	Q1.
	With regard to the “Where We Are Now” section on page 2 of the leaflet, do you have a view on the council’s preferred option (Option 4)? Which option do you think is best in terms of finding sites for 4,000 homes in the district?

	
	· strong opposition to concentration of so many houses in the location which would not be a ‘new settlement’ but a joining of Elsenham and Henham contrary to UDC’s objectives

· the Government have rejected the ‘Eco-Town’ at NE Elsenham with the following criticisms so why is UDC supporting something similar (smaller but still a large development) 

· located within a water-stressed area

· greenfield location comprising versatile agricultural land

· close to the major road network but with capacity constraints on local roads leading to the potential for congestion and pressure to upgrade and widen rural lanes

· unsuitability of local roads for walking or cycling

· potential to change the setting and character of historic villages. 

· presence of priority habitats/species
· grade 2 agricultural land
· not brownfield land
· possibly hinder the regeneration of Harlow
· area of flood risk adjacent to the site
· a ‘dispersal’ solution would make use of existing services (some of which such as school capacity would welcome more pupils and shops which would welcome more customers) and disperse new car journeys over a wider area

· the selection of the option for NE Elsenham was a political decision taken before the evidence was gathered, contrary to Government guidance
· this consultation should have more open and more prominently encouraged views on alternative options which do not include the NE Elsenham site, instead the comparative material is buried in technical documents
· the large development at NE Elsenham would gain access from narrow, congested country lanes which the highways study say are unsuitable ‘without improvement’, these ‘improvements’ should be fully identified and tested for achievability before the site is allocated, not afterwards
· the NE Elsenham site will be too small to support a secondary school until the last house is built, at least 10 years after development starts and capacity already exists elsewhere (contrary to one of the stated aims of a development of this size)

· the NE Elsenham site will be too small to support a supermarket, leading to more car journeys on unsuitable roads

· the NE Elsenham site will be too small to support a many local jobs, it would be a commuter settlement

· the Water Cycle Study raises concerns about water supply and sewerage capacity and calls for further investigation, which should be detailed and tested for achievability before the site is allocated, not afterwards

· affordable housing would be concentrated in a main location rather than be spread throughout the District to satisfy local needs

	Q2.
	Do you have any comments on the housing locations identified in the “Housing” section on page 2 of the leaflet? Do you think the housing numbers are about right for each of the towns and villages? If not, what do you think the scale of development should be and do you think any alternative should be included?

	
	Assuming that 4,000 dwellings is the right number:

· Saffron Walden and Gt Dunmow are large towns with significant infrastructure and services which could cope with at least 1,500 houses each, a small percentage increase on their existing housing numbers
· the 6 ‘key villages’ (including Elsenham) could accommodate 130 houses each, an acceptable percentage increase on their existing housing numbers

· the remaining ‘small villages’ would then have to accommodate 12 houses each

	Q3
	Do you support the use of employment land for housing as described in the “Housing” section on page 2 of the leaflet? For the larger sites it would be possible to have a mixture of employment and housing as long as the employment was not noisy or polluting. Do you think this would work?



	
	· NE Elsenham could not provide sufficient local employment, it would be too small to attract employers, it would be a ‘commuter town’

	Q4
	Do you think the issues in the “Gypsies and Travellers” section on page 3 of the leaflet are the right ones to take into account? Do you know of any sites which might be suitable?



	
	· note that gypsy and traveller groups prefer small sites in rural areas, this is supported

	Q5
	What are your views on the options for development at the airport as set out on page 3 of the leaflet? Do you agree that scenario 2 represents the most realistic scenario? If not please say what your preference would be and why.



	
	· use of the existing runway for a capacity of 35m passengers pa has planning permission, it is false to have this as a choice or ‘scenario’, but there is no case for further expansion of Stansted Airport

	Q6
	With regard to the “Green Belt” section on page 3 of the leaflet, do you think there should be a review of the green belt boundaries to allow small-scale/limited development on the edge of the green belt villages?



	
	· the ‘Green Belt’ is an outdated concept devised in 1955 when pressures on the countryside were largely a result of steam train and non-motorway travel times to London, it is entirely artificial to divide the District into Green Belt and non Green Belt over 50 years later
· attractive countryside such as that around Elsenham and Henham should be saved from development, rather than to save indifferent countryside merely because it is protected by an out-dated policy

· the East of England Plan and Natural England both support a review of Green Belt boundaries, UDC should be bold and look at all settlements, regardless of the Green Belt, to accommodate growth

	Q7
	With regard to the “Employment” section on page 3 of the leaflet, do you think the council should keep provisions in the policy to allow new employment sites on greenfield sites in certain circumstances? Are there any other measures which the council could use to support firms to grow within the district?


	
	· large sites even on greenfield sites are likely to be more attractive to employers and thus more likely to be delivered, than to imagine any significant employment being created in NE Elsenham


PAGE  
1
4.3.10


