfield sites but the amended proposals still result in 67% of new dwellings being on greenbelt land
(and any windfall sites will be too late to save green belt that has already been built on).

* The two proposed new industrial sites will also be on Green Belt land.

= The older component of our population is said by the Council to be a block on the release of “previously
owned homes” but there are no proposals to release the blockage by requiring the provision of smaller
homes in developments like Coachman’s Court (Rochford, Sheltered/Wardened Flats for over 55's).

2. No justification or consultation regarding how the proposed total of 3,800 new homes has been calculated.
The council turned down a motion from two members in this regard. This lack of consultation and
inconsistency means the proposals are unsound.

» There is now no proposed development proposed for Rayleigh over the first 15 years yet, according to
the published Core Strategy (para 2.38 page 30), the greatest demand for housing is in Rayleigh at 44.4%
of the District’s total. There is something wrong here.

* Have the alternatives been properly evaluated and evidenced?

3. Lack of appropriate infrastructure and the distributed approach negates economies of scale. Existing 'back of
a fag packet' [RDC/ECC quote] estimates of £50-75M are unsubstantiated (and could increase) but still
equate to £14/21K standard charges per dwelling. Is this viable, particularly for "Affordable Housing" and
sustainable?

4, Development proposals for the first phase are concentrated in the centre of the district where the
infrastructure, based on historical country lanes, cannot cope with existing traffic — there are a number of
bottlenecks across this part of the District and being systemic in nature will not be improved by the relatively
small improvements provided by the developments proposed.

e There is no evidence that the consolidated impact of all the various developments on highways has been
assessed and no consideration appears to have been given to mapping highways improvements to the
housing phasing. Access road improvements in the West have been delayed until end of programme,
resulting in road chaos for years.

s As with other environmental issues, the capacity of the highways network should be assessed formally
with consideration of the cumulative effects of other developments.

The highways plan is unsound and not sustainable.

5. The Core Strategy only takes into account Floed risk identified by the Enviromental Agency which is flovial
based (tidal) and does not take into account Surface Water flooding risk. This is despite the fact that majority
of flooding in the area has been caused by the latter or a combination of both. It is wrong for the Core
Strategy to only consider Flovial flood risk. The Core Strategy is therefore unsound.

Cont’d




Rep No 26363

6. Gypsy sites - the proposals provide for 14 pitches by 2014 but no indication is given of where these should
be sited. This issue has caused a lot of concern to many residents who favour a single, manageable site in a
location with good road access and all appropriate services and the proposals are unsound and, probably,
unsustainable.

s  Gypsy/Traveller sites must be positioned in locations that have the best access to transport links and
services. It is essential that any gypsy/traveller site developments are matched by appropriate
infrastructure such as established road networks, water / gas / electric supply, mains sewerage, access for
refuse / recycling collection, and access to healthcare and schools.

» The choice of a suitable site(s) must ensure that such communities can be appropriately integrated, and
promote the right level of community cohesion for these people. Inappropriate location of Gypsies and
Travellers would not bring about desired cohesion, and if a poor choice is made by the Council this coutd
lead to exactly the opposite and disharmonious relationships between communities and the local
community would transpire.

+ In the light of the above, and in line with previous recommendations, if it is decided that Gypsies and
Travellers must be accommodated on ‘official’ sites, then such sites are best suited to the west of the
district. Any loss of countryside, greenbelt and open spaces in and around Hockley is considered
unacceptable when there are known alternative locations that would be better suit mutual Council and
Traveller needs.

7. The last consultation on the DPD Allocations was in April and is believed to have 'attracted’ a record level of
responses but has not even been considered by the council 6 months later. Revised proposals have now been
made on aspects covered by the DPD. Similarly, proposals for Hockley Village Centre have been repeatedly
rejected but are still included. This reflects the generally inadequate consultation during the entire process
and means the Core Strategy is undemocratic and consequently the proposals are unsound.

Signed

Name

Address

Date

Printed by 4edge Limited. Hockley. www.4edge.co.uk
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To Planning Department, Rochford District Council, Freepost CL.1858, South St, Rochford, S84 1BW

Core Strategy Consultation Oct/Nov 2010 QO/P . b L4

I/we wish to register the following objections regarding the above consultation:

1.

The Core Strategy is unsound because proposals to build on the Green Belt have not been properly evaluated,;
are contrary to government policy and alternatives not evaluated. There is no justification for this variance
from government policy.

*  There is no evidence that the Council has undertaken a comprehensive and detailed (in planning terms)
comparative assessment of the impact of the CS Locations. Were the alternatives put forward under the
"Call for Sites" properly evaluated and evidenced?

= Para 4.23 of the published Core Strategy states that the Council will prioritise the redevelopment of
brownficld sites but the amended proposals still result in 67% of new dwellings being on greenbelt land
(and any windfall sites will be too late to save green belt that has already been built on).

= The two proposed new industrial sites will also be on Green Belt land.

= The older component of our population is said by the Council to be a block on the release of “previously
owned homes” but there are no proposals to release the blockage by requiring the provision of smaller
homes in developments like Coachman’s Court (Rochford, Sheltered/Wardened Flats for over 55's).

No justification or consultation regarding how the proposed total of 3,800 new homes has been calculated.
The council turned down a motion from two members in this regard. This lack of consultation and
inconsistency means the proposals are unsound.

* There is now no proposed development proposed for Rayleigh over the first 15 years yet, according to
the published Core Strategy (para 2.38 page 30), the greatest demand for housing is in Rayleigh at 44.4%
of the District’s total. There is something wrong here.

s Have the alternatives been properly evaluated and evidenced?

Lack of appropriate infrastructure and the distributed approach negates economies of scale. Existing 'back of
a fag packet' [RDC/ECC quote] estimates of £50-75M are unsubstantiated (and could increase) but still
equate to £14/21K standard charges per dwelling. Is this viable, particularly for "Affordable Housing" and
sustainable?

Development proposals for the first phase are concentrated in the centre of the district where the
infrastructure, based on historical country lanes, cannot cope with existing traffic — there are a number of
bottlenecks across this part of the District and being systemic in nature will not be improved by the relatively
small improvements provided by the developments proposed.

o There is no evidence that the consolidated impact of all the various developments on highways has been
assessed and no consideration appears to have been given to mapping highways improvements to the
housing phasing. Access road improvements in the West have been delayed until end of programme,
resulting in road chaos for years.

s  As with other environmental issues, the capacity of the highways network should be assessed formally
with consideration of the cumulative effects of other developments.

The highways plan is unsound and not sustainable.

The Core Strategy only takes into account Flood risk identified by the Enviromental Agency which is flovial
based (tidal) and does not take into account Surface Water flooding risk. This is despite the fact that majority
of flooding in the area has been caused by the latter or a combination of both. It is wrong for the Core
Strategy to only consider Flovial flood risk. The Core Strategy is therefore unsound.

Cont’d
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e — ——— —
Gypsy sites - the proposals provide for 14 pitches by 2014 but no indication is given of where these should
be sited. This issue has caused a lot of concern to many residents who favour a single, manageable site in a
location with good road access and all appropriate services and the proposals are unsound and, probably,
unsustainable.

6.

Gypsy/Traveller sites must be positioned in locations that have the best access to transport links and
services. It is essential that any gypsy/traveller site developments are matched by appropriate
infrastructure such as established road networks, water / gas / electric supply, mains sewerage, access for
refuse / recycling collection, and access to healthcare and schools.

The choice of a suitable site(s) must ensure that such communities can be appropriately integrated, and
promote the right level of community cohesion for these people. Inappropriate location of Gypsies and
Travellers would not bring about desired cohesion, and if a poor choice is made by the Council this could
lead to exactly the opposite and disharmonious relationships between communities and the local
community would transpire.

In the light of the above, and in line with previous recommendations, if it is decided that Gypsies and
Travellers must be accommodated on ‘official’ sites, then such sites are best suited to the west of the
district. Any loss of countryside, greenbelt and open spaces in and around Hockley is considered
unacceptable when there are known alternative locations that would be better suit mutual Council and
Traveller needs.

7. The last consultation on the DPD Allocations was in April and is believed to have 'attracted' a record level of
responses but has not even been considered by the council 6 months later. Revised proposals have now been
made on aspects covered by the DPD. Similarly, proposals for Hockley Village Centre have been repeatedly
rejected but are still included. This reflects the generally inadequate consultation during the entire process
and means the Core Strategy is undemocratic and consequently the proposals are unsound.

Signed

Name

Address

Date

Printed by 4edge Limited. Hockley. www.4edge.co.uk




Rep No 26365

Core Strateqy Consultation October/November 2010

/8 wish to register the following cbjections regarding the above consuitation: The Core Strategy is unsound for the following
reasons.

1.No justification or consulitation regarding how the proposed total of 3800 new homes has been calculated. Some councils have
abandoned extensive redevelopment plans. The Coungil turned down some Members’ proposal to review housing needs over time,
instead of fixing these to 2034. Lack of consultation and inconsistency means Council's proposed housing numbers are unsound.

e There is now no proposed development for Rayleigh aver the first 15 years yet, according to the published Core Strategy

{para.2.38,p.30) Rayleigh has the greatest demand for housing at 44 4% of District total. There is something wrong here.

2. Development proposais for the first phase are concentrated in the centre of the district where infrastructure, based on historical
country lanes, cannot cope with existing traffic: there are a number of bottlenecks across this part of the District and, being systemic
‘ in nature, will not be improved by relatively small improvements provided by proposed developments. :

« There is no evidence that the consolidated impact of all the various developments on highways has been assessed and no
consideration appears to have been given to mapping highways improvements to the housing phasing. Access road
improvements in the west have been delayed until end of programme, resulting in road chaos for years.

o As with cther environmental issues, the capacity of the highways network shoulid be assessed formaly with consideration of
the cumulative effects of other developments.

The highways plan is unsound and unsustainable.

3.Proposals to build on Greenbelt have not been properly evaluated: there is no evidence that the Council has undertaken a
comprehensive assessment of the impact of Core Strategy locations. Amended proposals still resuit in 67% of new build being on
Greenbelt.

e At 4.9 Tier Setflements, Hockley/Hawkwell and Rochford/Ashingdon are joined at Tier 1 with Rayleigh, always an urban
settiement, with Rochford second. But Hockley, Hawkwell and Ashingdon are separated by Greenbelt. Numbers in H2
suggest a proportion of this will be eradicated and above 3 village setlements become a conurbation. There is no
justification for this variance from govemment Greenbelt policy.

| « The 2 proposed new industrial sites will also be on Greenbeit.

4.Lack of appropriate infrastructure and distributed approach negates economies of scale. Existing estimates of £50-75 million are
not substantiated and might even increase, but anyway equate o £1 4/21 thousand standard charges per dwelling. Is this viable,
particularly for ‘affordable’ housing and sustainable? )

5 The Core Strategy takes into account Environmental Agency estimate of Tidal flood risk, ignoring Surface Water fiood risk. The
maijority of flooding in the area is caused by the latter, or combination of both. So Core Strategy is unsound.

6.Gypsy, Traveller sites: Core Strategy proposes 14 pitches by 2014, but no defined sites. Residents prefer:
«  one site with good infrastructure: road, water, gas, electricity, sewerage, refusesrecycling coilection, access to healthcare
and schools.
« A suitable site must promote community cohesion for these people, or there will be inharmonious relations between them
and the local community.
« If‘official sites are proposed, following earlier recommendations, sites should be to west of the district. Loss of countryside,
greenbelt, open spaces injaround Hockley is rejected, when known locations to suit both Council and Traveller needs are

available.

7.The April 2010 DPD Allocations consultation is believed to have ‘attracted’ recard responses, but has been ingnored by the Qouncil
& months later. Revised proposals on the DPD are now made, but repeatedly rejected plans for Hockley Village Centre are still
included. This shows the inadequate consultation during the entire process and means the Core Strategy is undemocratic and

consequent

Signed

Name

Address

Date
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Rep No 26368

Rep No 26368

L. YOG
Rew ne. 2505
ockle Hawkwell Residents Associations — ted response to RDC Core t
Consultation Oct 2010 (NB Closing date: 5.00pm 30 November)

If you agree with our views (which are based on what you have told us), please complete and post this letter to:

To Planning Department, Rochford District Council, Freepost CL 1858, South St, Rochford. S84 1BW
Core Strategy Consultation Oct/Nov 2010

I/we wish to register the following objections regarding the above consultation:

i 1. The Core Strategy is unsound because proposals to build on the Green Belt have not been properly evaluated;

: ’ are contrary to government pelicy and alternatives not evaluated. There is noe justification for this variance

from government policy.

= There i3 no evidence that the Council has undertaken a comprehensive and detailed (in planning terms)
comparative assessment of the impact of the CS Locations. Were the alternatives put forward under the
"Call for Sites” properly cvaiuated and evidenced?

= Para 4.23 of the published Core Strategy states that the Council will prioritise the redevelopment of
brownfield sites but the amended proposals still result in 67% of new dwellings being on greenbelt land
(and any windfall sites will be too late to save green belt that has already been built on).

= The two proposed new industrial sites will also be on Green Belt land.

= The older component of our population is said by the Council to be a block on the release of “previously
owned homes” but there are no proposals to release the blockage by requiring the provision of smaller
homes in developments like Coachman’s Court (Rochford, Sheltered/Wardened Flats for over 55's).

2. No justificaticn or consultation regarding how the proposed total of 3,800 new homes has been calculated.
The council turned down a motion from two members in this regard. This lack of consultation and
inconsistency means the proposals ar¢ tnsound.
= There is now no proposed development proposed for Rayleigh over the first 15 years yet, according to

the published Core Strategy (para 2.38 page 30), the greatest demand for housing is in Rayleigh at 44.4%
of the District’s total. There is something wrong here.
= Have the altematives been properly evaluated and evidenced?

3. Lack of appropriate infrastructure and the distributed approach negates economies of scale. Existing back of
L a fag packet' [RDC/ECC quote] estimates of £50-75M are unsubstantiated {and could increase) but still
equate to £14/21K standard charges per dwelling. Is this viable, particularty for "Affordable Housing" and
sustainable?

4. Development proposals for the first phase are concentrated in the centre of the district where the
infrastructure, based on historical country Janes, cannot cope with existing traffic ~ there are a number of
bottlenecks across this part of the District and being systemic in nature will not be improved by the relatively
small improvements provided by the developments proposed.

» There is no evidence that the consolidated impact of all the various developments on highways has been
assessed and no consideration appears to have been given to mapping highways improvements to the
housing phasing. Access road improvements in the West have been delayed until end of programme,
resulting in road chaos for years.

= As with other environmental issues, the capacity of the highways netwark should be assessed formally
with consideration of the cumulative effects of other developments.

The highways plan is unsound and not sustainable.

5. The Core Strategy only takes into account Flood risk identified by the Enviromental Agency which is flovial
based {tidal) and docs not take into account Surface Water flooding risk. This is despite the fact that majority
of flooding in the area has been caused by the latter or a combination of both. It is wrong for the Core
Strategy 0 only consider Flovial flood risk. The Core Strategy is therefore unsound.

Cont’d

[




Rep No 26368

Rep No 26368

[HRA Note: You can download a more detailed version of the above hitp://www.hockleyresidents.co.uk/Other/
You can also input comments direct to the RDC system at http:/rochford.jdi-consult.net/1dff (its easier this time

as only one comments box to enter) or you can ¢’mail a copy te planning. policy@rochford gov uk

£

6. Gypsy sites - the proposals provide for 14 pitches by 2014 but no indication is given of where these should
be sited. This issue bas caused a lot of concern to many residents who favour a single, manageable site in a
location with good road access and all appropriate services and the proposals are unsound and, probably,
unsustainable.

I »  Gypsy/Traveller sites must be positioned in locations that have the best access to transport links and

services. It is essential that any gypsy/traveller site developments are matched by appropriate

' infrastructure such as estabiished road networks, water / gas / electric supply, mains sewerage, access for

refuse / recycling collection, and access to healthcare and schools.

I + The choice of a suitable site(s) must ensure that such communities cae be appropriately integrated, and

' promote the right level of community cohesion for these people. Inappropriate location of Gypsies and
Travellers would not bring about desired cohesion, and if a poot choice is made by the Council this could
lead to exactly the opposite and dishermouious relationships between communities and the local
community would transpire.

« In the light of the above, and in line with previous recommendations, if it is decided that Gypsies and
Travellers must be accommodated on ‘official’ sites, then such sites are best suited to the west of the
district. Any loss of countryside, greenbelt and open spaces in and around Hockley is considered
unacceptable when there are known alternative locations that would be better suit mutual Council and
Traveller needs.

7. The last consultation on the DPD Allocations was in April and is believed to have 'attracted' a record level of

responses but has not even been considered by the council 6 months later. Revised proposals have now been
| made on aspects covered by the DPD. Similarly, proposals for Hockley Village Centre have been repeatedly
' rejected but are still included. This reflects the generally inadequate comsultation during the entire process
and means the Core Strategy is undemocratic and consequently the proposals are unsound.

Signed
Name

Address

Date

Printed by dedge Lirhited. Hockley. www 4edge.co.nk




Rep No 26369

¢ p. o sl

Hockley & Hawkwell Residents Associations — suggested response to RDC Core Strategy
Consultation Oct 2010 (NB Closing date: 5.00pm 30 November)

If you agreg,with our views (which are based on what you have told us), please complete and post this letter to:

To Planning Department, Rochford District Council, Freepost CL.1858, South St, Rochford, SS4 1BW

Core Strateoy Consultation Oct/Nov 2010

I/we wish to register the following objections regarding the above consultation:

1.

The Core Strategy is unsound because proposals to build on the Green Belt have not been properly evaluated;
are contrary to government policy and alternatives not evaluated. There is no justification for this variance
from government policy.

= There is no evidence that the Council has undertaken a comprehensive and detailed (in planning terms)
comparative assessment of the impact of the CS Locations. Were the alternatives put forward under the
"Call for Sites" properly evaluated and evidenced?

"  Para 4.23 of the published Core Strategy states that the Council will prioritise the redevelopment of
brownfield sites but the amended proposals still result in 67% of new dwellings being on greenbelt land
(and any windfall sites will be too late to save green belt that has already been built on).

= The two proposed new industrial sites will also be on Green Belt land.

= The older component of our population is said by the Council to be a block on the release of “previously
owned homes” but there are no proposals to release the blockage by requiring the provision of smaller
homes in developments like Coachman’s Court (Rochford, Sheltered/Wardened Flats for over 55%).

No justification or consultation regarding how the proposed total of 3,800 new homes has been calculated.

The council turned down a motion from two members in this regard. This lack of consultation and

inconsistency means the proposals are unsound.

= There is now no proposed development proposed for Rayleigh over the first 15 years yet, according to
the published Core Strategy (para 2.38 page 30), the greatest demand for housing is in Rayleigh at 44.4%
of the District’s total. There is something wrong here.

» Have the alternatives been properly evaluated and evidenced?

Lack of appropriate infrastructure and the distributed approach negates economies of scale. Existing 'back of
a fag packet' [RDC/ECC quote] estimates of £50-75M are unsubstantiated (and could increase) but still
equate to £14/21K standard charges per dwelling. Is this viable, particularly for "Affordable Housing" and
sustainable?

Development proposals for the first phase are concentrated in the centre of the district where the
infrastructure, based on historical country lanes, cannot cope with existing traffic — there are a number of
bottlenecks across this part of the District and being systemic in nature will not be improved by the relatively
small improvements provided by the developments proposed.

o There is no evidence that the consolidated impact of all the various developments on highways has been
assessed and no consideration appears to have been given to mapping highways improvements to the
housing phasing. Access road improvements in the West have been delayed until end of programme,
resulting in road chaos for years.

s As with other environmental issues, the capacity of the highways network should be assessed formally
with consideration of the cumulative effects of other developments.

The highways plan is unsound and not sustainable.

The Core Strategy only takes into account Flood risk identified by the Enviromental Agency which is flovial
based (tidal) and does not take into account Surface Water flooding risk. This is despite the fact that majority
of flooding in the area has been caused by the latter or a combination of both. It is wrong for the Core
Strategy to only consider Flovial flood risk. The Core Strategy is therefore unsound.

Cont’d




Rep No 26369

[HRA Note: You can download a more detailed version of the above http://www.hockleyresidents.co.uk/Other/
You can also input comments direct to the RDC system at http://rochford.jdi-consult.net/Idf/ (its easier this time
as only one comments box to enter} or you can ¢'mail a copy to planning.policy@rochford.gov.uk

6. Gypsy sites - the proposals provide for 14 pitches by 2014 but no indication is given obwhere these should
be sited. This issue has caused a lot of concern to many residents who favour a single, manageable site in a
location with good road access and all appropriate services and the proposals are unsound and, probably,
unsustainable.

o Gypsy/Traveller sites must be positioned in locations that have the best access to transport links and
services. It is essential that any gypsy/traveller site developments are matched by appropriate
infrastructure such as established road networks, water / gas / electric supply, mains sewerage, access for
refuse / recycling collection, and access to healthcare and schools.

o The choice of a suitable site(s} must ensure that such communities can be appropriately integrated, and
promote the right level of community cohesion for these people. Inappropriate location of Gypsies and
Travellers would not bring about desired cohesion, and if a poor choice is made by the Council this could
lead to exactly the opposite and disharmonious relationships between communities and the local
community would transpire.

s In the light of the above, and in line with previous recommendations, if it is decided that Gypsies and
Travellers must be accommodated on “official’ sites, then such sites are best suited to the west of the
district. Any loss of countryside, greenbelt and open spaces in and around Hockley is considered
unacceptable when there are known alternative locations that would be better suit mutual Council and
Traveller needs.

7. The last consultation on the DPD Allocations was in April and is believed to have ‘attracted' a record level of
responses but has not even been considered by the council 6 months later. Revised proposals have now been
made on aspects covered by the DPD. Similarly, proposals for Hockley Village Centre have been repeatedly
rejected but are still included. This reflects the generally inadequate consultation during the entire process
and means the Core Strategy is undemocratic and consequently the proposals are unsound.

Signed

Name

Addres:

Date

Printed by 4edge Limited. Hockley. www.4edge.co.uk




Rep No 26370

Rep No 26370

17 November 2010

Rochford District Council

Core Strateqgy for Rochford District

| have been encouraged by yourselves and the Hockley Residents’ Association to participate in
planning the future of this district, the deadline for comments being 30 November. Please
incorporate my following comments on your proposals.

The first phase and the total put a disproportionate amount of housing in the centre of the district.
Most of the building is allocated to rural areas like Rochford/Hawkwell/Ashingdorn/Hockley. This is
far too much housing for our villages and our narrow roads, and a loss of far too much green beft.
Rayleigh is already a town and should take its share of every phase; it may be hoping that later
phases will never come to fruition.

No housing should be in large, uniform or isolated estates; there is a terrifying example of that
outside Wickford. Hockley must not deteriorate into another Wickford/Rayleigh/Billericay - all
becoming indistinguishable and soulless developments hanging along a railway line and breeding
social problems. If developments are small scale, high guality and distinctive they are also more
likely to suit any brownfield areas which you must endeavour to track down.

An important point about Rayleigh is that the proposed traveller/gypsy sites were most suited to
Rawreth, but this application has been turned down. This rejection of housing and travellers which
should be in Rayleigh raises suspicions about a cosy relationship between politicians and
councillors. Our Member of Parliament has his home and many of his voters in this area and |
wonder if influence has been brought to bear with RDC and government ministers like Eric Pickles.
The travellers and the houses belong in Rawreth and Rayleigh.

Local gevernment should not lamely accept that so much housing has to be new build. Rochford
and Southend councillors had to liaise over Southend airport. They could also transform that
existing Southend housing stock which is solid stuff, sunk in squalor, crying out for new life. The
same applies to the sad‘verspil’seen from the train going into Liverpoo! Street. Getting to grips
with existing stock is the real challenge; not the lazy option of building more.

1ive in the [N = of it is up against the railway line; part of it is tacky
‘rabbit hutches'; most of it is not good quality materials, and all of it is built on land which was not
properly prepared. Such practises were permitted in the misconception of “afferdable housing”.
Rochford District Council must be as vigilant with the behaviour of builders, as it is in limiting the
amount of building.

Repro. 26370




Rep No 26370

Rep No 26370

| also submit the case which has been prepared by Hockley Residents’ Association. They know
their way around this subject, in which | am a bit lost, but | hope you will incorporate my views.

Thank you

Yours faithfully

5. Tha bl actoXion s ?*M‘f-bﬂw, Ko e comminili,

| Newr howaing Shandd +okC be mhﬁe@%
commuilins.” T hawe hed b viaik Basillen. tn Ecnacoc
S New Bk Greonin ok, T was el &
one horllprae b oy 1 Ve oo, Mrsin, hupec
ot ocheds bl Gigalher Witk the hawes ard
22porale foom anguhore das. Thae varr peltak
m“"‘“\l M@\.&Kg,’mm (écttu..ucj e arean ‘v\' Newr

\‘ﬂoi)a, el cur dmnl:uyu& New- \\Mmc,) el

o0 coigel b Bane arean in Englank wheh ane

oo cAeukal S the otk Eask




Rep No 26376

m ............................................... :

Core Strategy Consultation OctoberiNovember 2010
e wish to register the following objections regarding the above consultation: The Core Strategy is unsound for the following
reasons. :

1.No justification or consultation regarding how the proposed total of 3800 new homes has been calculated. Some councils have
abandoned extensive redevelopment plans. The Council tumed down some Members' proposal to review housing needs over time,
instead of fixing these to 2031. Lack of consultation and inconsistency means Council's proposed housing numbers are unsound.
«  There is now no proposed development for Rayleigh over the first 15 years yet, according 1o the published Core Strategy
(para.2.38,p.30) Rayleigh has the greatest demand for housing at 44 4% of District total. There is something wrong here.

2.Development proposals for the first phase are concentrated in the centre of the district where infrastructure, based on historical
country lanes, cannot cope with existing traffic: there are a number of bottlenecks across this part of the District and, being systemic
in nature, will not be improved by relatively small improvements provided by proposed developments.

« There is no evidence that the consolidated impact of all the varicus developments on highways has been assessed and no
consideration appears to have been given to mapping highways improvements to the housing phasing. Access road
improvements in the west have been delayed until end of programme, resuiting in road chaos for years.

«  As with other environmental issues, the capacity of the highways network should be assessed formally with consideration of
the cumulative effects of other developments. :

The highways plan is unsound and unsustainable.

3. Proposals to build on Greenbelt have not been properly evaluated: there is no evidence that the Council has undertaken a
comprehensive assessment of the impact of Core Strategy locations. Amended proposals still result in 67% of new buiid being on
Greenbelt.

s At 49, Tier Settiements, Hockley/Hawkwell and Rochford/Ashingdon are joined at Tier 1 with Rayleigh, always an urban
settiement, with Rochford second. But Hockley, Hawkwell and Ashingdon are separated by Greenbelt. Numbers in H2
suggest a proportion of this will be eradicated and above 3 village setflements become a conurbation. There is no
justification for this variance from government Greenbelt policy.

« The 2 proposed new industrial sites will also be on Greenbelt.

4. ack of appropriate infrastructure and distributed approach negates economies of scale. Existing estimates of £50-75 million are
not substantiated and might even increase, but anyway equate to £14/21 thousand standard charges per dweliing. Is this viable,
particularly for ‘affordable’ housing and sustainable? .

5. The Core Strategy takes into account Environmental Agency estimate of Tidal flood risk, ignoring Surface Water flood risk. The
majority of floeding in the area is caused by the latter, of combination of both. So Core Strategy is unsound.

6.Gypsy, Travelier sites: Core Strategy proposes 14 pitches by 2014, but no defined sites. Residents prefer:
«  one site with good infrastructure: road, water, gas, electricity, sewerage, refusefrecycling collection, access 10 healthcare

and schools.
e A suitable site must promote community cohesion for these peopie, or there will be inharmonious relations between them

and the local community. . .
« If‘official sites are proposed, following earlier recommendations, sites should be to west of the district. Loss of countryside,
greenbelt, open spaces in/around Hockley is rejected, when known locations to suit both Council and Traveller needs are

available.

7.The Aprit 2010 DPD Allocations consultation is befieved to have ‘attracted’ recqrd responses, but has been ingnored by the Qouncil
& months later. Revised proposals on the DPD are now made, but repeatedly refected plans for Hockley Village Centre are still
included. This shows the inadequate consultation during the entire process and means the Core Strategy is undemocratic and

consequentl roposal nsound.

Signed
Name
Address

Date

To Planning Department, Rochford District Councii, Freepost CL1858, South Street, Rochford $54 1BW ‘2 ! 3
To Planning Department, Rochford District Councll, PLe€RoSi2 X o no 26351




Rep No 26378

Kop no. 2p516

Dear Sir/Madam,

The Rochford I moved to in 1987 was a sleepy little town with Green Belt Land and a road that was not clogged with
traffic all the time. The Rochford we see today is like a concrete jungle!! There have been so many developments over
the years - in the centre of Rochford on the Ashingdon Road and Dalys Road when the hospital was knocked down.
The Toomey development has brought a lot of traffic into the area and congestion in the arca goes from bad to worse.
I dread to think what it will be like if the proposed plan for more houses in Hall Road does goes ahead. Itis such a
shame to see all the Green Belt being used for housing and surely there must be brown fill sites that would be suitable.
I don’t think demand for housing is as crucial as we are being told it is. There are plenty of houses empty in Rochford,
and the agents don’t seem to be selling now as I think the advent of the airport extension as driven people into different
areas. That’s another contribution to the grid lock if it comes - these roads were never meant for the volume of traffic
we have now. The land in question is the best agricultural land in the area and it would be a crying shame for the land
to be used for more houses. If 600 houses come here 1 am not looking forward to getting out of my drive, as already 1
have to wait some time before I can get out - with cars coming from the new houses it will be a total nightmare.

Although the original plans have been changed recently it stili makes use of prime agricultural land - the first phase
is concentrated on the centre of the district and the nfrastructure is just not in place to take any more development .
The first phase of the new plan will see green belt land used - 2" phase also seems as though it will be more
development in the centre of the district, and if in the 3% phase other land becomes available green belt will be saved.
THE GREEN BELT SHOULD BE LEFT ALONE - FULL STOP.

There are 500 houses proposed in the first ten years and another 100 in the following 5 years, as T see it, that was what
the original plan was, the only difference being that it will be spread over a longer period of time, that is not a solution,
just a way of appeasing the people who don’t want any development.

The airport development looks like its well under way irrespective of what the people in Rochford wanted. We were
not consulted enough and things seem to take place by Eddie Stobart despite what people who have to put up with the
inconvenience said, This will be another nail in the coffin of the place which was a fairly quiet and rural place to live
and 1 feel sad to see this happening and worry for the future generation.

Tt doesn’t seem to matter what the people say, and you begin to wonder if the letters are worth the paper they are
written on, but we as residents are the ones who bear the inconvenience with the developing and we are concerned
about the future. We are told to think about the environment and then we get a plan for an extended airport to add to
the pollution and a 600 house proposal which will probably see 1 or 2 cars per house.

T hope that T havnt wasted my paper time and effort in opposing these plans and perhaps there wilt be a better site
become available where it wont destroy the landscape and put more hassle on the people of Rochford.

Yours fai




Rep No 26380

Rep No 26380

Sd-/ /0

Rev MO %060

RE waw Hovikd HNRW kwall

OeRp. [iA.
TRACFC wikl B& R FARToR FPhokir » .
7o RAlToky /edO. A (RinT QDR F7004 THEAC
/S w‘z.r7. RAcC 757 a0 ZHaw 73 Piwe y/‘md_.@f 0. .
AN 7THRE Coneaan 76 A74. 18 7R /3404,

&’wwwzvf AT THE R oF .-'-r/' Hevlni f/{awr.

O - o

TRRAE THA G TRA. SKR/7EX WA TAA. FHerr MoK,
HovSedr AS WL wWina /f'/aoﬁia LA THR /’Al..’?.




Rep No 26382

To Planning Department, Rochford District Council, Freepost CL1858, South Street, Rochford 5S4 1BW g -R0O20

Cote Strategy Consultation October/November 2010 QE[O Ne 23 X 2
| st\We wish to register the following objections regarding the above consultation: The Core Strategy is unsound for the following

‘ reasons.

1.No justification or consultation regarding how the proposed total of 3800 new homes has been calculated. Some councils have
abandened extensive redevelopment plans. The Council tumed down some Members’ proposal to review housing needs over time,
instead of fixing these to 2034. Lack of consultation and inconsistency means Council's proposed housing numbers are unsound.
« There is now no proposed development for Rayleigh over the first 15 years yet, according to the published Core Strategy
(para.2.38,p.30) Rayleigh has the greatest demand for housing at 44.4% of District total. There is something wrong here.

2 Development proposals for the first phase are concentrated in the centre of the district where infrastructure, based on historical
country lanes, cannot cope with existing traffic: there are a number of bottlenecks across this part of the District and, being systemic
in nature, will aot be improved by relatively small improvements provided by proposed developments. .

. There is no evidence that the consalidated impact of all the various developments on highways has been assessed and no
consideration appears to have been given to mapping highways improvements to the housing phasing. Access road
improvements in the west have been delayed untit end of programme, resulting in road chaos for years.

«  As with other environmental issues, the capacity of the highways network shoulid be assessed formally with consideration of
the cumulative effects of other developments.

The highways plan is unsound and unsustainable.

3.Proposals to build on Greenbelt have not been properly evaluated: there is no evidence that the Council has undertaken a
comprehensive assessment of the impact of Core Strategy locations. Amended proposals still resuit in 87% of new build being on
Greenbelt.

«  At4.9, Tier Seitlements, Hockiey/Hawkwell and Rochford/Ashingdon are joined at Tier 1 with Rayleigh, always an urban
settlement, with Rochford second. But Hockley, Hawkwell and Ashingdon are separated by Greenbelt. Numbers in H2
suggest a proportion of this will be eradicated and above 3 village sefilements become a conurbation. There is no
justification for this variance from govemment Greenbelt policy.

« The 2 proposed new industrial sites will also be on Greenbelt.

4.Lack of appropriate infrastructure and distributed approach negates economies of scale. Existing estimates of £50-75 million are
not substantiated and might even increase, but anyway equate to £1 4/21 thousand standard charges per dwelling. ls this viable,.
particularly for <affordable’ housing and sustainable? - :

5.The Core Strategy takes intc account Environmental Agency estimate of Tidal flood risk, ignoring Surface Water fiood risk. The
maijority of flooding in the area is caused by the latter, or combination of both. So Core Strategy is unsound.

6.Gypsy, Traveller sites: Core Strategy proposes 14 pitches by 2014, but no defined sites. Residents prefer:
« one site with good infrastructure: road, water, gas, eleclricity, sewerage, refuse/recycling collection, access to healthcare
and schools.
« A suitable site must promote community cohesion for these people, or there will be inharmonious relations between them
and the local community.
« |f'official’ sites are proposed, foliowing earfier recommendations, sites should be to west of the district. Loss of countryside,
greenbelt, open spaces infaround Hockley is rejected, when known locations to suit both Council and Traveller needs are
available. :

7 The April 2010 DPD Aliocations consultation is believed to have ‘attracted’ record responses, but has been ingnored by the Council
& months iater. Revised proposals on the DPD are now made, but repeatedly rejected plans for Hockley Village Centre are stitl
inciuded. This shows the inadequate consuitation during the entire process and means the Core Strategy is undemocratic and
consequently its roposals are unscund.

Signed

Name

Address

Date




Rep No 26384

T

.................................................................................................................................

Planning Department, Rochford District Council, Freepost CL1858. South St, Rochford, SS4 1BW

Core Strategy Consultation Oct/Nov 2010 Qg/\a Vo, ?@)564’

I/we wish to register the following objections regarding the above consultation:

1.

The Core Strategy is unsound because proposals to build on the Green Belt have not been properly evaluated;
are contrary to government policy and alternatives not evaluated. There is no justification for this variance
from government policy.

* There is no evidence that the Council has undertaken a comprehensive and detailed (in planning terms)
comparative assessment of the impact of the CS Locations. Were the alternatives put forward under the
"Call for Sites” properly evaluated and evidenced?

= Para 4.23 of the published Core Strategy states that the Council will prioritise the redevelopment of
brownfield sites but the amended proposals still result in 67% of new dwellings being on greenbelt land
(and any windfall sites will be too late to save green belt that has already been built on).

= The two proposed new industrial sites will also be on Green Belt land.

* The older component of our population is said by the Council to be a block on the release of “previously
owned homes” but there are no proposals to release the blockage by requiring the provision of smaller
homes in developments like Coachman'’s Court (Rochford, Sheltered/Wardened Flats for over 55).

No justification or consultation regarding how the proposed total of 3,800 new homes has been calculated.
The council turned down a motion from two members in this regard. This lack of consultation and
inconsistency means the proposals are unsound.

* There is now no proposed development proposed for Rayleigh over the first 15 years yet, according to
the published Core Strategy (para 2.38 page 30), the greatest demand for housing is in Rayleigh at 44.4%
of the District’s total. There is something wrong here.

® Have the alternatives been properly evaluated and evidenced?

Lack of appropriate infrastructure and the distributed approach negates economies of scale. Existing 'back of
a fag packet' [RDC/ECC quote] estimates of £50-75M are unsubstantiated (and could increase) but still
equate to £14/21K standard charges per dwelling. Is this viable, particularly for "Affordable Housing" and
sustainable?

Development proposals for the first phase are concentrated in the centre of the district where the

infrastructure, based on historical country lanes, cannot cope with existing traffic — there are a number of

bottlenecks across this part of the District and being systemic in nature will not be improved by the relatively

small improvements provided by the developments proposed.

¢ There is no evidence that the consolidated impact of all the various developments on highways has been
assessed and no consideration appears to have been given to mapping highways improvements to the
housing phasing. Access road improvements in the West have been delayed until end of programme,
resulting in road chaos for years.

* As with other environmental issues, the capacity of the highways network should be assessed formally
with consideration of the cumulative effects of other developments.

The highways plan is unsound and not sustainable,

The Core Strategy only takes into account Flood risk identified by the Enviromental Agency which is flovial
based (tidal) and does not take into account Surface Water flooding risk. This is despite the fact that majority
of flooding in the area has been caused by the latter or a combination of both, It is wrong for the Core
Strategy to only consider Flovial flood risk. The Core Strategy is therefore unsound.

Cont’d
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s :  —

6. Gypsy sites - the proposals provide for 14 pitches by 2014 but no indication is given of where these should
be sited. This issue has caused a lot of concern to many residents who favour 2 single, manageable site in a
location with good road access and all appropriate services and the proposals are unsound and, probably,
unsustainable.
¢  Gypsy/Traveller sites must be positioned in locations that have the best access to transport links and

services. It is essential that any gypsy/traveller site developments are matched by appropriate
infrastructure such as established road networks, water / gas / electric supply, mains sewerage, access for
refuse / recycling collection, and access to healthcare and schools.

o The choice of a suitable site(s} must ensure that such communities can be appropriately integrated, and
promote the right level of community cohesion for these people. Inappropriate location of Gypsies and
Travellers would not bring about desired cohesion, and if a poor choice is made by the Council this could
lead to exactly the opposite and disharmonious relationships between communities and the local
community would transpire.

+ In the light of the above, and in line with previous recommendations, if it is decided that Gypsies and
Travellers must be accommodated on ‘official’ sites, then such sites are best suited to the west of the
district. Any loss of countryside, greenbelt and open spaces in and around Hockley is considered
unacceptable when there are known alternative locations that would be better suit mutual Council and
Traveller needs.

7. The last consultation on the DPD Allocations was in April and is believed to have 'attracted' a record level of
responses but has not even been considered by the council 6 months later. Revised proposals have now been
made on aspects covered by the DPD. Similarly, proposals for Hockley Village Centre have been repeatedly
rejected but are still included. This reflects the generally inadequate consultation during the entire process
and means the Core Strategy is undemocratic and consequently the proposals are unsound.

Signed

Name

Address

Date

Printed by 4¢dge Limited. Hockley. www.4edge.co.uk




Rep No 26385
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--------------

To Planning Department, Rochford District Council, Freepost CL 1858, South St, Rochford, S84 1BW

Core Strategy Consultation Oct/Nov 2010 Lop no 7205

I/we wish to register the following objections regarding the above consultation:

1.

The Core Strategy is unsound because proposals to build on the Green Belt have not been properly evaluated;
are contrary to government policy and alternatives not evaluated. There is no justification for this variance
from government policy.

= There is no evidence that the Council has undertaken a comprehensive and detailed (in planning terms)
comparative assessment of the impact of the CS Locations. Wers the alternatives put forward under the
"Call for Sites" properly evaluated and evidenced?

»  Para 4.23 of the published Core Strategy states that the Council will prioritise the redevelopment of
brownfield sites but the amended proposals still result in 67% of new dwellings being on greenbelt land
(and any windfall sites will be too late to save green belt that has already been built on).

= The two proposed new industrial sites will also be on Green Belt land.

= The older component of our population is said by the Council to be a block on the release of “previously
owned homes” but there are no proposals to release the blockage by requiring the provision of smaller
homes in developments like Coachman’s Court (Rochford, Sheltered/Wardened Flats for over 55's).

No justification or consultation regarding how the proposed total of 3,800 new homes has been calculated.
The council turned down a motion from two members in this regard. This lack of consultation and
inconsistency means the proposals are unsound.

» There is now no proposed development proposed for Rayleigh over the first 15 years yet, according to
the published Core Strategy (para 2.38 page 30), the greatest demand for housing is in Rayleigh at 44.4%
of the District’s total. There is something wrong here.

*  Have the alternatives been properly evaluated and evidenced?

Lack of appropriate infrastructure and the distributed approach negates economies of scale. Existing 'back of
a fag packet' [RDC/ECC quote] estimates of £50-75M are unsubstantiated (and could increase) but still
equate to £14/21K standard charges per dwelling. Is this viable, particularly for "Affordavle Housing" and
sustainable?

Development proposals for the first phase are concentrated in the centre of the district where the
infrastructure, based on historical country lanes, cannot cope with existing traffic — there are a number of
bottlenecks across this part of the District and being systemic in nature will not be improved by the relatively
small imprcvements provided by the-developments propesed.

e There is no evidence that the consolidated impact of all the various developments on highways has been
assessed and no consideration appears to have been given to mapping highways improvements to the
housing phasing. Access road improvements in the West have been delayed until end of programme,
resulting in road chaos for years.

+ As with other environmental issues, the capacity of the highways network should be assessed formally
with consideration of the cumulative effects of other developments.

The highways plan is unsound and not sustainable.

The Core Strategy only takes into account Flood risk identified by the Enviromental Agency which is flovial
based (tidal) and does not take into account Surface Water flooding risk. This is despite the fact that majority
of flooding in the area has been caused by the latter or a combination of both. It is wrong for the Core
Strategy to only consider Flovial flood risk. The Core Strategy is therefore unsound.

Cont’d
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6. Gypsy sites - the proposals provide for 14 pitches by 2014 but no indication is given of where these should
be sited. This issue has caused a lot of concern to many residents who favour a single, manageable site in a
location with good road access and all appropriate services and the proposals are unsound and, probably,
unsustainable.

e  Gypsy/Traveller sites must be positioned in locations that have the best access to transport links and
services. It is essential that any gypsy/traveller site developments are matched by appropriate
infrastructure such as established road networks, water / gas / electric supply, mains sewerage, access for
refuse / recycling collection, and access to healthcare and schools.

s The choice of a suitable site(s) must ensure that such communities can be appropriately integrated, and
promote the right level of community cohesion for these people. Inappropriate location of Gypsies and
Travellers would not bring about desired cohesion, and if a poor choice is made by the Council this could
lead to exactly the epposite and disharmonious relationships between communities and the local
community would transpire.

e In the light of the above, and in line with previous recommendations, if it is decided that Gypsies and
Travellers must be accommodated on ‘official’ sites, then such sites are best suited to the west of the
district. Any loss of countryside, greenbelt and open spaces in and around Hockley is considered
unacceptable when there are known alternative locations that would be better suit mutual Council and

. Traveller needs.

7. The last consultation on the DPD Allocations was in April and is believed to have 'attracted’ a record level of
responses but has not even been considered by the council 6 months later. Revised proposals have now been
made on aspects covered by the DPD. Similarly, proposals for Hockley Village Centre have been repeatedly
rejected but are still included. This reflects the generally inadequate consultation during the entire process
and means the Core Strategy is undemocratic and consequently the proposals are unsound.

Signed

Name

Address

Date

Printed by 4edge Limited. Hockley. www.4edge.co.uk




Rep No 26386

To Planning Department, Rochford District Council, Freepost CL1858, South St, Rochford, S54 1BW

C

ore Strategy Consultation Oct/Nov 2010 @p no. 2b%fl

I/we wish to register the following objections regarding the above consultation:

1.

The Core Strategy is unsound because proposals to build on the Green Belt have not been properly evaluated;

are contrary to government policy and alternatives not evaluated. There is no justification for this variance

from government policy.

» There is no evidence that the Council has undertaken a comprehensive and detailed (in planning terms)
comparative assessment of the impact of the CS Locations. Were the alternatives put forward under the
"Calt for Sites" property evaluated and evidenced?

- ‘Para 4.23 of the published Core Strategy states that the Council will prioritise the redevelopment of

brownfield sites but the amended proposals still result in 67% of new dwellings being on greenbelt land
(and any windfall sites will be too late to save green belt that has already been built on).

= The two proposed new industrial sites will also be on Green Belt land.

» The older component of our population is said by the Council to be a block on the release of “previously
owned homes™ but there are no proposals to release the blockage by requiring the provision of smaller
homes in developments like Coachman’s Court (Rochford, Sheltered/Wardened Flats for over 55's).

No justification or consultation regarding how the proposed total of 3,800 new homes has been calculated.
The council turned down a motion from two members in this regard. This lack of consultation and
inconsistency means the proposals are unsound.

»  There is now no proposed development proposed for Rayleigh over the first 15 years yet, according to
the published Core Strategy (para 2.38 page 30), the greatest demand for housing is in Rayleigh at 44.4%
of the District’s total. There is something wrong here.

« Have the alternatives been properly evaluated and evidenced?

Lack of appropriate infrastructure and the distributed approach negates economies of scale. Existing ‘back of
a fag packet' [RDC/ECC quote] estimates of £50-75M are unsubstantiated (and could increase) but still
equate to £14/21K standard charges per dwelling. Is this viable, particularly for "Affordabie Housing" and
sustainable?

Development proposals for the first phase are concentrated in the centre of the district wher: the
infrastructure, based on historical country lanes, cannot cope with existing traffic — there are a number of
bottlenecks across this part of the District and being systemic in nature will not be improved by the relatively
small improvements provided by the developments proposed.

o There is no evidence that the consolidated impact of all the various developments on highways has been
assessed and no consideration appears to have been given to mapping highways improvements to the
housing phasing. Access road improvements in the West have been delayed until end of programme,
resulting in road chaos for years.

« Aswith other environmental issues, the capacity of the highways network should be assessed formally
with consideration of the cumulative effects of other developments.

The highways plan is unsound and not sustainable.

The Core Strategy only takes into account Flood risk identified by the Enviromental Agency which is flovial
based (tidal) and does not take into account Surface Water flooding risk. This is despite the fact that majority
of flooding in the area has been caused by the latter or a combination of both. It is wrong for the Core
Strategy to only consider Flovial flood risk. The Core Strategy is therefore unsound.

Cont’d
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6. Gypsy sites - the proposals provide for 14 pitches by 2014 but no indication is given of where these should
be sited. This issue has caused a lot of concern to many residents who favour a single, manageable site in a
location with good road access and all appropriate services and the proposals are unsound and, probably,
unsustainable.

s  Gypsy/Traveller sites must be positioned in locations that have the best access to transport links and
services. It is essential that any gypsy/traveller site developments are matched by appropriate
infrastructure such as established road networks, water / gas / electric supply, mains sewerage, access for
refuse / recycling collection, and access to healthcare and schools.

o The choice of a suitable site(s) must ensure that such communities can be appropriately integrated, and
promote the right level of community cohesion for these people. Inappropriate location of Gypsies and
Travellers would not bring about desired cohesion, and if a poor choice is made by the Council this could
lead to exactly the opposite and disharmonious relationships between communities and the local
community would transpire.

» In the light of the above, and in line with previous recommendations, if it is decided that Gypsies and
Traveliers must be accommodated on “official’ sites, then such sites are best suited to the west of the
district. Any loss of countryside, greenbelt and open spaces in and around Hockley is considered
unacceptable when there are known alternative locations that would be better suit mutual Council and
Traveller needs.

7. The last consultation on the DPD Allocations was in April and is believed to have 'attracted’ a record level of
responses but has not even been considered by the council 6 months later. Revised proposals have now been
made on aspects covered by the DPD. Similarly, proposals for Hockley Village Centre have been repeatedly
rejected but are still included. This reflects the generally inadequate consultation during the entire process
and means the Co ategy is undemocratic and consequently the proposals are unsound.

Signed

Name

Printed by 4edge Limited. Hockley, www.4edge.co.uk




Rep No 26387

R .................................................................... 6"{ a
To Planning Department, Rochford District Council, Freepost CL 1858, South St, Rochford, SS4 I1BW

Core Strategy Consultation Oct/Nov 2010 K@P . ZGSE T

I/we wish to register the following objections regarding the above consultation:

1. The Core Strategy is unsound because proposals to build on the Green Belt have not been properly evaluated;
are contrary to government policy and alternatives not evaluated. There is no justification for this variance
from government policy.
®  There is no evidence that the Council has undertaken a comprehensive and detailed (in planning terms)

comparative assessment of the impact of the CS Locations. Were the alternatives put forward under the
"Call for Sites" properly evaluated and evidenced?

* Para4.23 of the published Core Strategy states that the Council will prioritise the redevelopment of
brownfield sites but the amended proposals still result in 67% of new dwellings being on greenbelt land
(and any windfall sites will be too late to save green belt that has already been built on).

* The two proposed new industrial sites will also be on Green Belt land.

* The older component of our population is said by the Council to be a block on the release of “previously
owned homes” but there are no proposals to release the blockage by requiring the provision of smaller
homes in developments like Coachman’s Court (Rochford, Sheltered/Wardened Flats for over 55's).

2. No justification or consultation regarding how the proposed total of 3,800 new homes has been calculated.
The council turned down a motion from two members in this regard. This lack of consultation and
inconsistency means the proposals are unsound.

* There is now no proposed development proposed for Rayleigh over the first 15 years yet, according to
the published Core Strategy (para 2.38 page 30), the greatest demand for housing is in Rayleigh at 44.4%
of the District’s total. There is something wrong here.

= Have the alternatives been properly evaluated and evidenced?

3. Lack of appropriate infrastructure and the distributed approach negates economies of scale. Existing 'back of
a fag packet' [RDC/ECC quote] estimates of £50-75M are unsubstantiated (and could increase) but still
equate to £14/21K standard charges per dwelling. Is this viable, particularly for "Affordable Housing" and
sustainable?

4. Development proposals for the first phase are concentrated in the centre of the district where the
mfrastructure, based on historical country lanes, cannot cope with existing traffic — there are a number of
bottlenecks across this part of the District and being systemic in nature will not be improved by the relatively
small improvements provided by the developments proposed.

o There is no evidence that the consolidated impact of all the various developments on highways has been
assessed and no consideration appears to have been given to mapping highways improvements to the
housing phasing. Access road improvements in the West have been delayed until end of programme, -
resulting in road chaos for years.

¢ As with other environmental issues, the capacity of the highways network should be assessed formally
with consideration of the cumnulative effects of other developments.

The highways plan is unsound and not sustainable.

5. The Core Strategy only takes into account Flood risk identified by the Enviromental Agency which is flovial
based (tidal) and does not take into account Surface Water flooding risk. This is despite the fact that majority
of flooding in the area has been caused by the latter or a combination of both. It is wrong for the Core
Strategy to only consider Flovial flood risk. The Core Strategy is therefore unsound.

Cont'd
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6. Gypsy sites - the proposals provide for 14 pitches by 2014 but no indication is given of where these should
be sited. This issue has caused a lot of concern to many residents who favour a single, manageable site in a
location with good road access and all appropriate services and the proposals are unsound and, probably,
unsustainable.

e  Gypsy/Traveller sites must be positioned in locations that have the best access to transport links and
services. It is essential that any gypsy/traveller site developments are matched by appropriate
infrastructure such as established road networks, water / gas / electric supply, mains sewerage, access for
refuse / recycling collection, and access to healthcare and schools.

e The choice of a suitable site(s) must ensure that such communities can be appropriately integrated, and
promote the right level of community cohesion for these people. Inappropriate location of Gypsies and
Travellers would not bring about desired cohesion, and if a poor choice is made by the Council this could
lead to exactly the opposite and disharmonious relationships between communities and the local
community would transpire.

o Inthe light of the above, and in line with previous recommendations, if it is decided that Gypsies and
Travellers tust be accommodated on ‘official’ sites, then such sites are best suited to the west of the
district. Any loss of countryside, greenbelt and open spaces in and around Hockley is considered
unacceptable when there are known alternative locations that would be better suit mutual Council and
Traveller needs.

7. The last consultation on the DPD Allocations was in April and is believed to have ‘attracted' a record level of
responses but has not even been considered by the council 6 months later. Revised proposals have now been
made on aspects covered by the DPD. Similarly, proposals for Hockley Village Centre have been repeatedly
rejected but are still included. This reflects the generally inadequate consultation during the entire process
and means the Core Strategy is undemocratic and consequently the proposals are unsound.

Signed

Name

N Address

Date

Printed by 4edge Limited. Hockley. www.dedge.co.uk
|




Rep No 26388

1.

..............................................................................................................

To Planning Department, Rochford District Council, Freepost CL 1858, South St, Rochford. SS4 1BW
Core Strategy Consultation Oct/Nov 2010 Q@p no. Zb50E

I/we wish to register the following objections regarding the above consultation:

The Core Strategy is unsound because proposals to build on the Green Belt have not been properly evaluated;
are contrary io government policy and alternatives not evaluated. There is no justification for this variance
from government policy.

*  There is no evidence that the Council has undertaken a comprehensive and detailed (in planning terms)
comparative assessment of the impact of the CS Locations. Were the alternatives put forward under the
"Call for Sites" properly evaluated and evidenced?

* Para 4.23 of the published Core Strategy states that the Council will prioritise the redevelopment of
brownfield sites but the amended proposals still result in 67% of new dwellings being on greenbelt land
(and any windfall sites will be too late to save green belt that has already been built on).

* The two proposed new industrial sites will also be on Green Belt land.

*  The older component of our population is said by the Council to be a bleck on the release of “previously
owned homes” but there are no proposals to release the blockage by requiring the provision of smaller
homes in developments like Coachman’s Court (Rochford, Sheltered/Wardened Flats for over 55's).

No justification or consultation regarding how the proposed total of 3,800 new homes has been calculated.
The council turned down a motion from two members in this regard. This lack of consultation and
inconsistency means the proposals are unsound.

*  There is now no proposed development proposed for Rayleigh over the first 15 years yet, according to
the published Core Strategy (para 2.38 page 30), the greatest demand for housing is in Rayleigh at 44.4%
of the District’s total. There is something wrong here.

» Have the alternatives been properly evaluated and evidenced?

Lack of appropriate infrastructure and the distributed approach negates economies of scale. Existing 'back of
a fag packet' [RDC/ECC quote] estimates of £50-75M are unsubstantiated {and could increase) but still
equate to £14/21K standard charges per dwelling. Is this viable, particularly for " Affordable Housing" and
sustamable?

Development proposals for the first phase are concentrated in the centre of the district where the

infrastructure, based on historical country lanes, cannot cope with existing traffic — there are a number of

bottlenecks across this part of the District and being systemic in nature will not be improved by the relatively

small improvements provided by the developments proposed.

s There is no evidence that the consolidated impact of all the various developments on highways has been
assessed and no consideration appears to have been given to mapping highways improvements to the
housing phasing. Access road tmprovements in the West have been delayed until end of programme,

resulting in road chaos for years.
o As with other environmental issues, the capacity of the highways network should be assessed formally

with consideration of the cumulative effects of other developments.
The highways plan is unsound and not sustainable.

The Core Strategy only takes into account Flood risk identified by the Enviromental Agency which is flovial
based (tidal) and does not take into account Surface Water flooding risk. This is despite the fact that majority
of flooding in the arca has been caused by the latter or a combination of both. It is wrong for the Core
Strategy to only consider Flovial flood risk. The Core Strategy is therefore unsound.

Cont’d
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6. Gypsy sites - the proposals provide for 14 pitches by 2014 but no indication is given of where these should
be sited. This issue has caused a lot of concem to many residents who favour a single, manageable site in a
location with good road access and all appropriate services and the proposals are unsound and, probably,
unsustainable,

»  Gypsy/Traveller sites must be positioned in locations that have the best access to transport links and
services. It is essential that any gypsy/traveller site developments are matched by appropriate
infrastructure such as established road networks, water / gas / electric supply, mains sewerage, access for
refuse / recycling collection, and access to healthcare and schools.

e The choice of a suitable site(s) must ensure that such communities can be appropriately integrated, and
promote the right level of community cohesion for these people. Inappropriate location of Gypsies and
Travellers would not bring about desired cohesion, and if a poor choice is made by the Council this could
lead to exactly the opposite and disharmonious relationships between communities and the local
community would transpire.

« In the light of the above, and in line with previous recommendations, if it is decided that Gypsies and
Travellers must be accommodated on “official’ sites, then such sites are best suited to the west of the
district. Any loss of countryside, greenbelt and open spaces in and around Hockley is considered
unacceptable when there are known alternative locations that would be better suit mutual Council and
Traveller needs.

7. The last consultation on the DPD Allocations was in April and is believed to have 'attracted’ a record level of
responses but has not even been considered by the council 6 months later. Revised proposals have now been
made on aspects covered by the DPD. Similarly, proposals for Hockley Village Centre have been repeatedly
rejected but are still included. This reflects the generally inadequate consultation during the entire process
and means the Core Strategy is undemocratic and consequently the proposals are unsound.

Signed

Name

Address

Date

Printed by 4edge Limited. Hockley. www.dedge.co.uk




Rep No 26390

Hockley & Hawkwell Residents Associations — suggested response to RDC Core Strategy
Consultation Oct 2010 (NB Closing date: 5.00pm 30 November)

If you agree with our views (which are based on what you have told us), please complete and post this letter to:

.................................................................................................................................

To Planning Department, Rochford District Council, Freepost CL1858. South St, Rochford, S84 IBW

Core Strategy Consultation Oct/Nov 2010 QQJP no 76240

I/we wish to register the following objections regarding the above consultation:

1. The Core Strategy is unsound because proposals to build on the Green Belt have not been properly evaluated;
are contrary to govemment policy and alternatives not evaluated. There is no justification for this variance
from government policy.

*  There is no evidence that the Council has undertaken a comprehensive and detailed (in planning terms)
comparative assessment of the impact of the CS Locations. Were the alternatives put forward under the
"Call for Sites" properly evaluated and evidenced?

® Para 4.23 of the published Core Strategy states that the Council will prioritise the redevelopment of
brownfield sites but the amended proposals still result in 67% of new dwellings being on greenbelt land
(and any windfall sites will be too late to save green belt that has already been built on).

= The two proposed new industrial sites will also be on Green Belt land.

= The older component of our population is said by the Council to be a black on the release of “previously
owned homes™ but there are no proposals to release the blockage by requiring the provision of smaller
homes in developments like Coachman’s Court (Rochford, Sheltered/Wardened Flats for over 55').

2. No justification or consultation regarding how the proposed total of 3,800 new homes has been calculated.
The council turned down a motion from two members in this regard. This lack of consultation and
inconsistency means the proposals are unsound.
= There is now no proposed development proposed for Rayleigh over the first 15 years yet, according to

the published Core Strategy (para 2.38 page 30), the greatest demand for housing is in Rayleigh at 44.4%
of the District’s total. There is something wrong here.
» Have the alternatives been properly evaluated and evidenced?

3. Lack of appropriate infrastructure and the distributed approach negates economies of scale. Existing 'back of
a fag packet' [RDC/ECC quote] estimates of £50-75M are unsubstantiated (and could increase) but still
equate to £14/21K standard charges per dwelling. Is this viable, particularly for "Affordable Housing" and
sustainable?

4. Development proposals for the first phase are concentrated in the centre of the district where the
infrastructure, based on historical country lanes, cannot cope with existing traffic — there are a number of
bottlenecks across this part of the District and being systemic in nature will not be improved by the relatively
small improvements provided by the developments proposed.
¢ There is no evidence that the consolidated impact of all the various developments on highways has been
assessed and no consideration appears to have been given to mapping highways improvements to the
housing phasing. Access road improvements in the West have been delayed until end of programme,
resulting in road chaos for years.

s As with other environmental issues, the capacity of the highways network should be assessed formally
with consideration of the cumulative effects of other developments.

The highways plan is unsound and not sustainable.

5. The Core Strategy only takes into account Flood risk identified by the Enviromental Agency which is flovial
based (tidal) and does not take into account Surface Water flooding risk. This is despite the fact that majority
of flooding in the area has been caused by the latter or a combination of both. It is wrong for the Core
Strategy to only consider Flovial flood risk. The Core Strategy is therefore unsound.

Cont’d
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[HRA Note: You can download a more detailed version of the above http://www.hockleyresidents.co.uk/Other/
You can also input comments direct to the RDC systern at http://rochford.jdi-consult.net/Idf/ (its easier this time

as only one cpmments box to enter) or you can e’mail a copy to planning.policy@rochford.gov,.uk]

Date

.................................................................................

Signed

Name

Address

6. Gypsy sites - the proposals provide for 14 pitches by 2014 but no indication is given of where these should
be sited. This issue has caused a lot of concern to many residents who favour a single, manageable site in a
location with good road access and all appropriate services and the proposals are unsound and, probably,
unsustainable.

Gypsy/Traveller sites must be positioned in locations that have the best access to transport links and
services. It is essential that any gypsy/traveller site developments are matched by appropriate
infrastructure such as established road networks, water / gas / electric supply, mains sewerage, access for
refuse / recycling collection, and access to healthcare and schools.

The choice of a suitable site(s) must ensure that such communities can be appropriately integrated, and
promote the right levet of community cohesion for these people. Inappropriate location of Gypsies and
Travellers would not bring about desired cohesion, and if a poor choice is made by the Council this could
lead to exactly the opposite and disharmonious relationships between communities and the local
community would transpire.

In the light of the above, and in line with previous recommendations, if it is decided that Gypsies and
Travellers must be accommodated on ‘official’ sites, then such sites are best suited to the west of the
district. Any loss of countryside, greenbelt and open spaces in and around Hockley is considered
unacceptable when there are known alternative locations that would be better suit mutual Council and
Traveller needs.

7. The last consultation on the DPD Allocations was in April and is believed to have ‘attracted a record level of
responses but has not even been considered by the council 6 months later. Revised proposals have now been
made on aspects covered by the DPD. Similarly, proposals for Hockley Village Centre have been repeatedly
rejected but are still included. This reflects the gencrally inadequate consultation during the entire process
and means the Core Strategy is undemocratic and consequently the proposals are unsound.
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Mr S. Hollingsworth, Rochford District Council, Plannirg team leader: re the LDF map green belt boundary,

Dear Sir

Under tha consultation process, | would like to register a point of view and an objection to the LOF map
as it is laid out. My family have part ownership of a small parcel of land (0.58Ha ) I EENGENNERNNN
R (Piease refer ro map section autline blue)

It can tlearly be seen from the map that the Tuder Mews development is included within the Green Beit area
{map section outline red). Although this was a farm yard scme fifty years ago it was semi industrialised through
most of the 1960s 10 the time it was redeveloped. It would appear to stretch the imaginaticn that this area still
constitutas graen belt.

The small parcel of land to the West of Tudor Mews and East of Sandhill Rd is effectively boxed in on three sides
{East, West and South) by residential development, | would afso point out that this land historically was once
part of the Eastwood Lodge Estate (as was mast of the NW side of Eastwood) and was set out as piot lanc.

By the nature of the soil it was never productive farm land and the fast true agricuitural use was for outdocr
pigs. Certainly, as small annexed area, this land is unlikely to have any economical agricultural use. With
development on three sides this small area cannot be described as an area of landscape value,

Sandhill Rd is now currently being adcpted and surfaced. There is a sewage service running through the said
land; it is close to tocal schools and bus routes.

it is hard to ses what purpese this fand serves in the Green Beit envelope when development of the Nerth end
: of Eastwood Rise/adjacent roads and Tudor Mews has taken place on considerable scale. By virtue of having
developed land on three boundary sides this land contributes lirtle towards preserving landscape quality and it
would not seem to have a functicn as a green link or corricor. It could aiso be argued that this small parcel of
land falls into the greenbeit as a result of lecal authority boundaries rather than oa its own merit.

! The land doas not form a boundary with Edwards Hall Park owned by Southend Boreugh Council.

1 would suggest that this land is suitabie for the development of a small quantity of modest family homes with a
minimum amaunt of impact on the lecal infrastructure and with no loss of productive farm land.

Yours
L]
A
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