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1. INTRODUCTION 

The Much Hadham Neighbourhood Plan (MHNP) team conducted a series of consultation events 

during 2015-19 to obtain feedback from residents in Much Hadham and the surrounding hamlets. The 

purpose was to find out what was important to local people – what they wanted to retain and what 

they wanted to change over the next 15 years. The evidence acquired during these consultation events 

was used in the Much Hadham Neighbourhood Plan document. 

The purpose of this Consultation Statement is to detail all the evidence of the public consultation 

which was conducted as part of the Neighbourhood Plan process and will be used by the examiner to 

assess whether the public involvement was sufficient. 
 

2. PLANNED CONSULTATION EVENTS 

• Launch events July, August and September 2015 

• Village survey in January 2016 

• Visit to St Elizabeth’s Centre in January 2016 

• Initial open day on 18 June 2016 to obtain feedback on the draft vision and objectives plus 

other topics 

• Publicity event at the Much Hadham Fete on 29 August 2016 

• Environment workshop on 25 February 2017 

• Business survey February – March 2017 

• Development site, Local Green Spaces and priority views feedback open day on 17 September 

2017 

• Visit to St Andrews School on 6 October 2017 

• Housing Sites Presentation 14 June 2018 

• Pre-submission open day on … 

• Pre-submission consultation ….. 
 

3. PUBLICITY 

The following methods have been used to publicise Much Hadham Neighbourhood Plan events. 

Examples of publicity material are in Appendix A. The choice of communication channel depended on 

the target audience and the message to be delivered. 

3.1 Website 

Information about the Neighbourhood Plan has been placed in a Much Hadham Neighbourhood Plan 

website www.muchhadhamnp.com 

Key information such as publicity for events, presentations and minutes of steering group meetings 

are there for residents to view. 

3.2 Posters, leaflets and banners 

All public consultation events have been promoted with banners and posters. For the 17 September 

2017 open day a hand-delivered leaflet drop of all houses in the parish was undertaken. 

http://www.muchhadhamnp.com/
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3.3 Social media 

The Parish Council has been cautious about endorsing the use of social media following an alleged 

hacking incident on its Facebook account. Nevertheless, a small Facebook presence has been 

maintained @muchhadhamplanning 

3.4 Print media 

The monthly parish magazine is the single most read communication channel for parish news with a 

distribution of ~540 copies. Regular updates on plan progress and event promotions have been 

published. 

3.5 Mailing list 

Residents attending consultation events were invited to join an emailing list. This list contains 161 

members and has been used to promote events and provide progress reports. 

3.6 Parish Council 

Monthly reports have usually been made to the public meetings of the Parish Council, with summaries 

or copies included in the minutes published on the parish council’s website. 
 

4. LAUNCH EVENTS 

Whilst awaiting the formal designation as a neighbourhood plan area, a launch event was held by the 

parish council on 21 July 2015 in the primary school hall, supported by East Herts District Council’s 

Neighbourhood Plan (NP) liaison officer, Isabelle Haddow. The Neighbourhood Plan process was 

introduced and a Q&A session held, with 46 residents attending. 

Subsequently, an exhibition was mounted at the Bank Holiday fete on 31 August 2015 in the brand 

new Pavilion, following its ribbon cutting. Poster displays introduced the Neighbourhood Plan to 

visitors, branded pens were gifted and contact details gathered from those interested in getting 

involved or being kept up to date with events. 

Once the parish council had obtained its NP Area Designation and a constitution and terms of 

reference had been approved for a NP Steering Group (NPSG) to be formed, both events taking place 

on 3 September 2015, a public meeting was held on 30 September 2015 in the village hall at which 

residents were invited to nominate themselves for appointment to one or other of the positions on 

the NPSG, with successful candidates being approved by a show of hands. 
 

5. VILLAGE SURVEY 

5.1 Summary 

A survey was held in January 2016 to obtain feedback from residents on a variety of topics from 

housing design to the environment. Responses could be submitted either online (via SurveyMonkey) 

or in paper form. The results of the survey have been used to influence the policies within the 

Neighbourhood Plan. 

5.2 Survey Results 
A total of 169 people completed the survey, the results of which are detailed in the table below. 
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WHAT YOU LIKE Responses YOUR SUGGESTED IMPROVEMENTS Responses 

Community / friendly / spirit 105 Traffic management 73 

Village amenities 96 Manage Development / Suitable 
Housing Development 

55 

Countryside 87 Road repairs 42 

Built environment / beautiful buildings 
/ safe / clean 

55 Parking management 28 

Social events / clubs 41 Village management, admin and 
communication 

28 

Proximity to larger towns 26 Leisure facilities incl. paths and cycle 27 

  paths  

Footpaths and bridleways 23 Street lighting and pavement 
maintenance 

21 

History / HMF 4 Cleanliness / litter management 15 

 437 Broadband improvements / mobile 
signal 

14 

WHAT YOU DISLIKE  Reduce flooding / gully clearing 14 

Traffic (speed + volume) / rat run 96 Public transport 12 

Road + footpath maintenance / street 59 Jolly Waggoners site 11 

lighting    

Parking 47 Retail Facilities 8 

Unmanaged / unsuitable development 35 More dog bins 4 

Public Transport (type, quality, 
frequency) 

28 Stansted aircraft traffic and noise 3 

Poor amenities / facilities 28  355 

Village administration / 
communication 

19   

Flooding 11   

Slow broadband 11   

Lack of cleanliness / litter / dog fouling 10   

Jolly Waggoners 6   

Stansted aircraft noise 6   

 356   
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6. VISIT TO ST. ELIZABETH’S CENTRE 

On 28 January 2016 five members of the Steering Group visiting St Elizabeth’s Centre to meet its senior 

management and tour the facilities. It runs a School and Children’s home for 5-19 year olds, a College 

for 18-25 year olds and a Residential Care Home with Nursing, providing education, care and medical 

support for people of all ages who have epilepsy and other complex needs. It is the third largest 

employer in the district with up to 700 employees and volunteers. 

The team discussed the aims and objectives of the Neighbourhood Plan and how St Elizabeth’s is 

impacted by planning and related matters. They were planning to submit a planning application for a 

significant investment in 24 replacement bedrooms in 4 specialist bungalows to provide facilities 

better suited to today’s care quality requirements. [Permission was granted in 2017.] They are 

obviously aware that a large proportion of the traffic flowing through the hamlets is related to staff 

movements and are concerns about the state of the local roads which have deteriorated alarmingly 

in recent years. The roll out of fibre broadband, working on the state of the roads and the impact of 

flooding were discussed as areas of infrastructure where our joint influence may strengthen our hand. 

Subsequently St Elizabeth’s was asked if it needed the benefit of any specific policies over and above 

those in the District Plan to help it meet its objectives e.g. an extension of policies that apply to rural 

exceptions to recognise the need for 24/7 care of its residents. However, to date, that suggestion has 

not been responded to but, given that permission was obtained (as above) for its plans, an extension 

of policy may not be required. 
 

7. OPEN DAY – VISION AND OBJECTIVES 

7.1 Summary 

An open day was held on 18 June 2016 to obtain feedback on the draft vision and objectives for the 

Neighbourhood Plan. In addition, feedback was requested on a number of ideas and topics prepared 

by the steering group, aimed at identifying preferences in these areas: 

• housing mix; 

• where to build; 

• design; 

• environment; 

• other land uses 
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Residents were also encouraged to put additional comments on post-it notes. 

A total of 110 residents attended the open day. 

7.2 Publicity for the event 

The event was publicised in the parish magazine, Much Hadham website, social media, email and at a 

parish council meeting. 

7.3 Feedback summary 

7.3.1 Open day proposals feedback (summary) 

There was very strong support (> 75%) approval for: 

• Vision and Objectives 

• Replicating the present overall mix of house sizes in future development 

• Barn School site development, pepperpot development and for limited house building in the 

hamlets 

• Limited building in sustainable locations adjacent to the present village development boundary 

• A Community Land Trust development for local people, even if sited on land off limits to other 

developers 

• All of the proposed Design and Building standards (other than references to new materials and 

design details) 

• All of the Environment proposals 

Similarly, these opinions were very strongly supported: 

• Enough land is already devoted to amenities 

• Land should be found for more off-street car parking 

• New technology infrastructure is to be embraced 

• The Recreation Ground should devote more space to sports facilities for teenagers 

Finally, there was very strong opposition to: 

• Building in open countryside, on the flood plain or on the Recreation Ground 

• Building with new or unfamiliar materials 

• Rebuilding or refurbishment of the village hall and/or mission hall 

There was majority support (> 50% but < 75% approval) for: 

• Building another Ash Meadow with adequate parking facilities 

• Building on the present allotments site (if it were relocated) 

• Limited building behind the War Memorial / Moor Place entrance 

• Similarly, these opinions attracted support: 

o We need more parking restrictions on the high street even if that means moving the parking 

problem elsewhere....... 

o parking in the village slows traffic, making the high street safer 
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Vision and Objectives 

Neighbourhood Plan objectives (11 
statements) 

Vision for the future of Much Hadham (8 
vision statements) 

Disagree Agree 

Housing Mix 
The total housing stock of 777 homes in the Parish (2011 census) comprises: 

1bed 11%, 2 bed 22%, 3 bed 27%, 4 bed 23%, 5+ bed 17% 
Of the total, 18% were social housing such as those administered by Housing 

Associations. 
If the mix of houses bui 

Agree Disagree 

Finally, there was majority opposition to: 

• Promoting Much Hadham as a tourist/visitor destination 

• Using materials and design details that do not currently exist in the village 

7.3.2 Open day proposals feedback (detail) 

The specific feedback on the proposals is detailed in the charts below, with one chart for each topic. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 
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Where to build 
 

The Recreation Ground is off limits to developers even if a 
new community recreation ground were to be offered 

elsewhere in the village 

A limited number of new homes behind the War Memorial / 
Moor Place entrance could be acceptable, as they would be 

close to village amenities 

The allotments site (behind Hodges Garage) could be a good 
choice for new homes if accessible allotments were provided 

elsewhere 

A Community Land Trust development to provide affordable 
housing for local people could be acceptable on land that 

might be off limits to other developers 

 
All land along the River Ash flood plain should be off limits to 

developers 

 
Building a limited number of smaller homes in a sustainable 
location next to the proposed village development boundary 

could be acceptable 

 
Open countryside (away from the proposed village 

development boundary) should be off limits to developers 
 

A limited number of new homes should be built in Perry 
Green and Green Tye 

 

I prefer a pepperpot approach, using infill sites across the 
village 

 

The Barn School site (next to St Andrew's school) would be a 
good choice for new homes 

 
I would favour another "Ash Meadow" - a larger number of 

houses of various sizes on one site, but with adequate 
parking facilities 

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 

Agree Disagree Neutral 
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Design and standards 

Select national standards to ensure that new buildings meet 
nationally accepted compliance needs, such as:BREEAM / 

ECO Homes 

Use good design to assist towards the affordability of new 
buildings. 

 
Ensure that new building has more than adequate on-site 

parking, even if this leads to a loss of garden space. 

Do you wish new buildings to be constructed with materials 
and design details that currently do not exist within the 

parish? 

If you wish new homes to be constructed from exposed 
concrete, steel and glass; then say so! 

 
Ensure that new homes use materials, construction details 

and features that are present within the parish. 

 
Ensure that new buildings sit sympathetically alongside 

period styles and heights. 

That new building minimises damage to rural views as well as 
historic buildings views; e.g. by way of its orientation or by 

use of height restrictions. 

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 

Agree Disagree Neutral 
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Other land uses 
Are current amenity resources – especially the land 

available for them – sufficient to meet the needs and 
aspirations of current and future residents? 

Agree Disagree 

 
 

 

Environment 

New build housing should have built in support for 
wildlife, e.g. bat boxes 

 
New build housing should make allowance for 

green corridors for wildlife 

Important green spaces in the village/parish should 
be preserved (list to be developed but please add 

your suggestions) 

There should be a height restriction policy on new 
building, to help maintain the rural look and feel 

 
We should ensure that new housing takes 

biodiversity/wildlife into consideration 

 
We should try to protect the rural outlook on the 

approach roads to the village 

We should try to maintain the attractive 
appearance of housing, even if it makes houses 

more expensive 

Objectives (3 listed at top)- a restatement of 
objectives on earlier poster 

 
0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50 

 

Agree Disagree 
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7.3.3 Comments on post-it notes 

The feedback on post-it notes is summarised in the table below, grouped by topic. Reference to 

objectives means the Objectives drafted at that time for Chapter 2 of the neighbourhood plan. The 

Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group (NPSG) response was the position at that time and has not been 

updated. 
 

OBJECTIVES Action NPSG response 

Many bridleways just “end” so unsuitable for 
horses, bikes etc. 

Note Supports objective 9 (CMO). We agreed to 
add two words to objective number 9 so that 
it now reads as shown above. 

We live in Station Rd which is a private road we 
have to maintain. If more development takes 
place it means more destruction to road. Our only 
course of action is to get it closed 

Note Supports objective 2 

The development for new houses in past 3 years 
does not provide enough parking i.e. Yew Tree 
House 

Note Supports objective 5 

No mention of how roads will cope with extra 
traffic and cars/parking etc. 

Note We have very limited scope to address 
general traffic congestion, though objectives 
2 and 5 address this is a small way 

Ditto traffic ditto traffic Note See above 

Barn School site – This access is difficult but can be 
helped by a roundabout leading to new homes 

Note Appears to support housing sited at this site. 
Idea to be considered if it becomes available. 

We need more 2/3 bedroom houses affordable for 
the young and old 

Note Supports objective 6. HNA to affirm demand. 

There should be a specific additional objective 
related to traffic management, parking etc. – 
which are key “suggested improvements” in the 
January 2016 survey 

Refer to 
PC 

Comment will 
consideration. 

be raised to PC for 

Other land uses 
Which of these (if any) need extra land devoted to them? 

5 

14 

9 

10 8 

Health care resources 

Educational resources 

Resources for tourists 

Sports and recreation facilities 

Employment opportunities 
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OBJECTIVES Action NPSG response 

Generous parking provision – does this mean 
green field development? 

Note The main trade off is intended to be against 
garden space, less so on green belt 

Unsure of the need to extend bridleways. What 
and who does this benefit. Plenty already. 

Note Appears not to support part of objective 9. 
Consider as part of a survey 

The village does not need any more expensive 
luxury houses. It needs family size 3 bed houses 
that are affordable! 

Note Supports objective 6. Needs evidence 

Agree also (added to previous note) Note See above 

Disallowing extension of smaller homes would 
also help to maintain the supply of 2+3 bed 
homes. We have enough large exec. detached! 

Note Law probably limits action on extensions. 

Ask landowners if they wish prow across their 
land. Bucklers Hall is a good example 

Note Message is unclear - a complaint about 
footpath maintenance in open fields? 

Balance must be struck between retaining 
views/protecting views and on the other hand 
developing housing. You can’t have it all 

Note Suggests conflict between objectives 3 and 6 
may be a compromise. NPSG to consider 

‘Limited growth?, ‘cycle routes’, ‘sustainable’ Note Better definitions needed for some terms in 
future meetings and reports 

 
 

HOUSING MIX Action NPSG response 

New to be approved affordable homes should 
not be resold for a profit within 5 years 

Note We are probably bound by National 
legislation. 

Should be minimal large homes built. Should 
consider tasteful residential caravan parks 

Note NPSG to consider further investigation 

If a community is to thrive it needs young people 
to be able to afford to buy property. Logic 
therefore dictates property 

Note Supports objective 6 

Any proposed shared / Housing Association 
properties should be for current residents of 5 
years+ residency 

Note We may be bound by National legislation, or 
Housing Association policies. 

No block of flats – just cottages instead! Buses 
too wide for current roads – use more mini buses 

Refer to 
PC 

Buses are remit of HCC. PC may wish to do 
this. 

The percentage of the number of houses that will 
be 5+ bedrooms should be considerably lower. 
Houses prices will be very high, I feel a large 
number of 5+ bedroom houses are not needed. 
We need to ensure sustainability by at least 
limiting the no. of people coming in 

Note Supports objective 6. 

Even larger scale development would help to ease 
the housing burden – these work well for multi- 
generation facilities 

Note It is not clear if this refers to larger houses or 
larger housing developments 

The balance on new sustainable housing should be 
more biased towards 2/3 bedroom housing for 
young families 

Note Supports objective 6 

Smaller houses, Yes – Flats / apartment blocks – 
No! I heard there were proposals for flats 

Note Supports objective 6 

Housing mix need to aim for 2 and 3 bedroom 
properties with bungalows and increase for social 
housing needs for second generation villagers 

Note Supports objective 6 
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HOUSING MIX Action NPSG response 

Any new property built have covenant to stop 
smaller i.e. 2 + 3 beds being extended i.e. 

increase prices so no longer “affordable” 
purchased purely for investment 

Note To be considered by NPSG 

We need smaller houses but must have a better 
route / buses? For them to get to work? 

Note Supports objective 6. Buses are outside 
scope of NP, but objective 2 encourages bus 
travel. 

Small family homes please Note Supports objective 6 

I think the affordable houses please Note Supports objective 6, but perhaps not 
objective 4 if it adds more cost? 

I think the balance should be greater still towards 
1, 2 + 3 bedroom houses. We do not want blocks 
of flats as is happening in Ware, Hertford and 
Bishop’s Stortford 

Note Supports objective 1 

When considering affordable family housing, take 
into account limited places at village school + 
preserving enough places for all families in parish 
boundary 

Note Availability for local children at school 
appears good, according to MHNP 
consultations. 

Major issue is excess traffic. Virtually no speed 
calming 

Refer to 
PC 

Ask PC to consider traffic 

I prefer a greater bias to smaller housing Note Supports objective 6 

To attract younger people, I believe more 
amenities would be required. Does the village 
need this? 

Note Interesting question. Consider for a future 
survey 

 
 

WHERE TO BUILD Action NPSG response 

Big opp to create integrated living for diff 
generation at barns school cradle grave 
approach 

Note Explore demand via HNA 

I think this would be very disruptive (reference to 
pepper pot approach) 

Note NPSG feel it is appropriate to note majority 
support for infill development. 

When deciding about where to place houses, we 
need to ensure road placement is also carefully 
decided as obviously traffic will increase 
considerably. I fear that this increase in traffic 
will increasingly affect the sustainability of our 
village 

Note Supports objective 2 

Smaller family homes Note Supports objective 6 

The hamlets have suffered excessive 
development via St Elizabeth’s Guy + Wright and 
the HMF. The access road is at saturation point + 
amenities such as mains drainage and public 
transport do not exist 

Note Seems a good point. NP will consider a 
policy statement re development at Green 
Tye and Perry Green. NPSG to consider 

It’s important that there is a variety of sizes of 
homes. Not another Luxford Place 

Note Seems to support mixed developments. 
NPSG consider policy about mixed 
developments if size allows. 

Reconsider the village boundary – some of it just 
doesn’t make sense 

Note NPSG to consider change to boundary 
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WHERE TO BUILD Action NPSG response 

I think that the “pepper pot” approach is a really 
good idea because I feel if they are all in the 
same place (being modern), we will lose the 
historic feel of the village as well as the houses 
will start to look very “samey” 

Note Support for objective 1 and 2 

If housing was built on a flood plain who would 
buy them? 

Note Many houses are built on flood plains, so 
there is merit in retaining objective 7 

New residential development should occupy 
unused land within the village envelope i.e. 
subdivide large gardens 

Note Supports ‘infill’ development, which is the 
‘pepperpot approach’ mooted at 
Consultation event 1. Supports objectives 1 
and 2. 

Access from and development on the field 
behind the Barn School is too difficult 

Note Any sites without reasonable access would 
have to be discounted. 

3 bedroom houses needed Note Supports part of objective 6 

Totally agree (added to previous note) Note See above 

Barn School site would be a good idea as long as 
part of the site was made available to provide an 
extension to the school to cope with increased 
demand for places and sports facilities 

Note NPSG to consider if site becomes available 

Small roundabout / traffic lights by the Barn 
School making access to the land if it’s given for 
building – will need extension to school with all 
the new housing – Another use for Barn land - 

Note Consider for NP in case situation arises 

 
 

DESIGN EXPLANATION Action NPSG response 

Be open to new + innovative design Note NPSG to consider including as policy 

Second that (added to previous note) Note  

Agreed (added to previous note) Note  

More smaller “affordable” housing Note Supports objective 6. Would be better 
under ‘housing mix’ category of questions 

 
 

DESIGN OBJECTIVE AIMS Action NPSG response 

Beautiful modern buildings can work well Note Information to note 

House design + materials must be in keeping with 
village character and be built with quality 
materials which will age well 

Note Supports objective 1, but perhaps 
contradicts 'new and innovative' 
comments? 

Modern eco materials can be used in a 
sympathetic way so as properties still blend in 
with village feel 

Note Information to note 

Agree! (added to previous note) Note Information to note 

Try to refrain from using such modern materials 
as we want to keep the lovely, historic feel of the 
village. I wouldn’t encourage modern block 
houses into the village 

Note Supports objective 1, but perhaps 
contradicts 'new and innovative' 
comments? Exclude external blockwork in 
policy? 

There can be modern design/materials that could 
be compatible with the village 

Note Suggests support for objective 1 and 
modern building methods can compatible 

Don’t rule out modern style of architecture – it 
can complement the older styles 

Note Suggests support for objective 1 and 
modern building styles can compatible 
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DESIGN OBJECTIVE AIMS Action NPSG response 

Also ensure that any new roads allow for parking 
/ deliveries. Accept that we live in a world where 
there are lorries/ delivery trucks that need room 

Note Supports objective 5. Suitable road 
provision is a legal requirement anyway. 

New materials aren’t the issue; glass + steel can 
look very good together. The issue is design and 
whether this is sympathetic or simply out of 
place. Subjective yes but then planning will have 
last say! 

Note Suggests support for objective 1 and 3 and 
that modern building styles can be 
compatible 

Does Ash Meadow do this? 3+4 (reference to 
items 3 and 4 on this poster) 

Note Rhetorical question? Unclear what point is 
being made. 

Buildings built with new ideas, methods and 
materials can fit (illegible) with the older parts of 
the village. At some point the village will have to 
move into a new age of architecture? 

Note Suggests support for objective 1 and 3, and 
modern building styles can compatible 

 
Many of above comments suggest the need for a policy on innovative design and use of modern materials 

 
 

ENVIRONMENT Action NPSG response 

The land in front of Bishop’s Palace abutting the 
High Street + Winding Hill should not be 
developed 

Note Support objective 1. NPSG to consider 
actually defining key sightlines 

But the rural outlook needs to take into account 
the traffic that uses the roads 

Note The point made is not really clear 

Tel box near Sports Ground use as a tourist info 
leaflets map footpaths book swap etc. 

Refer to 
PC 

Raise to PC for info. 

Save the bats! Note Supports objective 10 

I second that! (added to previous note) Note Supports objective 10 

Keeping a watching eye Landowners backing on 
to the local rivers should take more responsibility 
in clearing their part of the river of built up debris 
with volunteers 

Refer to 
PC 

Raise to PC for info/action 

 
 

OTHER LAND USES Action NPSG response 

Doctors car park needs to be larger Refer to 
Medical 
Centre 

This would reduce on street parking at 
busy times. Issue for Health Centre. 

Can be a valuable income for a growing village – 
jobs etc. 

Note Not sure what this is referring to 

Please we need a dog waste bin at the north end 
of the village 

Refer to 
PC 

 

Very difficult to achieve land costs are enormous Note Point of information 

Opportunity to create integrated health + 
wellbeing / housing plan at barns school 

Note Supports objective 11. 

Playground facilities in Green Tye and Perry 
Green please 

Refer to 
PC 

Could be part of a survey. This is a PC 
matter. 

Opportunities to attract and sustain current 
shops and business welcome 

Note Supports objective 8 
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OTHER LAND USES Action NPSG response 

A new development could easily incorporate new 
shopping / restaurant facilities 

Note Suggests that objective 8 does not go far 
enough. Leave objective 8 'as is' because it 
had considerable support. 

Paths in Tower Hill + Widford Road need 
resurfacing 

Refer to 
PC 

This is a current issue, and maintenance is 
not an issue for NP 

Do not agree that we need a multi-disciplinary / 
integrated health centre 

Note Does not support objective 11, but this is 
contrary to the wider view expressed by 
green and red dots at Consultation event 1 

School places + doctors’ surgery are ok for 
present needs, but more people coming into the 
village will create a need for more school places / 
doctors 

Note Supports objective 11, but info suggests 
there are plenty of school places 

Be careful not to add too many shops and 
services just because of new houses! We don’t 
want to become a small town. 

Note Supports objective 1. Suggests support for 
objective 8 should be quite constrained 

Why not! (added to previous note) Note Does not support objective 1. Suggests 
support for objective 8 should be quite 
significant 

Currently about right Note Suggests maintenance of status quo as far 
as possible 

 
 

OTHER MATTERS (post on behalf of Parish Council) Action NPSG response 

A nice idea but in reality difficult to put into 
practice (reference to first item on poster) 

Refer to 
PC 

 

Broadband is needed to attract wealthy and 
aspirational 

Refer to 
PC 

 

I don’t want Much Hadham to become a tourist 
attraction, it will ruin the feel of the village 

Refer to 
PC 

Overall response is 'don't promote Much 
Hadham' as a tourist destination, so this 
will be incorporated into policies as 
needed. 

Stop vehicles parking opposite entry to Kettle 
Green Lane. Stop vehicles parking on pavement 
at entry to Oudle Lane from High St 

Refer to 
PC 

 

Parking in restricted areas reduces safety. Need 
enforced 20mph limit 

Refer to 
PC 

 

Stop parking near junctions e.g. - Malting Lane – 
Kettle Green Road - Too many cars in road – 
Unsafe to cross – Cars do not slow down….even 
with less space 

Refer to 
PC 

 

The overall presentation of issues facing the 
village is excellent. But given the Jan 2016 survey 
results note that “top priority” of suggested 
improvements are “traffic management”, then 
third and fourth are road repairs and parking 
management, the village plan needs to 
comprehensively address this 

Refer to 
PC 

 

A slowdown flashing sign would make a massive 
difference as it has in other villages 

Refer to 
PC 

 

Agree! (added to previous note) Refer to 
PC 

 



CONSULTATION STATEMENT Much Hadham Neighbourhood Plan Page | 19  

OTHER MATTERS (post on behalf of Parish Council) Action NPSG response 

Agree more speed measures are needed but they 
should not be unattractive 

Refer to 
PC 

 

The recreation ground is underused, teenagers 
and young people need to catered for more 

Refer to 
PC 

Take no action unless we get further 
evidence that there is a genuine demand. 
May be a PC matter. 

Parking restriction needed for safety reasons at 
the village end of Kettle Green Lane 

Refer to 
PC 

 

Please stop people parking on pavements 
wheelchairs + prams have to go in road 

Refer to 
PC 

 

Traffic control mini roundabout and reduce speed 
limit to 20 mph especially near to the school, thus 
supporting Barn School site 

Refer to 
PC 

 

To avoid the village becoming a total dormitory 
infrastructure for business needs to be priority 

Refer to 
PC 

 

A cycle or running track would be useful for all 
ages. Multicourt requires teams – very difficult to 
form in a village 

Refer to 
PC 

NPSG to note 

 
 
 

 

8. MUCH HADHAM VILLAGE FETE 

8.1 Summary 

The Much Hadham Neighbourhood plan team set up an information display at the annual village fete 

on 29 August 2016. This event draws up to 3,000 visitors. The pavilion was used for the display which 

included general information about the Neighbourhood Plan. Members of the team were available 

to answer queries from residents and visitors. 
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9. ENVIRONMENT WORKSHOP 

9.1 Summary 

A workshop was held in the Green Room, Much Hadham Village Hall on Saturday 25 February 2017 

from 2-5pm to elicit feedback from residents on environmental matters in the parish. The workshop 

took the form of four working tables – for views/amenities, green spaces, wildlife sites and businesses 

- each with large maps, where residents could write or position markers for key items they wanted to 

retain. There were also display boards along the side of the room, mainly displaying proposed policies 

and maps of the area and flip charts were made available so that people could add comments on post 

it notes. Feedback was gained via a feedback form on the proposed environmental policies. 
 

 

 
9.2 Publicity 

The event was publicised in the parish magazine and on OWL (local neighbourhood watch) and history 

society email lists. 

9.3 Feedback 

A total of 85 visitors attended the event. 

9.3.1 Views 

Two coloured maps were on the table (A1 of Much Hadham and A2 of Green Tye). A lot of small flags 

were made available, and people were invited to put flags on views that they considered important 

with the position of the flag indicating the direction of the view that they liked. 
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Before the event started the maps were marked up with views that were already recognised in EHC 

documentation, so as to prevent duplication of these. 

The picture below illustrates one of the maps showing views with marker flags indicating important 

views. 
 

The preferred views put forward at the open day are shown in the tables below. 

Green Tye and Perry Green Views 
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Much Hadham Views 
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9.3.2 Green Spaces 

The sites which attendees identified as needing protection are detailed in the table below analysed 

by age group. 
 

SUGGESTED SITES FOR PROTECTION >60 40-60 <40 TOTAL 

Moor Place Park (Deer Park) 10 7 4 21 

War Memorial site (and behind) 0 2 3 5 

Ash Valley & meadows 3 0 1 4 

Field between Palace & North Leys 2 0 1 3 

Millers View including Wheat field 2 2 0 4 

Wynches Park 0 1 0 1 

TOTAL 17 12 9 38 

In addition, the following additional comments were captured: 
 

OTHER COMMENTS >60 40-60 <40 

General support for trees/hedgerows/views 1 1 2 

Relating to traffic/street lighting 2 0 2 

 

Homes should be on small sites (if Barn not avail) 
 

0 
 

1 
 

1 

Protect brick wall at Moor Place Lodge 0 1 0 

 
9.3.3 Trees and Hedgerows 

People were asked to identify hedgerows and trees of particular note and these are detailed below. 

FLIPBOARD: 

• Woodland at old Station Yard 

• Trees & hedges both sides of entire Cox Lane 

• Trees by Mill Cottages to Millers View -scots pines, oaks etc. 

• Oak tree off Brands Lane on way to Cox Lane 

• Hedges and trees in KGL west from Dell Cottage - especially oaks 

MAPS:  

• Trees in Wynches Park 

• Oaks west of Dell Cottage 

• Evergreen holm oaks and cedars in Deer Park 

• Evergreen holm oaks along Cox Lane 

• Oak tree to south of KGL between first paddock going west and arable field 
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Added by Ken Howlett: 

There are many noteworthy trees spanning the Parish but near the junction of Bromley Lane and the 

B1004- The oaks in the field bordered by LH road, LH boundary, the Ash and bridleway 54. 

There were no entries on the map for the hamlets at Green Tye and Perry Green. 

9.3.4 Wildlife Sites 

People were asked to identify sites where they were aware of wildlife. The following sites were 

identified: 

• Fields just southwest of Guy and Wright glasshouses in Green Tye 

• Old Station Yard (unspecified birds and trees) 

• Old Station Yard and Mill Cottages (Bats, slow worms, hedgehogs, muntjac deer, and the following 

birds: Green and little woodpeckers, greenfinches, chaffinches, blackbirds, robins, thrushes, 

nuthatches, tawny owls, little owls, blue tits, great tits, coal tits, squirrels-all nesting) 

• The area of trees between Millers View and Windmill Way (unspecified trees, and possible bats) 

• Elsey Meads (lots of birds- unspecified types) 

• Garden immediately N-W of Junction of B1004 and road to Camwell Hall. Brenda Coleshill is said 

to have seen stag beetles and rhinoceros beetles. 

• Field west/adjacent to Broadfield close- hedgehogs 

• Gardens close (south side of) to junction of Kettle Green Lane and B1004 (ancient oak tree and 

hedge, bees, butterflies and wildflowers) 

• Field near Nursery Cottages (Little Owls) 

• Field opposite Blackcroft Farm (woodpeckers) 

• Field behind Grudds Farm (unspecified bats) 

• Pond opposite Prince of Wales pub (newts) 

• Mill Wood near old council depot (unspecified bats) 

• Field near St Elizabeths (stoat) 

• Sidehill Wood near road between Perry Green and Much Hadham (Badgers) 

• Moor Place Nature Reserve (Newts, buzzards, Tawny Owls, fieldfares, woodpeckers and kites) 

• Between River Ash and Chalkdells Farm (bats) 

• River Ash surrounds- many people commented that the area adjacent to the River Ash (along it's 

entire length) should be protected for its wildlife value 

Many verbal mentions were made of kites, muntjac deer and foxes in the area. 

9.3.5 Unlisted Heritage Assets 

A piece of paper was left on a table so that people could add ideas for 'Unlisted Heritage Assets'. The 

following locations were added to this list: 

• The K6 Telephone Box at the Junction of Station Road and Windmill Way 

• The front wall of Moor Place Lodge, where it adjoins the High Street. This is very close to the 

War Memorial and a comment was made that it looks in danger of collapse. 

• Elsey Meads was also mentioned, but this is an area of land, not a building and so should have 

been recorded as a wildlife area. This has been noted in section 2) 
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9.3.6 Community Facilities and Sports 

The following facilities and sports were identified by residents at the workshop. 

Much Hadham Community Facilities 

• Church – St. Andrews and Holy Cross 

• Dentist 

• Garden Centre and Café 

• The Bull Inn 

• Village hall 

• The Forge museum – including Elizabethan wall paintings, Jean Page room, and Blacksmith 

• Primary school 

• Sports Pavilion 

• Sports ground, Children’s play area and Fete storage facilities 

• Health centre 

• Garage & Secondhand cars 

• Allotments 

• Fire station 

• Shop and Hairdresser 

• Congregational church 

• Wildflower meadow 

• Horse riding stables 

Green Tye and Perry Green Community Facilities 

• Antique shop 

• Tomato farm 

• Prince of Wales pub 

• Mission hall 

• St. Thomas’ church 

• Burial ground 

• The Hoops pub 

• Henry Moore Foundation 

• St. Elizabeth’s 
 

Sports  
• Tennis 

• Bowls 

• Badminton 

• Table tennis 

• Football 
 

Clubs and Societies 

See those listed on poster for this event. 
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9.3.7 General comments and matters of concern 

The following general comments were recorded: 

• We should check that the Much Hadham Conservation Area plan was updated around 2015 to 

incorporate the changes made by John Bosworth (consultant) 

• We should talk to the Horticultural Society re flora in the district 

• We should talk to the local Bat Societies to see what data they have for the area 

• We should do a bat survey of the River Ash surrounds 

The following points were raised by residents as concerns 

• House “Prison style” entrance gates. 

• Paddocks. 

• The Jolly Wagoner’s pub. 

• “Temporary” banners signage. 

9.3.8 Comments recorded via post-it notes 

The post-it notes were colour-coded to identify age groupings 

Green (above 60 years old) 

• Preserve the ancient hedgerows 

• The field off Kettle Green Lane should be kept as a Nature Reserve with public access 

• Land and views from North Leys toward the church should be protected 

• No building on field behind Walnut Close. No increase of traffic in Kettle Green Lane 

• The Nature reserve between Moor Place and Walnut Close is a wonderful facility for walking and 
viewing wildlife 

• Nature reserve at Moor Place to be given green space protection ('agreed' added to this) 
• I would like to see Elsie Mead (the field next to Malting Lane) which is used by walkers extensively 

to be a local green space 

• Land in front of Palace and the land in front of the Church needs protecting 

• Make land either side of HPG land and Moor Place Park to be given green space protection 

• Protect all the meadows & woods near the River Ash 

• Ensure two bridges field and through to Elsie Mead should be protected as wonderful village asset 
for walking and viewing wildlife 

• Turning onto High Street from Kettle Green Lane often unsighted because of parked cars 

• Top of Station Road beyond Millers View & new 5+/8 houses, space through field is beyond village 
boundary, towards Kettle Green Lane-no access as Station Road unadopted 

• Protect the woods around Millers View 

• Footpath/access road to Moor Place should be tree lined/treated in line with the environmental 
reports submitted to EH planning in the development of Moor Place 

• Please can we have some proper lighting in Church Lane and the road surface improved 

• Protect the view from Moor Place listed properties across Moor Place 

• Protection of the Nature reserve between Walnut Close/ Kettle Green Lane & Moor Place 

• Protect Cedar trees in Moor Place 

• Protection- Land to the East of Moor Place Park should remain preserved as a Nature Reserve, 

buffer zone between MPP & the village. This was promised. 
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Pink (41-60 years old) 

• Protect the view up Moor Place Drive from the High Street 

• Protect and preserve the brick wall at Moor Place Lodge, opposite the War Memorial 

• Protect the green space behind the War Memorial 

• Designate the fields behind the rec and Walnut Close as a Nature Reserve 

• Archaeological significance at the field south of Kettle Green Lane known as Wheatfield (identified 
'1' in map) 

• I would not like to see places of beauty or te lovely views lost-Signed 'S Brody' 

• Protect the land of Cedars in front of Moor Place 

• Archaeological significance 'Wheatfield' by Windmill Way was declared many years ago & was 
submitted last year as first records 'lost'!! 

• Protect the green space and setting behind the War Memorial 

• Protect the long Birch run near entrance to Moor Place 

• Land between Moor Place and Walnut Close/Kettle Green Lane should be preserved as a Nature 
reserve for the benefit of the village 

• No building on land by Moor Place ? Village Park 

• Wynches Park (adjacent the county wildlife site at Camwell Hall) merits protection for historical 
interest and for trees 

• I accept new homes need to be built, these need to be spread out not clumped. We should avoid 

one/two large developments 

• Land between Kettle Green Lane and Moor Place (containing field with new lake) to be given green 
space protection 

Blue- (18-40 years old) 

• Protect Moor place Park & War Memorial 

• Get better lighting on the High Street 

• If the Barn Field can't be developed then it would be better to have 1 or 2 houses on a site to 
minimise the impact on view 

• Protect Moor Place Park views and nature reserve 

• Extra protection for fields/mead & valley between Sidehill Wood & Malting Lane running parallel 
with Sidehill Wood 

• Protect the land by the War memorial and Moor Place 

• Protection for valley & surrounding fields along Cox Lane from High Street to Kettle Green Road. 
Through Blackcroft Farm. 

• The field adjacent to the church and the Palace should be HPG designated in the grounds of this 
area's historic significance, particularly the effective birthplace of the Tudor Dynasty 

• Council must honour their Conservation areas & planning sites. People have made decisions to 
move to Much Hadham based on this info! 

• Station Road exit to main road is blind to Northern traffic 

• The Nature reserve on Kettle Green Lane must be preserved for Green space, nature, views & 
walks. Council should not change mind after having already preserved it 
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9.3.9 Proposed Environmental Policies feedback form 

The feedback is detailed in the table below. 
 

Comments on Environmental Policies Comments on event 

arrangements & structure 

Landscape 

Character Assess 

and walk round 

village 

Comprehensive, well throughout Great to be able to speak to a 
different person about each 
subject 

YES 

Vital & important to underpin other policies 
and fill gaps where only locals will 
see/privatise benefit 

Key topics covered. 
Pleased businesses are 
listed/open question for 
making sure none are missed. 
Excellent. Well done so far. 

 

Everything seems to be covered Well worth the effort! YES 

Looks OK Well arranged!  

 Great event structure YES 

Moor Place Park must be preserved   

 Just want to suggest that say 4- 
6 houses on the Jolly 
Waggoners would be good in 
my mew – pulling down the 
old pub and subject to very 
close S106 control of density, 
size, design etc. 

 

Going home to read the literature, and 
learn more about it. Not ready to comment 
yet! 

Well done! Easy to follow and 
lots of info. 

 

Attention to views of landscape is valuable 
– but identification by flags, other than 
delineation/definition on map, does not 
yield clear picture.  (too few flats available) 

Too few flags available!  

Fully support the rich ecosystems 
surrounding the village of MH. This 
provides for wide biodiversity in reasonable 
harmony with the neds of a vibrant village. 
To maintain established buffer zones and 
wild life havens must be 
preserved/extended 

Very satisfactory YES 
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Comments on Environmental Policies Comments on event 

arrangements & structure 

Landscape 

Character Assess 

and walk round 

village 

Very comprehensive 
More attention needed to the implications 
of recent planning consents etc. at Moor 
Place (e.g. what’s happening the “nature 
reserve” and access road to Moore Place 
from War Memorial?) 
See the environmental reports submitted 
for the Moor Place Development 

  

   

Important Views – C8 is a beautiful view 
taking in the nature reserve and the village 
outskirts. 

Very good – perhaps needed 
more explanation of maps 

YES 

 I am too old to make 
perceptive comments or offer 
bright ideas, but I am 
convinced by today’s display 
that the village’s future is 
being thoroughly and 
imaginatively handled. I hope 
people will find time to say 
Thank You and not allow their 
own pet concerns to cloud the 
overall picture. Well Done! 

 

Good to preserve habitats for birds in 
particular the kites. 
If the Barn site can’t be developed, more 
small scale housing in the infill sites should 
be considered. 

The larger room would have 
been better for ease of access 
to the displays. 

 

A worthwhile proposal – certainly valuable 
in terms of HM being rural. 
Non-designated heritage assets – excellent. 
Landscape character assessment – great 
idea 

Displays very good. Lots of 
help to get people involved. 
Bit cramped in the hall. 

 

Protect sites but allowing building/new 
homes in the area that is agreed, but all 
community members 

More advertising of the event. YES 
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Comments on Environmental Policies Comments on event 

arrangements & structure 

Landscape 

Character Assess 

and walk round 

village 

There is nothing here about wider Event is well attended and  

environmental land use across the Parish – vibrant, but could have had 
e.g. arable land use which appears to be more basic information 
very large fields without strips/area of land available, eg. demographics 
to support bio-diversity etc. This aspect is etc. so that my comments 
much poorer than in other areas where I could have been better 
have lived. This general land use affects informed. 
what is visible near the more built up areas.  

We feel the summary document is clear, 
and given information clearly that we can 
use to research further. This will be very 
helpful when understanding legal 
constraints. 

The village has some beautiful views and 
lovely walks, these should be considered in 
any building proposals. 

We moved to Much Hadham to live in a 
village environment. We strongly want that 
preserved and housing options balanced. 

The event was well organised, 
with information regarding 
Proposals and Suggestions 
clearly laid out. We would like 
to see new homes scattered 
throughout the village. We 
would only be opposed to 
large “clumped” development 
exceeding more than 10 
houses, in one spot. 

The councillors present and 
others all seemed very well 
informed and could answer all 
our questions in depth. This 
was reassuring. 

 

 We feel we are being kept 
informed regarding the 
advancement of the 
Neighbourhood Plan and 
welcome the opportunities to 
give our views and receive 
feedback. 

  YES 

  YES 

 
 

In addition, a separate survey was done to establish if a policy to protect the Historic Lighting on Much 

Hadham High Street should be considered. There were 24 votes for 'yes' and 0 for 'no'. In addition 

there we 10 unprompted comments that said 'very important'. 
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Main reasons for location in parish 
 

Other (please specify) 
 
Need the space that a rural location provides 

Cheaper premises costs / business rates than 
an urban location 

Historical ties to this location / business has 
always been here 

Work from home 

Close to customers / ease of access to them 

Close to suppliers / ease of access to them 

0 1 2 3 4 5 

Length of time business has been in parish 

>15 years 5-15 years 

10. BUSINESS SURVEY 

10.1 Summary 

In March 2017 a business survey was created with SurveyMonkey and local businesses were emailed 

and asked to complete the survey. Of the ~25 businesses contacted, only five completed the survey. 

10.2 Results of the Survey 

The results of the survey are provided below in a series of graphs. 
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Tenure of business 

premises 

 
No. people working at this site 

% of staff 

commuting from 

outside parish Full time Part time 

Work from home  2 0% 

Rented 2  100% 

Rented 1  100% 

Work from home 1 1 0% 

Work from home 1 0 0% 

 
 

None of those who responded expected to require larger premises in the next 5 years and all thought 

it unlikely or were unsure whether they would take on extra employees during this time. All thought 

that existing sites with commercial use should be protected from change of use but none had any 

ideas of where additional commercial sites could be located. Also, none thought that lack of affordable 

housing in the local area was a factor affecting recruitment of staff. 

Four out of the five responders thought that working from home was vital for the sustainability of the 

community. Two of the five thought extra local housing would be beneficial to their business; the 

remainder were neutral. All thought the parish was satisfactory as a location with three believing it 

was getting better and two thinking it was getting worse. 

Views on constraining factors for local businesses are detailed in the chart below and one of the 

businesses stated that fast broadband and full mobile phone coverage were key infrastructure 

changes needed to support local businesses and encourage others to move to the parish. 
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11. PUBLIC CONSULTATION DAY – DEVELOPMENT, GREEN SPACES AND 
VIEWS 

11.1 Summary 

A public consultation was held in the Village Hall, Much Hadham on Sunday 17 September 2017 from 

11am-4pm to elicit feedback from residents on proposed development sites, green spaces, views and 

facilities in the parish. 

There were two main points of focus for this event: 

1. To provide information about potential development sites and the methodology used to 

determine these sites. A large storyboard was laid out across a section of the hall describing how 

the development site criteria were established and how the various sites around the parish had 

been assessed against them. Feedback forms enabled residents to rate their views (Green, Amber 

or Red) on the short-list of sites which met the criteria. 

2. To provide information about proposed Local Green Spaces and Priority Views in the parish as well 

as listing out local facilities that residents might want to retain. Again, a feedback form enabled 

residents to say whether they agreed or disagreed with what was proposed. 

 
Several maps were displayed including ones showing all the proposed sites (development and 

protected) covered in the detailed sections, along with maps showing the village boundary and the 

conservation area boundary. Display material was also provided about the vision and objectives and 

the next steps in the process. 
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Those attending registered on arrival, providing details of their location (from within/outside the 

parish) and age group (<25, 25-65 and >=65). Each was given a feedback form asking whether they 

agreed or disagreed with the development sites, Local Green Spaces, Priority Views (including criteria) 

and local facilities. For the development sites, a categorisation of Green/Amber/Red was requested 

(Green indicating support for the site, Amber showing uncertainty or neutrality and Red showing 

disagreement with the site; these were given scores of 2/1/0 respectively). The feedback forms 

included sections for residents to write additional information. 

In addition to the display material, several booklets containing the information on display were 

available for residents to review while filling in the feedback forms. 
 

11.2 Publicity 

Leaflets were delivered to every household in the parish to invite residents to the event. In addition, 

banners were displayed at the annual fete in August and in central locations in Much Hadham and 

posters were placed on noticeboards in Much Hadham and Green Tye. 

The event was also publicised in the parish magazine, on OWL (local neighbourhood watch) and 

history society email lists. 

11.3 Open Day Outcome 

A total of 248 visitors attended the event as detailed in the chart below. 
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Open Day Forms 

20 

82 

138 

Age=<25 Age=25-65 Age =65+ 

 
 
 
 

 

A total of 240 forms were completed: 
 

 

 
11.3.1 Development Sites 

A total of six sites were put forward at the event (one of which had two variants); these sites had all 

scored more than 50% on the site assessment criteria. A map was displayed showing the sites 

proposed, along with those which were considered but rejected and those which already have 

planning permission. 

Open Day Attendees 

7 8 8 

82 

143 

<25 25-64 >=65 Unspecified Visitors 
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Green Amber Red 

83 45 111 Land behind Windmill Way 

131 45 63 Moor Place Gate (both sides) 

110 59 70 Moor Place Gate (left/south side) 

31 63 145 South Plot, Culver 

79 69 91 Hopleys 

41 38 160 Land at former Barn School 

42 43 154 Priest's House 

100% 80% 60% 40% 20% 0% 

Development Site Feedback 

Merged Ranking of Development Sites 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

Priest's House 

Land at former Barn School 

Hopleys 

South Plot, Culver 

Moor Place Gate (left/south side) 

Moor Place Gate (both sides) 

Land behind Windmill Way 

 

Site Assessment Ranking Public Consultation Ranking Final ranking (1=best) 

The scoring for each of the six sites, using assessment criteria agreed by the parish council, was 

detailed and a summary of each of the sites, including an individual map and photograph, was 

displayed. 

Residents were asked to score each site as green, amber or red on a feedback form (green showing 

agreement with the site (with a score of 2), amber indicating neutrality about the site (scoring 1) and 

red showing disagreement with the site (score 0). The results of the feedback are shown in the chart 

below. 
 

 

 
This feedback was combined with the previous scoring based on the site assessment criteria, giving 

an overall rating shown below. 
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Protect Don't protect 

8.0 92.0 L6– Field at the side of the Mission Hall, Green Tye 

4.1 95.9 L5– Field between Palace & North Leys (Court Orchard) 

1.4 98.6 L4– Field east of the Ash Valley, west of Steeplejack Hill 

0.9 99.1 L3– Elsie’s; field to south-east of ford 

4.2 95.8 L2– Moor Park Place North (Lower Park) 

7.1 92.9 L1– Moor Park Place South (Great Leys) 

Local Green Space Feedback 

0.0 10.0 20.0 30.0 40.0 50.0 60.0 70.0 80.0 90.0 100.0 

11.3.2 Local Green Spaces 

Six sites in the parish were put forward as potential Local Green Spaces. A table was displayed at the 

open day showing how each site met the Local Green Space criteria in the National Planning Policy 

Framework, together with a map showing the location of all the sites along with photographs of each 

site. 

The feedback of those who expressed an opinion is detailed below and shows that between 92 and 

99% of residents want these sites to be protected. 
 

In addition, a number of comments were received about Local Green Spaces, including 

recommendation of some extra potential sites: 

• The grounds of Much Hadham Hall 

• The woods adjacent to the old station 

 

Details of comments received at the event can be found in Appendix B 

11.3.3 Recreational Open Spaces 

Three sites were put forward as Recreational Open Spaces; these being sites which do not meet the 

criteria for Local Green Spaces because they have a degree of protection under the District Plan but 

were considered to be important to the parish. These sites were shown on a map at the open day. 

Of those who expressed an opinion, between 94 and 99.5% of residents wanted these sites to be 

protected; the detail is shown in the graph below. 
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Recreational Open Spaces Feedback 

Allotments 

St Andrews Primary School Playground 

Recreation Ground 

0.0 20.0 40.0 60.0 80.0 100.0 

Protect Don't protect 

 
 

 
     

94.2 5.8 

     

99.6 0.4 

     

99.1 0.9 

     

 
 
 
 
 

 

11.3.4 Community Facilities 

A total of 25 community facilities were identified as being potentially important to residents and these 

were listed on the open day display and feedback form. For those who provided no opinion on a 

specific facility it was assumed that they did not want to protect it. The details of the feedback are 

shown in the chart below. In summary: 

• More than 90% wanted protection for 6 sites – the doctor’s surgery, the shop, the school, St 

Andrew’s church, Much Hadham village hall and the Bull inn 

• 80-90% wanted protection for 13 sites - the dentist, the tennis club, the Bowls club, the Forge 

museum, St Thomas’s church, the Henry Moore foundation, the Prince of Wales pub, the 

Green Tye Mission Hall, Hoops Inn, the congregational church, Hopleys café, the Pavilion and 

the Scout hut 

• 60-80% wanted protection for 5 sites - the car park, Hodge’s garage, the hairdresser, the 

tomato farm and Great Hadham gold club/gym 

• Only 58.5% wanted protection for the Jolly Waggoners pub (or replacement) 
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11.3.5 Priority Views 

A list of criteria to define a priority view were proposed, together with 12 views which met those 

criteria. These views were also displayed on a map along with photographs of each view. 

The feedback received is detailed in the chart below which shows the percentage feedback from those 

who expressed an opinion. 99% agreed with the priority view criteria and between 90 and 98.5% 

agreed with individual priority views. 

Community Facilities Feedback 

Scout Hut Land 

MH Vill Hall 

Gt Hadham Golf Course/gym 

Pavilion 

Bowls Club 

Tennis Club 

Tomato Farm sales /GT 

Hopley’s cafe 

Jolly Waggoners-Inn 

Hoops Inn 

Prince of Wales pub 

Bull Inn 

Car Park, Londis 

St Andrew’s Primary School 

Mission Hall, Green Tye 

Congregational church 

St Thomas’s church 

St Andrews Church 

Henry Moore Foundation 

Hodges Garage 

Forge Museum 

Hairdresser 

Shop-Londis 

Dentist 

Doctors Surgery 

.9 

68.8 

.9 

88.2 

69.2 

8 

58.5 

85.2 

86.9 

92.0 

5 

95.4 

86.1 

.0 

87.3 

93.7 
 
 
 
 
 

96.6 

89.5 

97.5 

18.1 

6.8 

31.2 

18.1 

11.8 

10.5 

30.8 

17.7 

5 

14.8 

13.1 

8.0 

21.5 

4.6 

13.9 

16.0 

12.7 

6.3 

13.9 

29.5 

12.2 

30.4 

3.4 

10.5 

2.5 

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 

Protect Don't protect 

69.6 

87.8 

70.5 

86.1 

84 

78. 

41. 

2.3 

89.5 

81 

93.2 

81 



CONSULTATION STATEMENT Much Hadham Neighbourhood Plan Page | 41  

 
 

In addition to the above, a few extra priority views were suggested: 

• Views from the footpath crossing Wheatcroft 

• Views from the village & valley from the southern end of Sidehill Wood on the footpath near 

the pumping station 

• View towards where the windmill used to be 

• View from the footpath behind St Thomas’s down the valley 

• Views of the village from elevated land 

Priority Views 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 

Priority View Criteria 99.0 1.0 

V1– View of church across field 97.2 2.8 

V2– Moor Place avenue from entrance gates 90.0 10.0 

V3– View from Moor Place avenue to Dell Cottage 90.8 9.2 

V4– Kettle Green railway bridge to village 91.3 8.7 

V5– Henry Moore's reclining lady at Perry Green 97.1 2.9 

V6– Sidehill Wood and river Ash from west of 
Chalkdells Farm 

V7– South from ford down Ash Valley to Sidehill 
Wood 

V8– Sidehill House across meadows to Malting 
Lane 

V9– Malting Lane – Old Malt House south across 
meadows 

V10– Sidehill Wood bridleway to west across valley 
to Culver house 

V11– View of Green Tye pub from the road north 
of the village 

V12– View of Green Tye pub from the road north 
of the village 

96.1 3.9 

99.5 0.5 

98.1 1.9 

97.1 2.9 

98.5 1.5 

93.3 6.7 

97.1 2.9 

Agree Don't agree 
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12. SCHOOL VISIT 

12.1 Summary 

A visit to St Andrews School by two members of the Steering Group took place on Friday 6 October 

2017. The team members were made very welcome by the school and the group of year six children 

who were very enthusiastic and had lots of ideas. 

One team member led the class and, after an introduction by the Head teacher, explained what the 

Neighbourhood Plan process involved. The subject of Planning was introduced and the importance 

and value of the process was discussed together with promoting Planning as a worthwhile and 

rewarding career option. 

The team then moved on to explain the purpose of the Neighbourhood Plan Process and why it is 

important. The vision for the future of Much Hadham was described because it helps to determine 

the objectives of the Neighbourhood Plan which were also outlined so the children would have a 

better idea of the concepts. 

As an exercise, the children were split into groups and, with the aid of maps of the village, were invited 

to identify where they lived and other key features of the village; also to think about what they liked 

about the village and how they would want the village to change in the future. Post-it notes were 

provided and the children wrote ideas down and put them on a display board. The feedback is 

summarised below. 

Finally, with the Barn School site as an example, the children were invited to work in their groups and 

draw or write a plan to indicate how the site could be used to improve the village. They were asked to 

consider subjects such as greenbelt, the topography of the site, wildlife preservation, amount of space 

required to build, preservation of trees and the need to get permission. The teams produced plans 

which included many sensible proposals together with a number of less practical ideas. Examples of 

the plans are shown in Appendix C. 

A survey of the children was conducted to get an indication of their ideas on a few points and to 

establish how they got to school and where they lived. 

Out of a class of 24 children (3 were absent from the session) 13 lived in Much Hadham and the others 

came from Sawbridgeworth, Little Hadham, Bishops Stortford, Wareside, Allens Green, Harlow, 

Puckeridge and Cold Christmas. The results of the survey are summarised below: 

• 12 came to school by car, the rest walked; 

• 13 preferred to live in an old house with big rooms, 8 preferred a new house with solar panels and 

triple glazing; 

• 5 thought new houses should be built in the village, 16 outside the village; 

• 4 liked big open green spaces , 17 liked smaller spaces with playgrounds and skateparks; 

• 13 thought the village shop needed a bigger car park whilst 8 thought it more important to provide 

more houses for people who would then support the shop; 

• 13 wanted to keep areas in the village for wildlife and 8 wanted to keep areas to grow food 

although 14 thought the same space could be used for both. 
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The children were asked to provide feedback in the form of post-it notes on things that they liked 

about Much Hadham and changes they would like to see in the future. These are shown below. 
 
 
 

Things we love about Much Hadham 

The school and teachers are brilliant 
Safe haven for wildlife 
Lots of great countryside 

Everything is perfect – don’t change 

Safe and quiet village 
Friendly environment 

Good park with play equipment & tennis courts plus trees to 
climb 

All the things we need are close together 

Good shop and pub 

Good doctors and dentist 
 
 
 
 

The future of Much Hadham 

Fishing area 
Water sports centre 

Sports leisure centre/gym 

Football pitch with floodlights 
A few more tennis courts 

Indoor pool 

Cycle paths incl. to Ware 
Skate park 

Gaming/Youtube centre 
A few more shops e.g. café, Macdonalds 

School extension 
New hospital 
Keep it the same otherwise it will be too crowded 

Limit new houses or doctors and school won’t cope 

Less traffic 
 
 

Most of the suggested improvements related to sports and activities. 

Although these results may not be statistically significant, they do give an indication of the issues 

driving the children's attitudes. 

The visit was concluded with a question and answer session. It was clear that the children understood 

the Neighbourhood Plan has relevance for them because of the timeframe of the plan period. 
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13. PUBLIC CONSULTATION DAY – NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN SITE 
PRESENTATION 

13.1 Summary 

A public consultation was held at Much Hadham Primary School on Thursday 14 June 2018 from 7.30- 

9pm to present updates on the proposed development sites, including an additional site put forward 

in 2018. The consultation took the form of a presentation, followed by focus groups and a Q&A 

session. 

The presentation was given by two members of the steering group using a projector and screen. It 

included the following key sections: 

a) Summary presentation explaining the purpose of session, the benefits of Neighbourhood Plan 

and the current Neighbourhood Plan status 

b) Site presentation covering what makes a successful site, an explanation of each site including 

maps and photographs. 

 
 

 
 
 
 

There were five focus groups, one for each of the proposed sites: 
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• Hopleys 

• The Bull Inn 

• Priest’s House 

• Moor Place Gate 

• Barn School 
 

Each focus group was set up around a table with a board alongside displaying a map and the proposed 

policy for the site. Attendees at the meeting were evenly spread across the five focus groups with 

approximately 10-12 in each one with a member of the Steering Group acted as a facilitator, capturing 

key issues and suggestions made. The focus group session took approximately 20 minutes and was 

followed by a short summary provided to all by the facilitators on each of their groups. 

The Q&A session took place after the focus group summaries and was open to all. Two members of 

the steering group responded to the queries. This was followed by an explanation of the 

Neighbourhood Plan next steps and all attendees were encouraged to fill in a feedback form for the 

new site (Bull Inn) which had not been included at the previous open day. 

Notes of the whole session were prepared by the parish clerk and are presented below in 13.3.1 and 

13.3.2. 
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13.2 Publicity 

The event was advertised on Parish Council noticeboards, in the Parish magazine and on both 

Neighbourhood Plan and Parish Council websites. A promotional email was sent to the 

Neighbourhood Plan email list and it was promoted at the annual Parish Council meeting and at the 

Parish Council meeting earlier in June. The event was also advertised on Facebook. 

13.3 Public Meeting Outcome 

A total of 67 people attended the event. 

13.3.1 Focus Groups 

Participants were encouraged to put forward their ideas and these are noted below – no comment is 

made on their merits or whether a majority of the group agreed. 

Hopleys 

The following points were made: 

• owner is retiring; 

• proposals, by and large, are popular; 

• make sure as much of the garden as possible is kept and it was noted that intend to do so via s106 

and a specific policy; 

• agreed that café to be retained and happy where it is proposed to be located by the owner; and 

• comment that access to Hop Lane should only be for the owner’s new house and the proposed 

barn conversion, and not by the other new houses being proposed. 
 

The Bull Inn 

Three main features were identified: 

• for a site like this, as much parking as possible needs to be on the site, to allow visitors etc. so that 

there is no encroachment into The Bull Inn car park; 

• if possible, action should be taken to minimise the dangers of accessing the site through the pub 

car park; and 

• it is possible that building on this site could make The Bull Inn less viable as a pub therefore there 

is concern that the village could lose the pub. Consequently, the point regarding ensuring sufficient 

parking within the development reiterated so that the pub car park does not become used. 

In addition, need to consider the impact on the nearby listed houses during the construction period 

as well as once occupied. 

Priest’s House 

The following points were made: 

• the Malting Lane access is a useful turning/passing point therefore would not want to see a hedge 

planted along this; 

• need to make sure that there is enough parking on the site for at least 2 cars per property; 
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• overwhelming support to extend the Ash Meadow concept on to this site as opposed to one big 

house; 

• hope that the current landowner will support this type of housing; and 

• consider investigating the possibility of some land from the Culver side of the road for parking. 

Moor Place Gate 

The following points were raised for consideration: 

• access in and out of the site will need careful control, including access for the existing property, 

The Lodge; 

• need to maximise parking on site; 

• impact of water run off; 

• darkness caused by the lime trees lining the avenue, perhaps do not extend all the way down the 

drive; and 

• impact of the tennis court flood lighting. 

Barn School (potential reserve site) 

The following points were made: 

• housing – view that the current area proposed for housing is in the wrong place as it impacts on 

Ash Meadow. Suggestion made that the housing be moved further away with direct access from 

Tower Hill, and keep the number of houses as small as can; 

• parking – additional parking for the High Street, school etc a good idea including parking for 

teachers off Oudle Lane; 

• relocate the Health Centre from the existing site to here and build smaller houses on the current 

Health Centre site; 

• divert footpath so that it does not go through the school; 

• children’s activity area a good idea but there is some concern that the existing play equipment on 

the recreation ground would become unused; and 

• agreed that it would be good to put something in the Neighbourhood Plan to reserve this site for 

future development. 



CONSULTATION STATEMENT Much Hadham Neighbourhood Plan Page | 48  

13.3.2 Question and answer session with residents 
 

 
Question Answer 

Appreciate that we will be 
tweaking what’s currently 
being shown for a site but 
what happens if don’t like 
any of it, in terms of the big 
picture for the site, is it too 
late to say so? 

Need to decide now what the content of the 
Neighbourhood Plan will be so can get the benefit of it. It 
is accepted that personal approval of it all may not be 
possible – individually we each will not like some aspect 
of it. To pass at the referendum stage, only need 50% + 1 
vote. The Plan will not be put to a referendum until we 
are confident of a large majority in support. However, do 
need to remember that whilst there is no Plan, 
developers will seek to undertake inappropriate 
developments, for example build large houses. If have the 
Plan in place, then properties will be what the village has 
asked for. It is best to think about the Plan as a whole 
package and either take the risk of inappropriate 
developments while waiting for other sites to become 
available or live with the package being proposed. 

Can proposals for sites be 
taken forward without the 
landowner’s permission? 

No – need permission to take sites forward. Sites can be 
shown in year bandings (0-5 years; 5-15 years) but a site 
without permission does not count within the overall 
number of sites. 

Can landowners push 
forward sites considered for 
the Neighbourhood Plan 
themselves? 

When the East Herts Council (EHC) District Plan is 
approved, the village is protected until the Plan is put in 
place. Until then, developers can go for sites outside of 
the village boundary. 
With some of the sites in question, there is a give and 
take negotiation process in place. For example, The Bull 
Inn needs the Plan to be able to move the village 
boundary so the Brewery can’t do the development 
entirely on its own. 

In all these proposals, has the 
pressure of enlarging the 
number of houses been 
considered in respect to the 
doctors and school places? 

Yes. Discussion with the doctors highlighted they can 
accommodate the increase proposed. In terms of the 
schools, s106 funding can help with funding extra school 
places. But, need to remember that a number of children 
at the school are from outside the parish therefore would 
expect this to change and rebalance over time with more 
from within the parish. 
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Question Answer 

Understand that the target 
number of additional houses 
is within the boundary or on 
land contiguous with it but 
there is nothing within the 
hamlets. Turning it on its 
head, what protection does 
the Plan give to the hamlets? 

EHC’s emerging District Plan has vigorous policies 
regarding the development in, what is classed as, ‘rural 
area beyond the green belt’ as limited infill only is 
allowed, effectively only 1/2 properties. A developer 
would not get permission to build a large development 
within the countryside. Additionally, it is not possible to 
identify now the possible future infill sites hence why not 
included in the sites proposed for the Plan, and these are 
covered by the regular planning process. That said, there 
will be some policies covering this situation so as to 
ensure development in the hamlets is appropriate. 

In Moor Place Gate, the 
housing block parallel to the 
road, is this low cost 
housing? 

Intention is that the land will be owned by a public body. 
A community land trust will be established and the Trust 
will build the houses for a targeted audience which could 
be young families or downsizers. Key point is that the 
Parish Council would be able to control who this housing 
was allocated to and therefore give preference to those in 
the parish. 

What about the other houses 
in Moor Place Gate? 

These will be terraced houses with a tight set of policies 
taking into account the sensitive nature of the site. The 
aim would be to ensure that any housing developed on 
this site is something to be proud of and benefits the 
village. In all the sites being proposed for the Plan, the 
only large house proposed is that for the owner of 
Hopleys. 

Would the other side of the 
Moor Park drive be 
protected? 

Yes – through a number of protections, which could 
include Local Green Space, designation as outside the 
village boundary, Priority Views, Historic Parkland and so 
on. 
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13.3.3 Bull Inn site feedback 

55 of those attending the event filled in a feedback form for the proposed extra development site at 

the Bull Inn. A rating of green (in favour), amber (neutral or undecided) or red (not in favour) was 

provided on each form. The results are summarised in the table below. 
 

 

 
72% were in favour of the site; 15% were neutral and 13% were not in favour. 

Key comments relating to this site from the feedback form were: 

• Concern that access to the site could impact the Bull Inn car park 

• Important to get smaller houses for the village 

• Concern that the viability of the pub could be adversely affected 

• Parking is a key issue 
 

14. PUBLIC NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN MEETINGS 

Several of the Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group meetings were open to the public and included an 

opportunity for residents to ask questions about the Plan. 

Public meetings were held on 

• 13 October, 10 November and 8 December 2015 

• 12 January, 9 February, 8 March, 10 May, 12 July, 9 August, 11 October and 8 November 2016 

• 15 February, 21 March and 17 October 2017 

• 29 May and 26 November 2019 

• 16 December 2020 

These meetings were minuted by the Parish Clerk and both the agendas and minutes are available on 

the Much Hadham website. 
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The Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group also held a series of working sessions; the notes/actions from 

these are also available on the Much Hadham website. 
 

15. MUCH HADHAM PARISH COUNCIL MEETINGS 

Parish council meetings are held monthly and are open to the public. At each meeting a member of 

the Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group, who is also a parish councillor, gives an update on progress 

with preparation of the Neighbourhood Plan and responds to questions from parishioners. 

Information about public events and meetings relating to the Neighbourhood Plan are also provided 

at these meetings. 
 

16. MUCH HADHAM WEBSITE 

A website was set up for the Much Hadham Neighbourhood Plan, www.muchhadhamnp.com. It 

contains the following sub-sections: 

• Neighbourhood Plan summary 

• Agendas and minutes of public Steering Group meetings 

• A News section, providing details of events 

• Links to relevant documents 

• Contact section including details of Steering Group members 

The website is updated with additional material when appropriate, e.g. feedback from open days. 
 

17. PRE-SUBMISSION OPEN DAY 

17.1 Summary 

This open day was held on Saturday, 14 September 2019 from 1pm – 4pm in the Much Hadham Village 

Hall. The focus of the event was to provide the opportunity for residents to study the full version of 

the pre-submission Neighbourhood Plan and to obtain assistance on filling out the response form. 

Read-only copies of the Plan were available to be read at a number of tables and tea, coffee and 

biscuits were provided. 

Information was displayed on the vision and objectives, the proposals map and the next steps in the 

process and members of the Neighbourhood Plan team were available to answer questions. 

17.2 Publicity for the Open Day 

Details of the open day were publicised in the summary version of the Neighbourhood Plan which was 

delivered to each household in the parish. In addition, the event was publicised on the Much Hadham 

website, the parish magazine and the main village noticeboards. 

http://www.muchhadhamnp.com/
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17.3 Event Attendance 

A total of 41 people attended the event. 
 
 

18. PRE-SUBMISSION CONSULTATION 

18.1 Preparation 

A summary of the pre-submission Neighbourhood Plan was produced, focusing on the policies, and a 

copy was delivered to every household in the parish, together with a response form (at the back of 

the summary document), between 5th and 12th August 2019. An online version of the response form 

was also available as well as a downloadable version of the form. 

The Much Hadham website was updated to include a summary explanation of the draft plan with links 

provided to the following documents: 

• The full Neighbourhood Plan document 

• The summary Neighbourhood Plan document 

• The response form (for viewing/downloading) 

• A link to the online response form 

• The Consultation Statement 

• The Basic Conditions Statement 

Links were also provided to a few associated documents – the National Planning Policy Framework 

and the East Herts District Plan. 



CONSULTATION STATEMENT Much Hadham Neighbourhood Plan Page | 53  

In addition to providing information to local residents, emails were sent to local businesses, charities 

and societies and to regulatory bodies. The email provided a link to the web-site where the documents 

listed above could be accessed. The recipients of the emails, detailed in Appendix D, were encouraged 

to provide feedback using the response form. 

The pre-submission consultation took place between 12 August and 30 September 2019. 

An open day (see chapter 17) was held on 14 September to provide the opportunity for residents to 

look at copies of the full pre-submission Neighbourhood Plan and receive assistance, if required, in 

filling out the response form. Copies of the full pre-submission Neighbourhood Plan were also 

available at the Forge Museum café, St Andrew’s Church, Hopleys café, the Bull Inn, East Herts Council 

Offices (Wallfields, Pegs Lane, Hertford), Ware Library and Bishop’s Stortford Library. 

18.2 Feedback 

A total of 182 resident submissions are listed in the residents’ responses spreadsheet, representing 

192 individuals (some couples answered jointly). There were a further 24 responses from statutory 

and other interests. 

 

The summary of the feedback from residents and other interested parties is shown in Appendix E in 

the form of a series of tables showing separately the feedback from statutory consultees and residents 

with the latter sub-divided into topics, with a separate section detailing the proposals for change. 

The tables summarise the comments for each policy and, for each item, the Neighbourhood Plan team 

feedback is shown together with the proposed changes to the Neighbourhood Plan where applicable. 

Some of the feedback was complimentary and included some constructive suggestions, most of which 

have been incorporated in the draft submission version of the MHNP. 

18.3 Summary of changes to the Neighbourhood Plan resulting from the feedback 
Many policies have been improved either as a result of the consultation or in the light of subsequent 

developments, including the need for a Strategic Environment Assessment (SEA). 

An SEA was required late on in the process. It was triggered because, as a result of feedback during 

the pre-submission phase, Historic England wanted us to look more closely at the impact on the 

historic environment. The SEA was undertaken by Aecom through a technical assistance package from 

Locality (the national membership network for community organisations who provide advice and 

grants for neighbourhood planning on behalf of the government). 

The most significant comments were as follows: 

• Landscape: It was recommended that a bit more was done on landscape, e.g. more 

protection for part of the Barn School site 

• Population & community: It was accepted that relying on windfall was acceptable given the 

constraints on finding suitable sites 

• Heritage: Overall, the NP contributed to the sense of place 
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As an indirect consequence of the Pre-submission consultation and receipt of the final SEA report, the 

policy for Hill House and Land to the Rear (formerly known as Barn School) was amended and the 

aspiration for the appropriate quantum of development reduced. 

To test reaction to ideas for development of the field behind Hill House an indicative masterplan 

accompanied the Regulation 14 consultation. This was based on earlier consultations and comments 

received whilst recognising some of the site’s limitations. It was made clear to residents that the site 

was not currently available but recognised that it may become so during or beyond the Plan period. 

It proved at consultation to be one of the most popular sites for any future development, being central 

and less impactful on the historic environment than some of the other housing sites. By virtue of its 

size, development could be accompanied by initiatives to open up the site to public amenity access 

e.g. allotments, new footpaths, playground, wet nature reserve and so forth. 

However, the SEA that followed the Regulation 14 consultation flagged up significant potential 

adverse effects from any housing development on the landscape, the conservation area and the 

historic environment (represented by listed buildings at Hill House, the almshouses and the older part 

of St Andrew’s school): 

“The site appears to have potential for a high degree of sensitivity within the landscape………The site’s 

openness is a notable feature of the village and, by extension, the conservation area… ............ The site 

provides an open and rural backdrop to the listed buildings, making a substantial contribution to the 

significance of their respective settings.” 

There was also a reminder that the site is of high-quality agricultural land and any development would 

result in negative effects in relation to the SEA’s land, soil and water objectives. 

The SEA could, however, see positive impacts of any housing development on Population and 

Community objectives, including affordable housing, and to Health and Wellbeing themes, from the 

connectivity with local Public Rights of Way (PROWs) and proximity to the Health Centre. 

As a result, and prompted by a closer reading of some residents’ responses to the Regulation 14 

consultation, an assessment of the site’s contribution to the landscape character of the Ash valley was 

undertaken by the Steering Group. This is described in Chapter 11 Priority Views. The conclusion was 

that the field at Barn School was so integral to the landscape and the view of it so exceptional that it 

must be protected from any development that would be to the detriment of the landscape and the 

green corridor it provides. 

Development of any part of the site therefore needs to ensure the preservation of the Priority View 

now proposed and avoid the other significant potential adverse effects highlighted by the SEA. This 

will be challenging. 

In the absence of any development proposals, it is not proposed at this time that the village 

development boundary be extended to include more of the site. However, to ensure any future 

proposals are based on a consideration of the whole site, the site boundary for the Plan’s policy 

(below) has been extended to include Hill House and its garden. This allows consideration to be given 

to proposals to secure the future use of Grade ll listed Hill House that are financially viable only with 

development elsewhere on the site. 
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Overall, most of the changes were minor, with a few noteworthy changes as detailed below. 

Development related changes: 

a) Moor Place Gate (South side) was dropped as a site allocation due primarily to the inability 

to secure nomination rights so that local people would be preferred for community 

housing, but also because Historic England were not happy about the site; 

b) A windfall allowance of 8 units is now incorporated to ensure delivery of a minimum of 54 

dwellings; 

c) The policy constraint on developing in the rural area has been made more explicit; 

d) The indicative plan that was included for Hill House/Barn School has been withdrawn in 

favour of a tighter set of policies setting out the constraints on the site that any future 

developers would have to contend with. Some of this is a consequence of the SEA and 

some relating to issues of landscape and rural character. As the site was relatively popular 

at consultation, it has been retained although there are lots of problems in developing it 

e) The village boundary is proposed to be extended to include Nimney House, between the 

allotments and the Recreation Ground 

f) The policy to permit dwellings for St Elizabeth’s Centre workers has been dropped, at the 

request of the Centre and its Trustees; 

g) Each site allocation has an additional policy criterion to achieve an overall net gain for 

biodiversity through mitigation, compensation and enhancement measures. 

Environment related changes: 

a) Two more priority views were identified, each looking over Barn School field. One is from Steep 

Jack Hill and the other from Sidehill Wood; 

b) Valued community assets have been separately designated. This gives some degree of protection 

against any attempt to change their planning use Class without making provision for the facility to 

be replaced; 

c) The policy for Non-Designated Wildlife Sites and Green Corridors has been strengthened and the 

mapping updated; 

d) A policy for improving tree resilience has been introduced to reduce the risk of planting at new 

developments inadvertently introducing diseased species; 

e) An Appendix has been included providing a wealth of information about non-designated heritage 

assets such as post boxes and railway bridges. 
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APPENDIX A – PUBLICITY MATERIAL 

Parish Magazine article providing information about the Neighbourhood Plan in July 2015 
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Parish Magazine article about Neighbourhood Plan launch meeting on 21 July 2015 
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Parish Magazine article publicising Neighbourhood Plan public meeting in September 2015 
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Parish Magazine article publicising Neighbourhood Plan meeting on 30 September 2015 
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Parish Magazine update on the Neighbourhood Plan in Dec 2015 
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Parish Magazine article publicising a Neighbourhood Plan survey in February 2016 
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Parish Magazine article providing a Neighbourhood Plan update in March 2016 
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Parish Magazine article summarising the Neighbourhood Plan consultation event on 18 June 2016 
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Parish Magazine update on the Neighbourhood Plan in August 2016 
 

Parish Magazine article in September 2016 providing details of the feedback from the June 2016 

consultation event 
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Parish Magazine update on the Neighbourhood Plan in December 2016 
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Parish Magazine article publicising Neighbourhood Plan public meeting on 15 February 2017 
 

 

 
Parish Magazine article summarising the Neighbourhood Plan public meeting in February 2017 
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Neighbourhood Plan update in the Parish Magazine in April 2017 
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Consultation event on 17 September 2017 

Parish Magazine article July 2017 
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Parish Magazine article in August 2017 
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Parish Magazine article in September 2017 
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Parish Magazine article following the event 
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Poster for the event 
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HOUSING SITES EVENT 

Housing Sites Consultation event on 14 June 2018 

Parish Magazine article (also placed on 4 noticeboards and in the Londis shop) 

MUCH HADHAM 

NEIGHBOURHOOD 

PLAN 
 

 
 

This is a final check that we’ve 

not missed anything obvious 

before we draft the housing 

policies. There will be two 

distinct aspects to the evening: 

DEVELOPMENT SITES 

PRESENTATION 

A presenter-led session starting 

with a brief reminder of the 

opportunities that the 

neighbourhood plan offers, 

followed by a full update on the 

significant changes to the portfolio 

of potential housing sites since we 

last consulted in September 2017. 

OVER TO YOU 

You will then be asked to spend ~10 

minutes in discussion groups, each gro 

reviewing one of the sites. The facilitat 

for each group will then present from 

the floor a brief summary of the 

discussion and any issues arising. 

This will be followed by an open Q&A f 

~15 mins on the draft housing site 

policies and, if time permits, any other 

aspect of our neighbourhood plan. 

The whole event is planned to last for 

~75 mins – all 

Please mark the date in your diary now 
 
 
 

THURSDAY 14TH JUNE – 

ST. ANDREW’S SCHOOL 

HALL at 7.30pm 
muchhadhamnp.com 

@muchhadhamplanning 

 
 
 

Parish Magazine article after the 14th June Housing Consultation Event 
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Parish Magazine article September 2018 
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Parish Magazine article December 2018 
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Facebook page 
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APPENDIX B – COMMENTS FROM THE CONSULTATION EVENT ON 17 
SEPTEMBER 2017 

Environment comments 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 



CONSULTATION STATEMENT Much Hadham Neighbourhood Plan Page | 81  

APPENDIX C – EXAMPLE PLANS FROM THE SCHOOL ON 6 OCTOBER 2017 
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APPENDIX D – STATUTORY CONSULTEES 

 
The list of bodies consulted at the Regulation 14 stage as laid out in Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations 2012 Schedule 1 

 
 
 

Email Address First 

Name 

Last Name Consultation Body 

Name 

Consultation Body Type CONFIRM 
SENT 
(8-10 August 
2019) 

(b) a local planning authority, county council or parish council any part of whose area is in or adjoins the area of the local planning authority; 

sara.saunders@eastherts.gov.uk Sara Saunders Head of Planning 

East Herts District 

Council 

local planning authority ✓ 

Owen.Mapley@hertfordshire.gov.uk Owen Mapley Chief Executive Officer 

Herts County Council 

County council ✓ 

clerk@standonparishcouncil.gov.uk Belinda Irons Standon & Puckeridge parish council that adjoins our neighbourhood 

area 

✓ 

clerklittlehadham@gmail.com Page Carole Little Hadham parish council that adjoins our neighbourhood 

area 

✓ 

highwychparishclerk@gmail.com Colin Marks High Wych parish council that adjoins our neighbourhood 

area 

✓ 

rjcox264@btinternet.com Russell Cox Thorley parish council that adjoins our neighbourhood 

area 

✓ 

mailto:sara.saunders@eastherts.gov.uk
mailto:Owen.Mapley@hertfordshire.gov.uk
mailto:clerk@standonparishcouncil.gov.uk
mailto:clerklittlehadham@gmail.com
mailto:highwychparishclerk@gmail.com
mailto:rjcox264@btinternet.com
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Email Address First 

Name 

Last Name Consultation Body 

Name 

Consultation Body Type CONFIRM 
SENT 
(8-10 August 
2019) 

clerk@thundridgeparishcouncil.org.uk Belinda Irons Thundridge parish council that adjoins our neighbourhood 

area 

✓ 

wpcclerk@hotmail.co.uk. Rebecca Burdick Wareside parish council that adjoins our neighbourhood 

area 

✓ 

clerk.widfordpc@gmail.com Colin Marks Widford parish council that adjoins our neighbourhood 

area 

✓ 

other statutory consultees under (c) – (l) 

thecoalauthority@coal.gov.uk   Coal Authority consultation body under Schedule 1, para 1(c) 

the Neighbourhood Planning (General) 

Regulations 2012 

✓ 

mail@homesandcommunities.co.uk   Homes and Communities 

Agency 

consultation body under Schedule 1, para 1(d) 

the Neighbourhood Planning (General) 

Regulations 2012 

✓ 

enquiries@naturalengland.org.uk   Natural England consultation body under Schedule 1, para 1(e) 

the Neighbourhood Planning (General) 

Regulations 2012 

✓ 

enquiries@environment-agency.gov.uk   Environment Agency consultation body under Schedule 1, para 1(f) 

the Neighbourhood Planning (General) 

Regulations 2012 

✓ 

eastofengland@HistoricEngland.org.uk   Historic England consultation body under Schedule 1, para 1(g) 

the Neighbourhood Planning (General) 

Regulations 2012 

✓ 

 

mailto:clerk@thundridgeparishcouncil.org.uk
mailto:wpcclerk@hotmail.co.uk
mailto:clerk.widfordpc@gmail.com
mailto:thecoalauthority@coal.gov.uk
mailto:mail@homesandcommunities.co.uk
mailto:enquiries@naturalengland.org.uk
mailto:enquiries@environment-agency.gov.uk
mailto:eastofengland@HistoricEngland.org.uk
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Email Address First 

Name 

Last Name Consultation Body 

Name 

Consultation Body Type CONFIRM 
SENT 
(8-10 August 
2019) 

property@networkrail.co.uk   Network Rail consultation body under Schedule 1, para 1(h) 

the Neighbourhood Planning (General) 

Regulations 2012 

✓ 

info@highwaysengland.co.uk   Highways Agency consultation body under Schedule 1, para 1(i) 

the Neighbourhood Planning (General) 

Regulations 2012 

✓ 

networkalterations@openreach.co.uk   BT consultation body under Schedule 1, para 1(k) 

the Neighbourhood Planning (General) 

Regulations 2012 

✓ 

hct.communications@nhs.net   Hertfordshire 

Community NHS Trust 

consultation body under Schedule 1, para 

1(l)(i) the Neighbourhood Planning (General) 

Regulations 2012 

✓ 

connections.gateway@ukpowernetworks.co.uk   UK Power Networks consultation body under Schedule 1, para 

1(l)(ii) the Neighbourhood Planning (General) 

Regulations 2012 

✓ 

wecare@cadentgas.com   Cadent - Gas network 

suppliers 

consultation body under Schedule 1, para 

1(l)(iii) the Neighbourhood Planning (General) 

Regulations 2012 

✓ 

developer.services@thameswater.co.uk   Thames Water 

(sewerage) 

consultation body under Schedule 1, para 

1(l)(iv) the Neighbourhood Planning (General) 

Regulations 2012 

✓ 

ds@affinitywater.co.uk   Affinity Water consultation body under Schedule 1, para 

1(l)(v) the Neighbourhood Planning (General) 

Regulations 2012 

✓ 

 

mailto:property@networkrail.co.uk
mailto:info@highwaysengland.co.uk
mailto:networkalterations@openreach.co.uk
mailto:hct.communications@nhs.net
mailto:connections.gateway@ukpowernetworks.co.uk
mailto:wecare@cadentgas.com
mailto:developer.services@thameswater.co.uk
mailto:ds@affinitywater.co.uk
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Email Address First 

Name 

Last Name Consultation Body 

Name 

Consultation Body Type CONFIRM 
SENT 
(8-10 August 
2019) 

(m) voluntary bodies some or all of whose activities benefit all or any part of the neighbourhood area; 

 Fred Pavey Much Hadham Sports 

Association 

Local Amenity ✓ 

tennis@muchhadham.uk Justin Akester Much Hadham Tennis 

Club 

Local Amenity ✓ 

 Neil Clarke MH Village Hall 

Management Committee 

Local Amenity ✓ 

pggts1@gmail.com Mark Ashwell Perry Green & Green Tye 

Preservation Society 

Local Community Group ✓ 

moorplaceheritagegroup@outlook.com Sally Barra Moor Place Heritage 

Group 

Local Community Group ✓ 

hadham.museum@btinternet.com Jeremy Browne Forge Museum Chair of Trustees ✓ 

 Sally Barra Much Hadham 

Almshouses charity 

Chair of Trustees ✓ 

 
 

 

John Dodsworth Recreation Trust Fundraising body for local community facilities 

and groups 

✓ 

planning@hmwt.org   Herts & Middlesex 

Wildlife Trust 

Wildlife conservation group ✓ 

conservation@hertsgardenstrust.org.uk   Herts Garden Trust Preservation of historic gardens and 

landscapes 

✓ 

gill.taylor@groundwork.org.uk Gill Taylor Parish Paths Partnership Enhancing Public Rights of Way Networks ✓ 

 

mailto:tennis@muchhadham.uk
mailto:pggts1@gmail.com
mailto:moorplaceheritagegroup@outlook.com
mailto:hadham.museum@btinternet.com
mailto:planning@hmwt.org
mailto:conservation@hertsgardenstrust.org.uk
mailto:gill.taylor@groundwork.org.uk


Page | 88 CONSULTATION STATEMENT Much Hadham Neighbourhood Plan  

Email Address First 

Name 

Last Name Consultation Body 

Name 

Consultation Body Type CONFIRM 
SENT 
(8-10 August 
2019) 

      

 Frances Luck Afternoon WI Local Community Group ✓ 

 Sandra McAdam Evening WI Local Community Group ✓ 

      

(n) bodies which represent the interests of different racial, ethnic or national groups in the neighbourhood area; 

info@hertsequality.org    

Herts Equality Council 

Racial Equality Body for Hertfordshire 

HEC is part of Menter 

 

✓ 

(o) bodies which represent the interests of different religious groups in the neighbourhood area; 

stalbansregistry@wslaw.co.uk Susan Pope St Albans Diocese Church of England ✓ 

bishopsstortford@rcdow.org.uk Father 

Peter 

Harris Holy Cross Catholic church ✓ 

j.hockley@whestates.com Mrs Joan Hockley Parish Secretary Congregational Church ✓ 

      

(p) bodies which represent the interests of persons carrying on business in the neighbourhood area;  

(this is for Chambers of Commerce etc i.e. business representation, not for business owners who are separately advised)  

 

mailto:info@hertsequality.org
mailto:stalbansregistry@wslaw.co.uk
mailto:bishopsstortford@rcdow.org.uk
mailto:j.hockley@whestates.com
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Email Address First 

Name 

Last Name Consultation Body 

Name 

Consultation Body Type CONFIRM 
SENT 
(8-10 August 
2019) 

enquiries@hertschamber.com   Herts Chamber of 

Commerce 

Body representing Businesses ✓ 

(q) bodies which represent the interests of disabled persons in the neighbourhood area.  

enquiries@stelizabeths.org.uk   St Elizabeth's body that represents the interests of disabled 

people in the neighbourhood area 

✓ 

info@hertsmindnetwork.org   Herts Mind Network body that represents the interests of disabled 

people in the neighbourhood area 

✓ 

guideposts.ware@guidepoststrust.org.uk   Guideposts Trust 

(Hertfordshire) 

body that represents the interests of disabled 

people in the neighbourhood area 

✓ 

office@hertsvisionloss.org.uk   Herts Vision Loss body that represents the interests of disabled 

people in the neighbourhood area 

✓ 

info@ageukherts.org.uk   Age UK Hertfordshire body that represents the interests of aged 

people in the neighbourhood area 

✓ 

eastherts@alzheimers.org.uk   Alzheimer’s society body that represents the interests of disabled 

people in the neighbourhood area 

✓ 

enquiries@isabelhospice.org.uk   Isabel Hospice body that represents the interests of people 

with life limiting illnesses in the 

neighbourhood area 

✓ 

END OF STATUTORY CONSULTEES      

      

 

mailto:enquiries@hertschamber.com
mailto:enquiries@stelizabeths.org.uk
mailto:info@hertsmindnetwork.org
mailto:guideposts.ware@guidepoststrust.org.uk
mailto:office@hertsvisionloss.org.uk
mailto:info@ageukherts.org.uk
mailto:eastherts@alzheimers.org.uk
mailto:enquiries@isabelhospice.org.uk
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The following stakeholders were also separately advised of the consultation: 
 

Email Address First 

Name 

Last Name Stakeholder 

Organisation 

Stakeholder Description CONFIRM 

SENT 

priskm@parliament.uk Mark Prisk MP  Local MP ✓ 

admin@standrews236.herts.sch.uk Judy King St Andrew’s School Local Primary School ✓ 

graham.mcandrew@hertfordshire.gov.uk Cllr. 

Graham 

McAndrew Herts County Council County Councillor for Bishop’s Stortford Rural ✓ 

Ian.Devonshire@eastherts.gov.uk Cllr Ian Devonshire East Herts District 

Council 

District Councillor for Much Hadham ✓ 

mailto:priskm@parliament.uk
mailto:admin@standrews236.herts.sch.uk
mailto:graham.mcandrew@hertfordshire.gov.uk
mailto:Ian.Devonshire@eastherts.gov.uk
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APPENDIX E – PRE-SUBMISSION FEEDBACK 
Feedback from statutory consultees 

The list of bodies to be consulted at the Regulation 14 and Regulation 16 stages is laid out in Neighbourhood Planning (General) 
Regulations 2012 Schedule 1 and the list of those contacted is provided in Appendix D and is also accessible via our website. Full copies of 
all the responses received are in a pdf folder on Dropbox. 

 
To make the process of considering each response manageable and so that a presentable output can be prepared, the following actions 
were taken when appropriate in transferring the responses to this spreadsheet: 
Abbreviating or summarising comments to bring out the points that need addressing / changing. Action arising will be made based on full 
comment received 
Split multi-point comments across rows to more clearly identify actions required to specific points 
Where the comment has left it unclear to what it refers, relevant pages numbers etc. have been added 
Italics have been added to comments were necessary to clarify a point or to identify the policy/page being commented on where unclear 
For the most part, general comments unrelated to specific Plan content e.g. praise for the team, have been left out 

 
For each comment a generic Action is allocated and then more Details are entered. 
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Policy Policy or Topic Para Page Comment Summary Action Details Respondent 
 All All  No specific comments No action taken  National Grid 

 Introduction Ch1 4-7 Add reference to and explanation of Basic Conditions Text change Section 1.5 updated East Herts 

Council 

 Introduction Ch1  A Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) will be required (comment was made in 
relation to Ch 4 but is dealt with here) 

Other AECOM completed in Summer 2020 and section 1.5 
updated 

Historic 
England 

 Sustainable 

Development 

1.5 6 Second sentence should be amended to “The Neighbourhood Plan aims to provide housing that 

meets the needs of Much Hadham into the future, whilst preserving…” 

Text change Done. East Herts 

Council 

 Limitations 1.6 7 Explain that the development itself will be undertaken by private developers Text change Additional wording inserted at 1.6 reflecting the 
comment 

East Herts 
Council 

 Objectives 2.3  Include an objective to conserve and enhance the historic environment (presumably in 
2.3?) 

No action taken The objectives have been approved by residents so it 
would be inappropriate to change them. 

Herts County 
Council 

 Objectives 2.3 10 Amend objective 5 to give more weight to walking and cycling, which must be allowed or 
enabled for any development to be sustainable 

No action taken The objectives have been approved by residents so it 
would be inappropriate to change them. 

Herts County 
Council 

 Objectives 2.3 10 There should be an objective (presumably in 2.3?) for mineral and waste matters, to ensure the 

non-sterilisation of minerals through development, and consultation with the MPA on each 

planning application. 

No action taken As HCC recognise in their response, the Minerals Local Plan for 

Hertfordshire is part of the Development Plan and referred to 

under section 3.1. NPPF and District Plan also provide guidance. 

The NP cannot usefully add anything to this. Also, the 

objectives have been approved by residents so it would be 

inappropriate to change them. 

Herts County 

Council 

 Objectives 2.3 10 Waste management should be added as an objective (presumably in 2.3?). There should be a 

specific comment to ensure non-waste-related development does not jeopardise the operation of 

the green waste digestion facility at the Nurseries, Green Tye 

No action taken The Waste Local Plan for Hertfordshire is part of the 

Development Plan and referred to under section 3.1. The 

objectives have been approved by residents so it would be 

inappropriate to change them. Any potential impacts from 

development on the waste management operations at the 

Nurseries would be addressed at the planning application stage. 

Herts County 

Council 

 Objectives 2.3 10 Define "sustainability" and how it has been applied in the (site) assessment process Text change Footnote added to reference the source of the definition. 

Separately, the site assessment ratings were graded from Best 

(4) to Worst (0) according to impact on factors that would 

affect sustainability e.g. protection of the natural environment, 

minimising flood risk etc 

Moor Place 

Heritage 

Group 

 Strategy Ch3 12 The second sentence of the first paragraph could be reworded as “This chapter sets out how the 

Parish Council seeks to facilitate the delivery of sustainable development that represents the 

vision of local people in the Parish and supports the delivery of the strategic policies set by East 

Herts in the District Plan.” 

Text change Done. East Herts 

Council 

 Strategy 3.1 12 Footnote 10 needs to be clearer in its reference to the District Plan Text change Done. East Herts 
Council 

 Strategy 3.1 12 Final paragraph of section 3.1 to be slightly redrafted for clarity: “Policy DPS2 in the District Plan 

seeks to deliver sustainable development in accordance with the following development strategy 

hierarchy: sustainable brownfield sites; sites within the main urban areas; Urban extensions; 

limited development in the villages.” 

Text change Done. East Herts 

Council 

 Strategy 3.2 12 Clarify the Neighbourhood Plan is not a legally binding document, it forms part of the 
statutory Development Plan that has a defined legal status. 
 
 
 
 
 

Text change 
Done. East Herts 

Council 
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Policy Policy or Topic Para Page Comment Summary Action Details Respondent 

 Strategy 3.4 14 Clarify there is a policy requirement to deliver growth of new homes, not a growth in new 
homes. 

Text change Done. East Herts 
Council 

 Housing Ch 4  Consider the potential of each site to contain below ground heritage assets of 
archaeological significance and add proportionate policy safeguards 

Policy + text change See response to HCC on same issue under MH HA2 Historic 
England 

MH H1 Village Housing 

Numbers 

 17 Part I. should be reworded “In accordance with Policy VILL1 in the East Herts District Plan, Much 

Hadham village will accommodate a minimum of 54 new homes over the 16-year period between 

1 April 2017 and 31 March 2033.” 
Part II should be deleted. 

Policy change Done East Herts 

Council 

 Village Housing 

Numbers 

4.1 17 The final paragraph refers to a policy requirement for development to be contained within the 

revised village boundary. There needs clarity as to whether this is a policy requirement 
in the NP. The District Plan does not have any such policy. 

Text change Deleted East Herts 

Council 

 Village Housing 

Numbers 

4.1 18 This section is welcomed and sets out a proactive stance to development and explains the 

windfall option well, and also why it isn’t an appropriate option in this particular strategy. 

No action taken Superseded. Following the dropping of Moor Place Gate, the 

windfall allowance has been introduced. 

East Herts 

Council 

 Village Housing 

Numbers 

4.1 18 Windfall allowance should be used rather than developing MPG, justified under NPPF through 

recent run rate for development and prospect of Hill House 

Policy + text change Moor Place Gate has been dropped and the windfall allowance 

proposed 

Moor Place 

Heritage 
Group 

MH H2 Village 

Development 

Boundary 

 19 Second sentence could do with rewriting for clarity. Also explain why site references are included 

below the main text. 

Policy change Policy re-written East Herts 

Council 

MH H2 Village 

Development 

Boundary 

 19 Consideration should be given to developing our land on Oudle Lane and extending village 

boundary around it, so prudently providing additional housing supply in case of non- delivery 

elsewhere. Need to retain PRoW and a river corridor is recognised. Flood mitigation and 

pedestrain protection measures would be undertaken. 

No action taken A site assessment was carried out but failed as site is in Flood 

Zones 2/3 

Personal 

 Type and Mix of 
Housing 

4.3 20 Delete the words ‘and anecdotally validated’. Text change Done East Herts 
Council 

MH H3 Type and Mix of 

Housing 

 21 Consider deleting l. and adding it to the supporting text instead. 

 
Part III. sets out an expectation for developers to evidence how they are addressing 

affordability challenges or meeting the needs of older people. Supporting text could include 

some examples as to what would be acceptable to demonstrate that these demographic 

groups are being addressed. For example what housing type, size or adaptability is 

perceived as meeting the needs of older or younger people. 

Policy + text change Done 

As regards the housing types etc in Part III, the text refers to 

terraced housing for younger people and houses with 1, 2 and 

3-bedroom homes for younger people and downsizers 

East Herts 

Council 

 Afordable 

Housing 

4.5 21 Amend 1st sentence, 3rd para to reflect it is NPPF (not PPG) that states affordable housing 

should not be sought for residential developments that aren’t major developments 

Text change Corrected East Herts 

Council 

 Housing 

Allocation Sites 

4.6 22 It is questioned whether the indicative plans serve any positive purpose other than potentially 

misleading the reader if they are likely to be subject to change. 

Text change Only The Bull Inn has an indicative plan. Text has been 

improved so it is clearly labelled as illustrative and 
subject to change 

East Herts 

Council 

 Housing 
Allocation Sites 

4.6 22-38 A general comment that each site will need to obtain HCC approval for 
layout/access/egress and impact on ROW network. 

No action taken Noted but this will happen anyway Herts County 
Council 

 Housing 

Allocation Sites 

4.6 22-38 A positive strategy for the conservation of the historic environment is required so we recommend 

that where possible greater definition is provided in each site policy and supporting text that sets 

out with more specificity how this will be achieved (the indicative masterplan at MH H11 is a 

welcome example, demonstrating how setting and views are 
preserved) 

No action taken Greater specificity at this stage is not possible as no planning 

applications have been made. 

Historic 

England 

 Priest House 4.6.1 23 Justification – the text acts more as a history of the site rather than a justification for its 

inclusion as a site allocation within the NP. Consider changing the title or including more 

justification. 

Text change Changed Justification to Background East Herts 

Council 
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Policy Policy or Topic Para Page Comment Summary Action Details Respondent 

 Priest House 4.6.1 24 Density – make it clear that the overall policy requires a net gain of a minimum of 7 
dwellings as the wording differs slightly from the policy 

Text change Done East Herts 
Council 

MH H4 Priest House  25 Add: l) Mitigation, compensation and enhancement measures will be considered to 
achieve overall net gain for biodiversity 

Policy change Done Herts County 
Council 

MH H4 Priest House  25 Criterion I delete reference to "development site providing low rent, low cost sale and market sale 

homes to meet identified local need for smaller homes, with a mix of tenures." Add a new 

criterion into Part II: “a range of dwelling type and mix in accordance 
with Policy MH H3.” 

Policy change Done East Herts 

Council 

MH H4 Priest House  25 Criterion d) may conflict with parking policies in MH D3. Criterion needs to be revisited. Policy change Amended East Herts 
Council 

MH H4 Priest House  25 Criterion f) refers to a turning facility this needs to be further defined Policy + text change Amended East Herts 
Council 

MH H4 Priest House  25 Criterion h) needs to set out what is meant by ‘any area liable to flood’ by reference to the 
different flood zones designated by the Environment Agency. 

Policy change Amended East Herts 
Council 

MH H4 Priest House  25 The requirements of including provision for a turning facility, a car park and the prohibition of built 

form on ‘flood liable’ areas means that the site allocation could be very limited in terms of its 

layout. It may also be too limited to provide for the minimum number of dwellings stated or to 

provide all the policy criteria. The deliverability of this policy needs 
to be reconsidered. 

No action taken Noted but assuming retention of the existing two dwellings 

plus a further 7 would give a density of 35dph, which is not 

excessive. If there are constraints, this should encourage 

smaller housing of the type sought. 

East Herts 

Council 

MH H4 Priest House  25 Very happy for things to proceed No action taken  Catholic 
Diocese 

 Hopleys 4.6.2 26-27 Justification – the text acts more as a history of the site rather than a justification for its 

inclusion as a site allocation within the NP. Consider changing the title or including more 

justification. 

Text change Changed Justification to Background East Herts 

Council 

 Hopleys 4.6.2 27 Density – site allocated for housing is 0.49 hectares and only 9 dwellings have been 

allocated. Whilst it is accepted that an access road should be provided this still doesn’t 

necessarily reflect a good use of the space 

No action taken Having considered carefully the constraints on this site, 

including the avoidance of overlooking properties to the east of 

the site, the proposed layout / density is 
supportable. 

East Herts 

Council 

 Hopleys 4.6.2 27 Density - last para refers to the current café/barn being retained as a 

store/garage/workshop - make it clear the buildings are being retained, not the current usage 

No action taken see comment from Hopleys below - paragraph to be deleted East Herts 

Council 

 Hopleys 4.6.2 27 Clarify that the new café/retail unit will be slightly larger than the existing unit to allow 
improved toilet and staff welfare facilities 

Text change Done Hopleys 

 Hopleys 4.6.2 27 Add ", if required" after "improved visibility splay for egress" Text change Done Hopleys 

 Hopleys 4.6.2 27 Density - delete 2nd para as there is no requirement to preserve the building once it 
ceases to be a café/retail unit, depending on the detail of the site layout. 

Text change Done Hopleys 

 Hopleys 4.6.2 28 Design and Layout – the term "self-supporting" is unclear and needs to be defined Text change Wording amended East Herts 
Council 

MH H5 Hopleys  28 Add: h) Mitigation, compensation and enhancement measures will be considered to 
achieve overall net gain for biodiversity 

Policy change Done Herts County 
Council 

MH H5 Hopleys  28 Criterion I limits the development to only 9 dwellings. Recommend instead use either ‘at 
least’, ‘around’ or ‘a minimum of’ 9 dwellings. 

Policy change Amended to "at least" East Herts 
Council 
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MH H5 Hopleys  28 The deliverability of the café proposal alongside the housing element isn’t clear – if there are any 

mechanisms to secure café it is also unclear. Consider adding a criterion that requires a planning 

application to be submitted for both a café and the housing together to avoid the housing 

element coming forward prior to the replacement of a café and then the café never being 

produced. 

Policy change Added new criteria:"III. A single planning application for new 

homes and the replacement of the café/retail business should 

be submitted. Permission will not be granted for just new 

homes or just a café/retail business. in order This is to secure all 

the required benefits of extending the village development 

boundary into the historic garden. 

IV. In the event that a café cannot be secured or retained in the 

new café/retail premises, future changes of use of the building 

to A, B1 and D uses may be acceptable. " 

East Herts 

Council 

MH H5 Hopleys  28 Moving the boundary to accommodate the café could potentially open up a much larger area for 

housing development if the policy is not carefully worded. Moving the boundary would support in 

principle any development on this site. 

No action taken This Plan's policy MH H2 Village Development Boundary is 

clear that development outside the boundary is not supported 

(other than when supported by district's 
strategic policies) 

East Herts 

Council 

MH H5 Hopleys  28 Demonstrates the very flexible nature of the NP process, which should be extended to our 
land (on Oudle Lane) 

No action taken The land on Oudle Lane failed a site assessment due, 
primarily, to its flood risk. 

Personal 

MH H5 Hopleys  28 l. Supported. Proposed mix is for a significant proportion of 2 and 3 bed homes and for the garden 

to be twinned with a larger 4-bed dwelling to complement it 

No action taken  Hopleys 

MH H5 Hopleys  28 ll. Additional wording to reflect the supporting text preceding it: "If required, future change of use 

of the building to other employment generating uses within the A, B1 and D 
use classes may be considered to be appropriate." 

Policy change Additional criterion IV (above) added Hopleys 

MH H5 Hopleys  28 lll. Replace "It should continue to be managed to the highest standards" with "Proposals should 

include details of any changes required to the design of the garden as a result of the development 

and the design should be to the highest standards" 

Policy change Amended Hopleys 

 Moor Place Gate 

(South Side) 

4.6.3 29 Existing width of drive should be preserved Site dropped - no 

further action 

 Moor Place 

Heritage 
Group 

 Moor Place Gate 

(South Side) 

4.6.3 30 Justification – In order to demonstrate the deliverability of the CLT, the Parish Council will 

need to demonstrate how this is going to be delivered and how they have the necessary processes 

and funding to make this realistic. 

Site dropped - no 

further action 

 East Herts 

Council 

 Moor Place Gate 

(South Side) 

4.6.3 30 Para 3 refers to a "unique opportunity"for community housing but this is not so as the Plan also 

says Hill House would present such an opportunity 

Site dropped - no 

further action 

 Moor Place 

Heritage 

Group 

 Moor Place Gate 

(South Side) 

4.6.3 30 Do not accept that impact would be minimal. This open space is essential to the setting. 

Conservation Area (Appraisal) and Management Plan 6.136 and 7.15 highlight the value of the 

land 

Disagree that the provision of community housing follows the pattern of past donations as it is 

conditional on market housing too. 

Site dropped - no 

further action 

 Moor Place 

Heritage 

Group 

 Moor Place Gate 

(South Side) 

4.6.3 30 Site dropped - no 

further action 

 Moor Place 

Heritage 
Group 

 Moor Place Gate 

(South Side) 

4.6.3 30 Do not agree that the Moor Place Park development justifies this green field development or that 

new development could be associated with estate workers 

Site dropped - no 

further action 

 Moor Place 

Heritage 
Group 

 Moor Place Gate 

(South Side) 

4.6.3 30 Proposal is incompatible with District Policies DES 2 (Landscape Character) and HA8 

(Historic Parks and Gardens) 

Site dropped - no 

further action 

 Moor Place 

Heritage 
Group 

 Moor Place Gate 

(South Side) 

4.6.3 31 Require measures to ensure no increased risk to users of footpath 10. Recommend consultation 

with e.g. Footpaths Association. 

Site dropped - no 

further action 

 Moor Place 

Heritage 
Group 
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 Moor Place Gate 

(South Side) 

4.6.3 32 “Estate workers’ cottages” should be defined or illustrated to guide the interpretation.  Site dropped - no 

further action 

 East Herts 

Council 

 Moor Place Gate 

(South Side) 

4.6.3 32 War Memorial tranquility will be reduced by traffic next to it and behind it through the parkland Site dropped - no 

further action 

 Moor Place 

Heritage 
Group 

MH H6 Moor Place Gate 

(South Side) 

 33 Add: l) Mitigation, compensation and enhancement measures will be considered to achieve 

overall net gain for biodiversity 

Site dropped - no 

further action 

 Herts County 

Council 

MH H6 Moor Place Gate 

(South Side) 

 33 The policy that the land shall be divided into two separate areas would benefit from being 

illustrated as a guide for the future 

Site dropped - no 

further action 

 East Herts 

Council 

MH H6 Moor Place Gate 

(South Side) 

 33 The term ‘jointly or separately (as appropriate’ isn’t needed if there is no preference.  Site dropped - no 

further action 

 East Herts 

Council 

MH H6 Moor Place Gate 

(South Side) 

 33 Criterion a) states that “New homes are sited in general conformity with the indicative site 

allocation map”; this raises questions as to whether the map should be labelled as 
indicative if there is then a policy requirement referring to the layout. 

Site dropped - no 

further action 

 East Herts 

Council 

MH H6 Moor Place Gate 

(South Side) 

 33 b) refers to self-supporting parking - that needs to be defined. Site dropped - no 

further action 

 East Herts 

Council 

MH H6 Moor Place Gate 

(South Side) 

 33 j) will this work effectively with the Policy PV1? Site dropped - no 

further action 

 East Herts 

Council 

MH H6 Moor Place Gate 

(South Side) 

 33 k) this is not a land use policy as there is no mechanism in legislation or policy for Development 

Plans to select who does and does not pay for private development. The only way of mitigating 

the potential impacts are to provide particular measures as part of the new development or as a 

S106 contribution that meets the Planning Obligation tests in 
the NPPF. 

Site dropped - no 

further action 

 East Herts 

Council 

MH H6 Moor Place Gate 

(South Side) 

 33 Object in principle to this site allocation as policy requirements d) and j) cannot be met. It is very 

likely to harm significance of Conservation Area and setting of listed buildings (not only arising 

from visual considerations). Tree reinstatement is welcome but is not a 
mitigation and is achievable without the development. 

Site dropped - no 

further action 

 Historic 

England 

MH H6 Moor Place Gate 

(South Side) 

 33 Recommend approach Hertfordshire Garden Trust and Gardens Trust Site dropped - no 

further action 

 Historic 

England 

MH H6 Moor Place Gate 

(South Side) 

 33 Object as not possible to adequately protect the tennis club from future complaints of Statutory 

Public Nuisance from light, noise and stray balls. Developer conditions (even if met) could not 

eliminate all future risk. Developer should pay MHTC to commission an 
impact / mitigation report and pay for all recommendations to be implemented 

Site dropped - no 

further action 

 Much Hadham 

Tennis Club 

MH H6 Moor Place Gate 

(South Side) 

 33 Identical to MHTC response to this policy but also add that Bowls Club should have similar 

protections 

Site dropped - no 

further action 

 Much Hadham 

Sports 
Association 

MH H6 Moor Place 

Gate (South 

Side) 

 33 General comment that benefits are outweighed by irreversible damage to village heritage Site dropped - no 

further action 

 Moor Place 

Heritage 

Group 

MH H6 Moor Place Gate 

(South Side) 

 33 l.b) could covenants or other ways be used to reduce opportunities for extensions? Site dropped - no 

further action 

 Moor Place 

Heritage 

Group 
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MH H6 Moor Place Gate 

(South Side) 

 33 l.b) requirement for "typical estate workers cottages" seems vague and risks a contrived pastiche Site dropped - no 

further action 

 Moor Place 

Heritage 
Group 

MH H6 Moor Place Gate 

(South Side) 

 33 ll.a) the drive doesn't run East-West. Suggest replace "looking west" with "looking up the drive 

towards Moor Place" 

Site dropped - no 

further action 

 Moor Place 

Heritage 
Group 

MH H6 Moor Place Gate 

(South Side) 

 33 ll.c) specify how this policy on site topography and visual amenity would work in practice 

e.g. with a bund 
Site dropped - no 

further action 

 Moor Place 

Heritage 

Group 

MH H6 Moor Place Gate 

(South Side) 

 33 ll.e) recommend retention and maintenance of gates is included Site dropped - no 

further action 

 Moor Place 

Heritage 

Group 

MH H6 Moor Place Gate 

(South Side) 

 33 ll.j) policy is well-intentioned but experience suggests it won't be enforced effectively. Policy 

contradicts Conservation Area (Appraisal) and Management Plan 7.15 

Site dropped - no 

further action 

 Moor Place 

Heritage 
Group 

MH H6 Moor Place Gate 

(South Side) 

 33 Peak traffic access/egress would coincide with school traffic congestion, increasing the risk of 

accidents 

Site dropped - no 

further action 

 St. Andrew's 

School 

MH H6 Moor Place Gate 

(South Side) 

 33 Knock on impact of visitor parking (if not provided for) adding to existing parking difficulties for 

teachers, parents and school visitors 

Site dropped - no 

further action 

 St. Andrew's 

School 

MH H6 Moor Place Gate 

(South Side) 

 33 Dangerous sightlines South when exiting MPG Site dropped - no 

further action 

 St. Andrew's 

School 

MH H6 Moor Place Gate 

(South Side) 

 33 An inappropriate location, likely to diminish the unique significance of surrounding listed buildings 

and features. 

Site dropped - no 

further action 

 Chaldean 

Estate 

MH H6 Moor Place Gate 

(South Side) 

 33 Further compounds peak traffic and parking congestion issues Site dropped - no 

further action 

 Chaldean 

Estate 

MH H6 Moor Place Gate 

(South Side) 

 33 Identical to CHE response to this policy Site dropped - no 

further action 

 Chaldean 

Properties 

MH H6 Moor Place Gate 

(South Side) 

 33 Identical to CHE response to this policy Site dropped - no 

further action 

 Chaldean 

Properties 

MH H6 Moor Place Gate 

(South Side) 

 33 Object on the grounds that Hill House is a feasible alternative site and development would 

severely harm the setting of the war memorial and the entrance and drive to Moor Place. It would 

be contrary to NPPF policies on conservation of heritage assets 

Site dropped - no 

further action 

 Herts Garden 

Trust 

MH H6 Moor Place Gate 

(South Side) 

 33 Oppose as it would compromise the Grade ll-listed war memorial's setting Site dropped - no 

further action 

 War Memorial 

Trust 

MH H6 Moor Place Gate 

(South Side) 

 33 Believe it is not possible to construct houses without impinging on the views, which is not a 

problem for our land (on Oudle Lane) 

Site dropped - no 

further action 

 Personal 

 Bull Inn 4.6.4 35 Density – this section refers to ‘single level accommodation’ as the reason for a lower density – 

however there is only one other subsequent mention of ‘single level’ 
(presumably bungalow) within the policy itself. 

Text change Added further reference under Design and Layout East Herts 

Council 

MH H7 Bull Inn  36 Add: h) Mitigation, compensation and enhancement measures will be considered to 
achieve overall net gain for biodiversity 

Policy change Done Herts County 
Council 
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MH H7 Bull Inn  36 Criterion a) should be stronger with its requirement for single storey dwellings. Policy change Have added "b) Due to the topography of the site and its 

sensitive location, the development will consist only of 
single storey homes." 

East Herts 

Council 

MH H7 Bull Inn  36 b) it is difficult to see how an applicant or decision-maker would be able to consider or measure 

the successful commercial operation of a public house when a planning application is submitted. 

Policy change Have added: "d) A Construction Management Plan will be 

required to ensure that the commercial operation of The Bull 

Inn is not adversely affected during construction of 
the new homes." 

East Herts 

Council 

MH H7 Bull Inn  36 Great news that it has made it into the plan. No action taken  Bull Inn 

 South Plot, 

Culver 

4.6.5 37-38 There are approved planning applications for 2 houses but having more dwellings would make 

greater use of the land. The site allocation should set out the most appropriate strategy for 

Much Hadham and the site if the permissions are not implemented. 

Text change Additional text and policy included to show preference for 4 

homes or up to 8 terraced cottages if current approved 

applications are not implemented 

East Herts 

Council 

MH H8 South Plot, 
Culver 

 38 Add: e) Mitigation, compensation and enhancement measures will be considered to 
achieve overall net gain for biodiversity 

Policy change Done Herts County 
Council 

MH H9 Dwellings for St. 

Elizabeth's 

 39 Consider deleting the following from the policy; “who provide continuous care and medical support 

for its residents with epilepsy and other complex needs” This has already been explained in the 

supporting text and is unlikely to be a measurable criterion. Consider 

adding a reference to Policy HOU5 of the District Plan. 

Policy change Policy is to be deleted as St. Elizabeth's do not expect to be 

developing accommodation for staff during the Plan period. 

Ensure consequences for policy numbering etc are 
followed up. 

East Herts 

Council 

MH H9 Dwellings for St. 
Elizabeth's 

 39 Land for staff housing is not needed during the lifetime of the Plan. We suggest that the 
policy is removed 

Policy + text change Remove policy and text, any references elsewhere and 
revise policy numbering 

St. Elizabeth's - 
Trustees 

MH H9 Dwellings for St. 
Elizabeth's 

 39 No plans to expand the number of staff resident on site during the lifetime of the Plan. 
Request that the policy is removed 

Policy + text change As above St. Elizabeth's 
Centre 

  4.7 39 Rephrase first paragraph - sites have been allocated within the rural area beyond the 
green belt and this policy designation is only removed once the Plan is made. 

Text change Amended East Herts 
Council 

MH H10 Older and 

Vulnerable 

People 

 40 Concern that provision of single storey homes for the elderly will be insufficient to meet need, 

notwithstanding MH H7 Bull Inn. 

No action taken The concern is noted but given the existing provision e.g. at 

Ferndale, Broadfield Close and the Almshouses, and the need 

to provide for younger residents/families too, we believe the 

balance struck by the NP is supportable. 

Chaldean 

Estate 

MH H10 Older and 

Vulnerable 
People 

 40 Identical to CHE response to this policy No action taken As above Chaldean 

Properties 

MH H11 Hill House and 

Land to the rear 

 42 Add: e) Mitigation, compensation and enhancement measures will be considered to achieve 

overall net gain for biodiversity 

Policy change Added as a requirement of any future plan Herts County 

Council 

MH H11 Hill House and 

Land to the rear 

 42 Include criterion to preclude dwellings in flood zone 3b No action taken Other planning policies cover this restriction. 

[Subsequently, housing plans for the site have been dropped 

from the Plan] 

Environment 

Agency 

MH H11 Hill House and 

Land to the rear 

 42 The school has not formally expressed any view or made any request for additional facilities to be 

provided. We would welcome a dialogue on this. 

Map change Noted and the references to additional school-related facilities 

have been deleted from the text and the plan. It would be 

expected that if a Master Plan process or Neighbourhood 

Development Order commenced, the school would be invited 

to be fully involved in its preparation. We were grateful for the 

opportunity the school gave us to involve the children in 

creating exciting ideas for the site. 

St. Andrew's 

School 
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MH H11 Hill House and 

Land to the rear 

 42 Even if statutory definition of "affordable" is met, will houses still not be affordable enough for 

key workers? 

No action taken This is a national problem beyond the scope of the Plan to 

resolve. We are hopeful that the First Homes policy currently 

being consulted on provides one solution. [Subsequently, 

housing plans for the site have been dropped from the Plan] 

Chaldean 

Estate 

MH H11 Hill House and 

Land to the rear 

 42 Identical to CHE response to this policy No action taken As above Chaldean 

Properties 

MH D1 Design of New 

Development 

 45 Make more specific to the characteristics of Much Hadham e.g. as referenced in the Conservation 

Area Appraisal 

Policy + text change Policy addition: "l. The design of all new buildings, alterations 

and extensions should harmonise with their surroundings. They 

should conform with the character analysis contained in the 

Much Hadham Conservation Area Appraisal adopted in 2014." 

Supporting text amplifies this link to the Conservation Area 

Appraisal. 

Historic 

England 

MH D2 Sustainable 

Design 

 46 This policy and section would benefit from further clarity and descriptions, particularly around the 

concept of ‘Sustainable Design’. Currently the policy would appear to relate more to good design, 

rather than the promotion of sustainability through design (which is the principle of the District 

Plan section). 

Policy + text change Policy simplified: "I. Planning proposals must provide evidence 

proportionate to the size of the scheme that a comprehensive 

design process has been carried out to achieve sustainable high 

quality design " 

East Herts 

Council 

MH D2 Sustainable 

Design 

 46 If the expectation is that all development proposals (even minor ones) will need to provide 

such evidence, this wouldn’t seem to be a proportionate approach 

Policy + text change There should be greater emphasis even for small applications 

to demonstrate compliance with sustainable design principles 

and policies. Text and policy amended (as above) to reinforce 

this whilst recognising the need for proportionality. 

East Herts 

Council 

MH D2 Sustainable 

Design 

 46 There may be scope to have a separate policy on community engagement and another on 

sustainable design. 

Policy change Policy criterion rewritten to separate out the requirement for 

community engagement: "II. Developments of 5 or more 

homes will be expected to show engagement with the local 

community before detailed design proposals are 
submitted." 

East Herts 

Council 

MH D2 Sustainable 

Design 

 46 Criterion a) is unclear as to what it is aiming to achieve and which policies need to be considered. Policy change Deleted and criterion I. simplified as above East Herts 

Council 

MH D2 Sustainable 
Design 

 46 Criterion c) wording is unclear what information is being referred to. Policy change Deleted and criterion I. simplified as above East Herts 
Council 

 Vehicle Parking 5.4 47 Delete the proposal to provide a higher allowance for vehicle parking than is recommended in the 

DP as it is contrary to HCC LTP4. HCC objects to this and cannot support it 

No action taken In the absence of satisfactory alternatives to motor vehicles, 
we 

must make adequate parking provision to keep highways safe 

for users. 

Herts County 

Council 

MH D3 Vehicle Parking 

Provision 

 48 Delete the proposal to provide a higher allowance for vehicle parking than is recommended in the 

DP. HCC objects to this and cannot support it as it is contrary to HCC LTP4 and may not be future- 

proof. Instead, have a flexible policy to enable the right (most suitable) level of parking to be 

provided at each future development 

No action req'd See comment for 5.4 above. Developers need to know what 

is judged to be the "right" level of parking, which the 

allowances proposed provide. 

Herts County 

Council 
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MH D4 Domestic Gates  48 Criterion I does not read as a policy but rather a statement. Consider moving to the supporting 

text. 

Policy change Deleted. East Herts 

Council 

MH D4 Domestic Gates  48 Criterion III notes that gates above a certain height must be ‘at least 50% transparent’. 

This wording is unclear, suggest: “Where new or replacement access gates are proposed as 

part of a development, consideration should be given to using materials that enhance 

visual permeability”. 

Policy change Done. East Herts 

Council 

MH D5 Bin Storage  49 The first part of the policy is unnecessary – consider: “Development proposals should include 

provision for storage of bins and ancillary equipment designed in accordance with the good 

practice contained in the NHBC guide Avoiding Rubbish Design.” 

Policy change Done. East Herts 

Council 

 Infrastructure, 

Transport & 

Comms 

6.2 50-51 Refer to HCC's LTP4 policy promoting shift to active travel for short journeys Text change Additional paragraph inserted Herts County 

Council 

 Infrastructure, 

Transport & 
Comms 

6.2 50-51 Promote use of s106 funds to improve RoW network to enable active travel. Adopt strategic 

principles of HCC RoW Improvement Plan 

No action taken Investment in rights of way is included as a funding priority in 

Ch13 and amplified in Appx G 

Herts County 

Council 

 Infrastructure, 

Transport & 

Comms 

6.2 50-51 Consider creating new PRoW / green space where new development is planned Policy change Added to MH ITC1 Criterion III:"III. Where new development is 

planned, consideration should be given to the opportunity to 

create new permanent rights of way 
and green space that enable active travel modes." 

Herts County 

Council 

MH ITC1 Infrastructure, 

Transport & 

Comms 

 52 One policy containing criteria on high speed broadband and another of transport related issues 

might benefit from more clarity if they were separated into two distinct policies. 

Policy change Policies have been separated East Herts 

Council 

MH ITC1 Infrastructure, 

Transport & 

Comms 

 52 Criterion I needs to make it clear if it is referring purely to highways traffic and if so what levels are 

acceptable and how would they be measured. 

Policy change Amended I. to confirm highways traffic and added: II. 

Development that would give rise to unacceptable highway and 

transport impacts such as displacement parking, unsafe access 

/ egress layouts or reducing options for active travel will not be 

permitted 

East Herts 

Council 

MH ET1 Economic 

Development 

 54 Criterion I refers to a number of other policies where it does not need to. Consider: “Development 

proposals for new business and employment opportunities or the expansion to existing facilities 

will in principle be supported, providing that any 
development is not in conflict with other policies in this Plan.” 

Policy change Done. East Herts 

Council 

MH ET1 Economic 

Development 

 54 Criterion II prevents the expansion of B8 facilities. Consider “New proposals for, or the expansion 

of existing B8 Use Class facilities, will be allowed where they can demonstrate that they will not 

have an unacceptable impact on the highway network” 

Policy + text change Done and previous policy text moved into the preceding text 

section. 

East Herts 

Council 

MH ET1 Economic 
Development 

 54 Criterion III is unnecessary as it does not go any further than policy MH ITC1 Policy change Deleted. East Herts 
Council 

MH ET2 Economic 

Development 

 54 ll. is unduly negative and contrary to NPPF and DP. Suggests alternative wording to support such 

applications to meet unmet need provided no detriment to landscape and 
natural environment, nor conflict with other policies. 

Policy change Dealt with as detailed in response to EHC above Chaldean 

Estate 

MH ET2 Economic 
Development 

 54 Identical to CHE response to this policy Policy change As above Chaldean 
Properties 

MH ET2 Economic 

Development 

 54 The NP Action Plans don't follow up on the stated wish to promote the Forge Museum. We suggest 

traffic routing signage similar to that for HMF. 

No action taken The NP is a planning policy document and unsuited to initiatives 

such as this, which could be supported through 

other channels 
 
 
 
 

Forge Museum 
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MH ET2 Visitor Economy  55 Criterion I needs to be re-worded or an additional criterion inserted as the intention of the policy is 

not clear. 

Policy change Criterion I replaced with: Development proposals to attract low 

volumes of personal visitors, particularly if creating local 

employment, will be supported provided that any development 

is not in conflict with other policies 
in this Plan. 

East Herts 

Council 

 Archaeology 8.1 56 Text omits that Forge Museum is the recipient for discovered archaeology. (See related 
comment on p92 re: funding priorities.) 

Text change To be completed Forge Museum 

MH HA1 Moor Place  58 Criterion I consider: “All development proposals within Moor Place historic park should be 

accompanied by a heritage statement, which assesses the impact of development on the main 

features of the estate and ensures that the sense of place and the interaction of the estate with 

the village are enhanced.” 

Policy change Done. East Herts 

Council 

MH HA1 Moor Place  58 Criterion II needs to be reworded to provide clarity. Policy + text change Additional text provided to explain Conservation Management 

Plans. Criterion II replaced with: Development proposals to 

restore or enhance: 

 

 
should be accompanied by a Conservation Management Plan. 

East Herts 

Council 

MH HA2 Non-designated 

Heritage Assets 

 59 Recognise that other non-designated heritage assets need protection. Make specific mention of 

below-ground heritage assets to help demonstrate appropriate consideration of the historic 

environment in considering development proposals 

Policy + text change Additional text provided in 8.1 and 8.5.2, and a further criterion 

added to MH HA2:"Other above ground non- designated 

heritage assets not identified in Criterion I. and as yet unknown 

buried heritage assets of archaeological interest may also be 

given due regard for the purposes of District Policy HA2 Non- 

Designated 
Heritage Assets." 

Herts County 

Council 

MH HA2 Non-designated 

Heritage Assets 

 59 Include text (policy?) that developers are to be required to submit an appropriate desk- 

based assessment and ,where necessary, a field evaluation for sites that have (or have the 

potential to include) heritage assets with archaeological interest 

No action taken District Policy HA3 Archaeology already requires this. Herts County 

Council 

MH HA2 Non-designated 

Heritage Assets 

 59 Criterion I delete ‘any other assets that may come to light in the future’.  Policy change Done East Herts 

Council 

MH HA2 Non-designated 

Heritage Assets 

 59 Check PPG on whether the designation of ‘all post-boxes and bus shelters within the parish’ fit the 

criteria 

Policy + text change PPG requires sound evidence for inclusion of each asset and a 

clear location so this has been collated in a new Appendix. 

Policy HA2 has been updated to reflect this. 

East Herts 

Council 

MH HA2 Non-designated 

Heritage Assets 

 59 Criterion III needs to be clearer about what it is trying to achieve – if it is trying to say that the 

deteriorated state of an asset shouldn’t be a consideration in any development proposal does this 

refer to development proposals indirectly impacting the asset or directly impacting it? Currently 

the policy could prevent the replacement of non- designated asset which may not be in the 

interest of the community. 

Policy change Clarified that this is in relation to assessing the significance of 

the asset under Criterion II. 

[as an aside the wording was directly lifted from the DP policy 

HA1 for designated assets!] 

East Herts 

Council 

MH HA2 Non-designated 
Heritage Assets 

 59 Welcome the identification of additional non-designated heritage assets…...... No action taken  Historic 
England 

MH HA3 Valued 

Community 
Assets 

 60 …......and Assets of Community Value No action taken  Historic 

England 

MH HA3 Valued 

Community 
Assets 

 60 We note the strong support for the museum (87%) expressed by villagers at the Consultation Day No action taken  Forge Museum 
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Policy Policy or Topic Para Page Comment Summary Action Details Respondent 

MH HA3 Valued 

Community 

Assets 

 60 MHTC should be designated as a Valued Community Asset and an Asset of Community Value No action taken The tennis club (a membership club) is not a building or land 

and so cannot be designated as an ACV. The land is already 

owned by the Parish Council as custodian trustee. 

Much Hadham 

Tennis Club 

MH HA3 Valued 

Community 

Assets 

 60 Identical to MHTC response to this policy but also add that Bowls Club and children's play area 

should have similar protections 

No action taken The bowls club (a membership club) is not a building or land 

and so cannot be designated as an ACV. The land and 

clubhouse are owned by the Parish Council. The play area is 

already owned by the parish council. 

Much Hadham 

Sports 

Association 

  Ch9  It was a pleasure to read the ecological section and we have nothing to add. No action taken  Herts & Middx 
Wildlife Trust 

  Ch 9 61 Defra 25 Year Environment Plan requiring all development to achieve environmental net 

gain should be the core principle to follow here 

Text change Reference inserted Herts County 

Council 

  9.1 61 Include suggested measures to mitigate ash dieback and arrival of oak processionary moth Policy + text change Largely repeated the consultation response in its entirety. Herts County 
Council 

MH LNE1 Wildlife Sites & 

Green Corridors 

 64 Delete "Biodiversity Impact Calculator" as it is only an example of an available tool Policy change Done Herts County 

Council 

MH LNE1 Wildlife Sites & 

Green Corridors 

 64 Criterion II is unnecessary as Ancient Woodland already benefits from protection in the NPPF 

(paragraph 175). 

Policy change Done East Herts 

Council 

MH LNE1 Wildlife Sites & 

Green Corridors 

 64 Criterion III sets out a weaker position regarding development impacting on habitats under section 

41 of NERC Act than the District Plan Policy NE3 does. 

Policy change Well spotted! Policy amended to align with District's:"II. For the 

avoidance of doubt, District Policy NE3 Species and Habitats 

applies to other areas of the parish coloured green on the 

Hertfordshire Ecological Network Mapping in Appendix E and 

containing habitats listed in Section 41 of the NERC Act." 

East Herts 

Council 

MH LNE1 Wildlife Sites & 
Green Corridors 

 64 Extend policy to entirety of river corridor Policy change Done Environment 
Agency 

MH LNE1 Wildlife Sites & 
Green Corridors 

 64 Rename policy to reference both green and blue corridors No action taken The notion of blue corridors is not yet widely used or 
understood and is undefined 

Environment 
Agency 

 River Ash 9.2.4 65 Add text to set out value of chalk rivers, impetus to develop Catchment Management Plans and 

mention the likely partners in this 

Text change Added: "There are only ~200 chalk rivers worldwide so chalk 

geology is rare and each remaining chalk river and stream is of 

global importance." and "To improve the 

river for wildlife and residents, and help meet the UK’s 

obligations under the Water Framework Directive , a 

Catchment Management Plan could be prepared. This would be 

created through a partnership of the Environment Agency, HCC 

Countryside and Right of Way Service, riparian land owners and 

other interested parties." 

Herts County 

Council 

MH LNE2 River Ash  66 Welcome this policy No action taken  Environment 
Agency 

MH LGS1 Local Green 

Spaces 

 74 Add policy wording to require environmental net gain from any development Policy change Added: III. Development within a designated Local Green Space 

will be expected to demonstrate how Environmental Net Gain 

will be delivered that conserves 
and enhances the Local Green Space. 

Herts County 

Council 

MH LGS1 Local Green 
Spaces 

 74 Welcome the identification and allocation of Local Green Spaces….. No action taken  Historic 
England 
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MH LGS1 Local Green 

Spaces 

 74 Should be extended to include the MPG site allocated for development No action taken LGS is akin to a Green Belt classification and ought to be 

consulted on rather than pushed through. Rather than re- run 

Reg 14, Reg 16 presents this opportunity. 

Moor Place 

Heritage 

Group 

MH LGS1 Local Green 

Spaces 

 74 Object to designation of our land on Oudle Lane as LGS No action taken Landowners' approval is not a requirement for the designation 

to apply. 

Personal 

MH LGS1 Local Green 

Spaces 

 74 The designation of the area shown on the map does not accord with the description given on page 

70 of the plan (named as Elsie's Meadow) . This description refers only to fields 9458, with two 

footpaths (25 and 27), and field 0558, with extension of footpath 27. The map, however, includes 

fields 8847 and part of field 0148. These two latter fields have no 

public access. 

Text change Expanded the text to more precisely describe the field locations 

and match the Policies Map. 

Personal 

MH LGS1 Local Green 

Spaces 

 74 It should be made clear that this area, which is being considered as a local green space, is the 

northern part of the Culver Estate, and a reference to Culver should be made in its 
title. 

Policy + text change Done Personal 

MH LGS1 Local Green 

Spaces 

 74 Object to the description ‘Once referred to as Much Hadham’s seaside etc.’ which suggests that 

this local green space is being sought as an open access area, and indeed, the activities 

described suggest that the Parish Council is encouraging trespass. 

Text change Agreed and we apologise that this impression was given. Public 

access is limited to the designated PRoW. Text amended here 

and on page 24. 

Personal 

MH LGS1 Local Green 
Spaces 

 74 I cannot agree to the proposal No action taken Landowners' approval is not a requirement for the 
designation to apply. 

Personal 

MH LGS1 Local Green 
Spaces 

 74 I do not wish my land to be included in the Neighbourhood Plan as a designated Local 
Green Space 

No action taken Landowners' approval is not a requirement for the 
designation to apply. 

Personal 

MH PV1 Priority Views  88 Recommend priority views are identified in the policy as well as on the policies map and 
supporting text. 

Policy change Priority Views are now identified in the policy East Herts 
Council 

MH PV1 Priority Views  88 MH H6 Moor Place Gate development would likely affect Priority View V2, so how would these 

policies interact? This policy would require the site at Moor Place Gate to demonstrate exceptional 

circumstances at the planning application stage. The reinstatement of lime trees set out in the 

Moor Place policy would likely be in direct 

conflict with criterion II of this policy also. 

No action taken  East Herts 

Council 

MH PV1 Priority Views  88 View would be compromised by development at MPG. Photo doesn't include views that footpath 

walkers would experience. Road junction markings, street furniture etc would detract. 

No action taken Moor Place Gate site has been dropped. Moor Place 

Heritage 

Group 

MH PV1 Priority Views  88 V3: strongly supported No action taken  Moor Place 

Heritage 
Group 

MH PV1 Priority Views  88 V2 conflicts with MH H6 (Moor Place Gate) No action taken Moor Place Gate site has been dropped. St. Andrew's 
School 

  12.2 89 Text regarding the PROW network and and its benefits for active travel may be better 
located in 6.2 (see above). 

Text change Have relocated paragraph relating to improving 
connectivity to Ch 6 

Herts County 
Council 

  12.2 89 Refer to tourism as this text accords with acceptable low impact tourism (see7.2) Text change Added: "The PROWs are an important facilitator of the 
low impact tourism described in Chapter 7." 

Herts County 
Council 

MH CFLR1 Unclassified 
Roads 

 90 Welcomes and supports this policy No action taken  Herts County 
Council 

  12.4 90 In the context of Open Space, add reference to East Herts Green Infrastructure Plan No action taken The Infrastructure Plan does not appear to be referenced in the 

District Plan (at least not in the context of section 

19.2 Open Space, Sport and Recreation) so it would seem 

inappropriate for the NP to reference it. 

Herts County 

Council 
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MH CFLR3 Recreational 

Open Space 

 91 Designation of school playing field as Recreational Open Space is not correct as land is not 

available for public recreation 

No action taken This is a misunderstanding of the designation (by EHC) of 

certain land as Open Space, Sport & Recreation. It does not 

mean all such land is open to the public. In this case it is land 

used for sport and recreation. In other cases, there may be open 

land such as a common that is not specifically used for sport 

and recreation but it has the same general designation. 

St. Andrew's 

School 

MH SP1 Funding 

Priorities 

 92 Forge Museum already needs a new store to cope with growing collections. Further development 

will increase this pressure. We would like the NP Priorities to recognise the impact on the museum 

of development within the village so that future financial support could be considered from the 

potential income streams (New Homes Bonus, S 106, CILs). 

No action taken The Funding Priorities have eschewed supporting individual 

bodies 

Forge Museum 

MH SP1 Funding 
Priorities 

 93 It may be prudent to allow some flexibility for these priorities to be those as agreed at the 
time a planning application is determined 

Policy + text change Amended policy and added text to recognise that 
priorities change 

Herts County 
Council 

 Funding 

Priorities 

13.3 93 Re: introduction of no parking areas, HCC will not support any that are likely to cause 

faster vehicle speeds. Any measures that impact the rural nature of lanes may also conflct with 

LTP4 policy 

No action taken Observation noted and will be a consideration as and when 

proposals are considered. 

Herts County 

Council 

 Funding 
Priorities 

13.3 93 Consider adding to the list of spending priorities the conservation of the historic 
environment, heritage assets and their setting 

No action taken Observation noted and will be a consideration when 
priorities are next reviewed. 

Historic 
England 

 PC Action Plans Appx G 103 We would like the NP to support the funding of free access to the Forge Museum for villagers; this 

would bring benefits for both the museum and the community. 

1. Improving access to the culture and heritage on the doorstep and all the wellbeing benefits 

known to be associated with it. 

2. This helps the NP achieve the expressed priority to encourage more events and combat 

isolation. 

3. It will help the museum to increase footfall without increasing traffic, build stronger 

relationships in the community and encourage more volunteer input - making a more (? 

sentence unfinished) 

No action taken The Action Plans have eschewed supporting individual bodies Forge Museum 

 Consultation 

Summary 

Appx H 105 Concerns about the process used to produce the Plan: 

- for site rankings, public weighting was only 25%.... 

No action taken Site assessments are a technical appraisal not requiring public 

input as public are separately consulted on the Plan and 

policies. However, we chose to include an element of public 

weighting that was sufficient to influence the ranking without 

undermining the technical work. 

Moor Place 

Heritage 

Group 

 Consultation 

Summary 

Appx H 105 ….don't believe there is public support for some of the site assessment statements for 

MPG 

No action taken Moor Place Gate site has been dropped. Moor Place 

Heritage 
Group 

 Consultation 

Summary 

Appx H 105 …. inadequate communication of changes to proposed housing sites between consultations in Sept 

2017 and Jun 2018 and no consultation on inclusion of most opposed site 

No action taken The only change to the proposed sites between those dates 

was to include the Bull Inn at the time of the June 2018 

consultation. At no time was MPG (South Side) dropped from 

the list, nor was it ever expressed or implied during that time 

that it would be. 

Moor Place 

Heritage 

Group 
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 Consultation 

Summary 

Appx H 105 ….general concern that residents didn't have opportunity to comment on trade-offs made 

between sustainability, safeguarding heritage and affordable housing 

No action taken These aren't tradeoffs. Sustainability is a mandatory NPPF 

requirement of all development. Affordable housing is a district 

policy requirement on (sustainable) sites above a certain size. 

(Sustainable) Developments (with or without affordable 

housing) that would harm the significance of heritage assets 

will not be permitted unless substantial public benefits 

outweigh the harm. All the consultations have been 

opportunities for residents to comment on any of these 

aspects. 

Moor Place 

Heritage 

Group 

 Additional 
Sources 

Appx I 107 Consider adding additional links….... Appx change Appendix I has been checked and updated where 
appropriate 

Historic 
England 

 Glossary Appx J 109 ….....and add historic environment terms to the glossary, as well as more details of the 
legal protections for heritage assets 

Text change Have simply added a reference to the glossary in the 
NPPF 

Historic 
England 
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Feedback from residents 

1 The consultation period was 12 Aug - 30 Sept 2019. All households in the parish received a hand-delivered summary of the Pre-Submission NP 
2 Residents were invited to comment using one of 3 available channels: Jotform (an online survey), a form at the back of the summary and a form downloadable 

from the NP website 

3 To collate the responses in this spreadsheet: 

Jotform data was downloaded in Excel format; 

email responses were transferred via photo / OCR software 

hand-written responses were dictated into a voice-to-text translator 

4 Hard copies of original responses have been retained 

5 The above processes led to some spelling or grammatical errors, corrected where necessary to understand the comment 

6 Each respondent was given a unique resident id code and checked to ensure no duplications - tab Residents' Id 

(note: this personal data is not published) 

7 Responses that needed to be analysed as a statutory or other consultee were transferred to another spreadsheet and separately analysed 

8 As many responses covered multiple topics, they were sub-divided to more clearly identify actions required to specific points 

9 Where the comments omitted them, relevant page numbers / policy references nos etc have been added. If not related to a particular policy, additional 

classifications have been used: 

Other matters - used for comments unrelated to specific text or policies e.g. omitted matters, non-specific praise or dissatisfaction etc 

Text comment - used for comments specific to non-policy wording 

Multiple policies - used for comments covering more than one policy that are not to be disaggregated between single policies 

10 Italics have been added to comments where necessary to clarify a point (also see below re: replies to comments) 

11 Once the full set of individual comments / points had been assembled with respective page/policy numbers, the analysis was undertaken: 

Due to the volume of responses and the high level of repetition of points, it would not be effective or efficient to prepare a reply or action for each 

row/comment 

Instead a separate sheet was opened for each site or policy group and each comment copied verbatim to its respective sheet 

Each row in the sheet was then allocated a theme id so that there was a read across from a resident's comment to a theme. The identification of 

themes was iterative - as responses were analysed, common or recurring themes emerged. Each sheet is sorted by theme, then by resident id. Each 

comment has a line id for reference purposes. 

For some themes it was appropriate to provide a brief reply to the comment made - these have been added in italics . 

A summary table of comments received from residents, analysed by site or policy group into common themes was prepared on a 

separate tab - Table 

Checks and cross-checks were created to ensure the summary table had correctly picked up every comment 

12 Changes to the Pre-Submission version of the Neighbourhood Plan: 

Those comments which suggested, no matter how vaguely, a change to the text, to a policy or to other content were given the theme PROPOSE. A 

separate tab has been prepared in which each is considered and changes recommended or not as the case may be. The site allocation Moor Place 

Gate (South Side) has since been dropped from the Plan, so all PROPOSE comments relating to it have not been considered any further. 

13 Publication of these responses, which is not a statutory requirement, was delayed until the results of the Strategic Envionmental Appraisal requested by statutory 
consultees was completed. This version as at 19 July 2020 published on receipt of draft SEA. 
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The feedback from residents has been split into a series of tables: 
 

PROPOSE – summary of comments resulting in proposed changes 

Priest House policy 

Hopleys policy 

Moor Place Gate policy 

Bull Inn policy 

South Plot Culver policy 

Hill House policy 

Other Housing Policies 

Heritage 

Landscape etc 

Other Policies 

Miscellaneous 
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Feedback from residents – summary of comments resulting in proposed changes 
 

NP 
Page 
no. 

Excel Tab Tab 
Line 
Id 

Theme Id Res 
id 

Summary of Resident’s 
Comment 

Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group 
Comments 

Action Changes proposed to 
Plan 

4 Miscellaneous 22 PROPOSE 142 Section 1.1 implies a static village 
without development - this is not 
true. 

The text makes clear that it is referring 
to stable population numbers rather 
than village development (which is 
described in section 3.4). 

No 
change 

 

5 Miscellaneous 26 PROPOSE 144 Emphasise that the Plan is subject 
to subsequent changes in the 
NPPF and District Plan 

Agree that Plan policies may be 
superseded or impacted by future 
changes to the NPPF and the District 
Plan. 

Text 
change 

Page 7 after "EU 
legislation" insert: 
Neighbourhood Plan 
policies may be 
superseded or 
impacted by any future 
changes to the NPPF 
and the District Plan. 
These may in turn lead 
to proposals to revise 
this Plan or prepare a 
new Plan. Any such 
proposals would be 
fully consulted on. 
Also amend 
subsequent text to 
improve 
flow/readability. 

6 Miscellaneous 19 PROPOSE 25 Define "sustainability" The definition provided on p6 is the 
standard definition of sustainable 
development 

Text 
change 

A footnote linking to 
the source will be 
added: This widely 
used definition was 
drawn up by the World 
Commission on 
Environment and 
Development 1987 
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NP 
Page 
no. 

Excel Tab Tab 
Line 
Id 

Theme Id Res 
id 

Summary of Resident’s 
Comment 

Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group 
Comments 

Action Changes proposed to 
Plan 

7 Miscellaneous 23 PROPOSE 142 The relationship between the 
district and neighbourhood plans 
needs to be clarified. 
Section 3.2 describes the Plan as 
"legally binding" but here in 
section 1.6 it suggests it cannot 
force development. 

The district and neighbourhood plans 
are both part of the Development Plan 
as described in section 3.1. 
Agree the wording in 1.6 and 3.2 needs 
to be amended to make consistent. EHC 
made a similar point 

Text 
change 

See separate feedback 
from statutory 
consultee EHC 

7 Miscellaneous 25 PROPOSE 144 Include in Section 1.6 a comment 
that each proposed site will 
require a planning application 
and that other sites not yet 
identified may also come forward 

As this feedback relates specifically to 
housing, it is better considered within 
Chapter 4, section 4.6 

Text 
change 

Add final paragraph: 
For any allocated site 
to be developed, a 
planning application 
will need to be 
submitted to EHC in 
the usual way for 
approval. Further sites 
not identified in this 
Plan may also be the 
subject of planning 
applications. 

9 Miscellaneous 29 PROPOSE 29 Include the Fire Station and 
service. 

Whilst desirable, this is outside the 
scope of the Plan. 

No 
change 

 

9 Miscellaneous 28 PROPOSE 144 Include the retention of rural bus 
services. 

Whilst desirable, this is outside the 
scope of the Plan. 

No 
change 

 

10 Miscellaneous 24 PROPOSE 143 Define "sustainability" 
Explain how it was applied in the 
assessment process 

See earlier comments for page 6. 
When assessing sites for suitability 
many aspects of sustainability were 
explicitly considered, including 
environmental impacts and proximity to 
village services. For any development 
proposal the planning application will 
also need to make the case that it is a 

No 
change 
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NP 
Page 
no. 

Excel Tab Tab 
Line 
Id 

Theme Id Res 
id 

Summary of Resident’s 
Comment 

Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group 
Comments 

Action Changes proposed to 
Plan 

      sustainable proposition in economic 
and social terms 

  

10 Miscellaneous 30 PROPOSE 144 In point D, make clear that 
growth in housing numbers is 
subject to NPPF and district plan. 

This section includes the Vision and 
Aims so it is inappropriate to insert 
limiting conditions. 

No 
change 

 

13 Miscellaneous 21 PROPOSE 142 Add mention of further 
developments at the lower part 
of Windmill Way in the 2000s and 
Miller’s View in 2010s 

Agree (but note that the extension to 
Miller's View is mentioned on p14 as it 
is in the rural area.) 

Text 
change 

Add to end of final 
paragraph: Further 
mixed tenure housing 
was added to Windmill 
Way in the early 2000s 
and smaller 
developments been 
built more recently at 
Walnut Close and 
Frederick's Court. 

13 Miscellaneous 31 PROPOSE 144 Not considered further as repeats item for page 13 above.   

14 Miscellaneous 27 PROPOSE 144 Is there evidence from a local 
housing needs survey to support 
statement that the district plan 
minimum target for Much 
Hadham would meet local 
housing demands? 

A parish survey for this NP would be 
unlikely to generate a statistically 
meaningful result. EHC did not 
undertake housing needs surveys on a 
parish by parish basis to identify local 
need. The housing supply (of which the 
village's target is a component) in the 
district plan is set to meet the 
objectively assessed housing 
requirement for the district. Census 
data shows Much Hadham's 

No 
change 
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NP 
Page 
no. 

Excel Tab Tab 
Line 
Id 

Theme Id Res 
id 

Summary of Resident’s 
Comment 

Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group 
Comments 

Action Changes proposed to 
Plan 

      demography to be typical of rural 
communities in East Herts so it is 
reasonable to assume our housing 
demand profile is similar. 

  

19 MPG 132 PROPOSE 6 The phrase "in return for the 
donation of land" is an 
incomplete reason for the 
boundary change 

Site has been dropped from Plan Text 
deleted 

 

19 Other 
Housing 
Policies 

22 PROPOSE 203 Request to adjust the village 
development boundary to include 
all of the garden/land at 
Greenacres 

This was considered when South Plot, 
Culver first came to our attention as it 
was possible that a larger site could be 
created from both plots. However, 
South Plot Culver subsequently received 
planning approval for housing for the 
owners / family, so eliminating 
Greenacres from further consideration. 

No 
change 

 

21 Other 
Housing 
Policies 

17 PROPOSE 27 If a proposed scheme does not 
meet the needs of one of the 
demographic groups described, 
no alternative contribution 
should be considered, developers 
know the rules and should abide 
by them. 

We consider the current wording 
reasonable and balanced. It allows for 
the possibility over the lifetime of the 
plan for different ways of meeting 
needs to be considered 

No 
change 

 

21 Other 
Housing 
Policies 

21 PROPOSE 144 A village housing needs survey 
would be more reliable than 
older surveys used for district 
policy 

See above response for p14. 
Demographic trends are unlikely to 
have changed since the district-wide 
work was undertaken. 

No 
change 
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NP 
Page 
no. 

Excel Tab Tab 
Line 
Id 

Theme Id Res 
id 

Summary of Resident’s 
Comment 

Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group 
Comments 

Action Changes proposed to 
Plan 

22 Other 
Housing 
Policies 

18 PROPOSE 96 Can the less contentious sites be 
developed first. 

It is for landowners and developers to 
decide when to bring forward their 
plans. The Plan has no influence over 
that. 

No 
change 

 

22 Other 
Housing 
Policies 

19 PROPOSE 96 The village hall site offers better 
development opportunities and 
its function could be taken over 
by the Bowls Club building 

There is almost no appetite among 
residents to re-develop the village hall, 
scoring 92% support. There would also 
be potential issues with breaching the 
terms under which the village hall land 
was donated 

No 
change 

 

28 Hopleys 34 PROPOSE 41 A covenant prevents any link 
through the boundary between 
Hopleys and The Bull, so the Plan 
should delete reference to the 
possibility. 

If the parties to the covenant at some 
future point chose to set it aside and 
permit a pedestrian link, we would 
support that. 

Text 
change 

A new road access 
directly from Hopleys 
to the Bull Inn site, 
crossing the shared 
boundary behind Red 
House, would not be 
supported, although a 
footpath could be add 
should the existing 
restrictive covenant 
preventing it ever be 
extinguished. 

29 MPG 133 PROPOSE 133 I believe the hatched area in the 
upper image "X4 Moor Place 
Gate" is inaccurate. Also the 
indicative layout should be 
omitted as misleading. 

Site has been dropped from Plan Text 
deleted 

 

30 MPG 138 PROPOSE 6 2nd paragraph. It is misleading to 
say the landowner will develop 
"cottages" as there is as yet no 
scheme detailing the housing 
type 

Site has been dropped from Plan Text 
deleted 
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NP 
Page 
no. 

Excel Tab Tab 
Line 
Id 

Theme Id Res 
id 

Summary of Resident’s 
Comment 

Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group 
Comments 

Action Changes proposed to 
Plan 

30 MPG 136 PROPOSE 6 3rd and 5th paragraph. The Plan 
states: "the impact of the 
development will be minimal…" 
and "The historic nature and 
natural heritage of the park will 
also be enhanced…" but these are 
subjective opinions. These types 
of statements and the use of 
"will" should be omitted. 

Site has been dropped from Plan Text 
deleted 

 

30 MPG 139 PROPOSE 6 3rd paragraph assumes a positive 
outcome to negotiations around 
design but this cannot be known 
at this stage as it will involve EHC 
and the planning process. 
Paragraph is a sales pitch rather 
than a description of the planning 
process to be followed. 

Site has been dropped from Plan Text 
deleted 

 

30 MPG 135 PROPOSE 6 3rd paragraph. It is incorrect to 
say this is a "unique" opportunity, 
when the Policy for Hill House 
includes a proposal to deliver 
community housing through a 
CLT. This is misleading and should 
be corrected. 

Site has been dropped from Plan Text 
deleted 

 

30 MPG 137 PROPOSE 6 3rd paragraph. The Route Map 
must be available now for such a 
sensitive site. 

Site has been dropped from Plan Text 
deleted 

 

30 MPG 134 PROPOSE 6 All the assessments and 
documents required for a 
planning application should 
already have been prepared, 
given the site sensitivity. 

Site has been dropped from Plan Text 
deleted 
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NP 
Page 
no. 

Excel Tab Tab 
Line 
Id 

Theme Id Res 
id 

Summary of Resident’s 
Comment 

Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group 
Comments 

Action Changes proposed to 
Plan 

31 MPG 141 PROPOSE 6 Access 1st paragraph. The 
additional access and footpath (to 
the War Memorial) must be 
publically debated and again 
there is language to say access 
"will" be improved and the 
"entrance to the park should be 
enhanced". These are all 
dependent on developer led 
schemes which are unknown. 

Site has been dropped from Plan Text 
deleted 

 

31 MPG 140 PROPOSE 6 Access, 2nd paragraph. The 
statement that parking on the 
site to alleviate pressure on 
Tower Hill related to school drop 
off / pick up "will be discouraged" 
is unsupported. 

Site has been dropped from Plan Text 
deleted 

 

31 MPG 142 PROPOSE 6 Density. The use of the word 
"should" in the sentence 
"grassland should be retained" is 
misleading - there is no 
guarantee of its retention. 

Site has been dropped from Plan Text 
deleted 

 

32 MPG 143 PROPOSE 6 2nd and 3rd paragraphs. 
"Proposals must make provision 
for the repair…," "Depending on 
the orientation…", "proposals 
must also recognise…", "the 
opportunity could be taken…" are 
all inappropriate design opinions/ 
considerations that are part of 
the future planning permission 
process. They should be omitted. 

Site has been dropped from Plan Text 
deleted 
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NP 
Page 
no. 

Excel Tab Tab 
Line 
Id 

Theme Id Res 
id 

Summary of Resident’s 
Comment 

Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group 
Comments 

Action Changes proposed to 
Plan 

32 MPG 144 PROPOSE 6 If there is consultee support, 
specifically from HCC, for building 
adjacent to the public footpath 
(FP10), it should be included. 

Site has been dropped from Plan Text 
deleted 

 

32 MPG 146 PROPOSE 6 Para 1. The sentence 
commencing "It is suggested that 
the character of estate workers' 
cottages would be 
appropriate…." is opinion and 
unenforceable. The developer 
will make design decisions, not 
the Plan. 

Site has been dropped from Plan Text 
deleted 

 

32 MPG 145 PROPOSE 6 MH H6 policy wording related to 
the CLT and covenant needs to be 
evidenced by support from EHC 
as the decision-maker 

Site has been dropped from Plan Text 
deleted 

 

32 MPG 153 PROPOSE 159 CLT should be set up before 
building work starts. 

Site has been dropped from Plan Text 
deleted 

 

32 MPG 150 PROPOSE 159 Policy II c) so as not to dominate 
the surrounding properties and 
given the site slope, is the ground 
going to be dug out? 

Site has been dropped from Plan Text 
deleted 

 

32 MPG 151 PROPOSE 159 Policy II d) - questionmark about 
the phrase "provision of site 
access / service road…" 

Site has been dropped from Plan Text 
deleted 

 

32 MPG 152 PROPOSE 159 Policy II f) - questionmark about 
the phrase "drive entrance 
enhanced" 

Site has been dropped from Plan Text 
deleted 

 

32 MPG 149 PROPOSE 159 Policy II g) More info required for 
the proposed two new foot 
paths. 

Site has been dropped from Plan Text 
deleted 
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32 MPG 154 PROPOSE 161 The community housing is 
unclear, as is who would be 
eligible. What is required are 
affordable homes for first time 
buyers. 

Site has been dropped from Plan Text 
deleted 

 

32 MPG 155 PROPOSE 164 The details of the scheme are 
vague 

Site has been dropped from Plan Text 
deleted 

 

33 MPG 147 PROPOSE 6 Policy II b)"Car parking will not be 
permissible…" does not state 
what measures would be used to 
enforce this. 

Site has been dropped from Plan Text 
deleted 

 

36 Bull Inn 8 PROPOSE 48 Policy II d) Consider the provision 
of electric vehicle charging points 
for any new properties. 

Chapter 18 Transport and Chapter 22 
Climate Change in the district plan set 
out appropriate policies. The Plan 
supports these. 

No 
change 

 

38 South Plot, 
Culver 

4 PROPOSE 31 The site should not be rated as 
less sustainable. It is as close to 
some village facilities as others. 

Agree the wording adds nothing useful Text 
change 

Delete sentence 
beginning "The site is 
not as close….." 

40 Other 
Housing 
Policies 

20 PROPOSE 144 Paragraph 3. The support for 
Lifetime Homes standard should 
be stronger than "encourages". 
Paragraph 4. More allocated 
sites' policies should X-ref to this 
policy. A village housing needs 
survey should be undertaken for 
this group. 

Design considerations have been 
reinforced in Chapter 5. Many sites will 
be suitable for downsizers without 
being specifically allocated for older 
people. The needs of older and 
vulnerable people are also already well- 
served by Broadfield Close and 
Ferndale. A housing needs survey would 
add no extra value to the information 
used by EHC for its district plan and 
would probably not be robust enough 
for policy-making. 

No 
change 
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42 Hill House 8 PROPOSE 70 Access, egress, parking for Ash 
Meadow etc should have been 
looked at properly and discussed 
locally. 

These and subsequent comments for 
p42 are all useful. 

 
The plan as drafted was intended simply 
to be a starting point for future master 
planning of the site if it were ever to 
become the subject of a Neighbourhood 
Development Order. The location of any 
features therein is not at all definitive. 

 
Master planning will involve close 
consultation between residents, 
planners and other parties at some 
future point. (More on masterplanning 
can be found by downloading this: 
https://cdn- 
eastherts.onwebcurl.com/s3fs- 
public/2019- 
07/The%20Masterplanning%20Approac 
h.pdf) 

Amend 
indicative 
site plan. 

Reduce the level of 
detail in the site plan so 
that it becomes less 
definitive on issues 
such as access points, 
location of health 
centre, housing and 
other features whilst 
retaining the overall 
intention for housing, 
green space, 
recreational activities 
space and a relocated 
health centre. 

 
Make clear that the 
plan is subject to 
significant revision 
through 
masterplanning. 

42 Hill House 9 PROPOSE 122 The masterplan needs to be 
redrawn and properly consulted 
upon generally but especially 
with residents of Ash Meadow 
and the School. 

   

42 Hill House 10 PROPOSE 144 This detail is inappropriate at this 
stage. there are several planning 
issues relating to land use, traffic 
and Highways, the existing 
Surgery site, parking facilities and 
other aspects of use 
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42 Hill House 11 PROPOSE 165 This site should only be built 
upon if provision is secured for a 
car park to accommodate ALL 
school parking so that when the 
school hosts events/plays etc 
everybody can park safely. 

   

42 Hill House 13 PROPOSE 201 The plan overlooks the existence 
of a substantial number of 
mature trees to the east of Elm 
House and Oakdene, The 
proposed location of the health 
centre and its car park would 
appear not to be feasible as a 
consequence. Access from the 
High St is shown via land not in 
the same ownership and ignores 
the existence of a row of mature 
trees to the north of Elm House. 

   

42 Hill House 12 PROPOSE 201 The planned access from the High 
St includes land that is in the 
ownership of a neighbouring 
property, Elm House. Access via 
Ash Meadow will add to the 
considerable congestion already 
evident there. 

   

42 Hill House 14 PROPOSE 202 Comments exactly as per resident 
id 201 line 12 

   

42 Hill House 15 PROPOSE 202 Comments exactly as per resident 
id 201 line 13 

   

52 Other Policies 5 PROPOSE 144 Add policy to provide electric 
vehicle charging points in any 

Chapter 18 Transport and Chapter 22 
Climate Change in the district plan set 

No 
change 
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     new developments, both private 
and public 

out appropriate policies. The Plan 
supports these. 

  

54 Other Policies 6 PROPOSE 84 Add a policy for small scale 
economic development e.g. to 
provide co-working space 

There is nothing to prevent a planning 
application coming forward to do this. 
Plan policy MH ET1 Economic 
Development encourages all kinds of 
scale-appropriate enterprises. The 
preamble to the policy specifically 
mentions small units and the provision 
of fibre to the premises 

No 
change 

 

55 Other Policies 7 PROPOSE 13 Clarify what kind of overnight 
visitor accommodation is 
acceptable if not commercial 
holiday homes/lodges, mobile 
caravan/lodges, 

This policy, following the expressed 
wishes of residents, is to deter the 
establishment of larger scale holiday 
destination accommodation despoiling 
the countryside and/or being developed 
as low standard residential 
accommodation. Previously B&B has 
been offered. Today Airbnb is an option 
but the policy is not about nominating 
preferred overnight accommodation 
options. 

No 
change 
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55 Other Policies 8 PROPOSE 169 Amend the wording of MH ET2 II 
to 'Applications for commercial 
holiday homes/lodges, mobile 
caravans/lodges, touring caravan 
sites and caravan storage sites 
will be supported where 
identified needs are not met by 
existing facilities in rural centres 
providing such proposals would 
not be to the detriment of the 
surrounding landscape and the 
natural environment or conflict 
with other policies within the 
plan. Such proposals shall also 
need to adhere to Policy MH ETI 
relating to Economic 
Development' 

In the earlier consultations, residents 
voted against Much Hadham becoming 
a tourist destination, so policies that 
would facilitate higher volumes of 
tourists cannot be supported. 

No 
change 

 

55 Other Policies 9 PROPOSE 170 Comments exactly as per resident 
169. 

Not considered further as repeats item 
above. 

  

55  10 PROPOSE 171 Comments exactly as per resident 
169. 

Not considered further as repeats item 
above. 

  

55  11 PROPOSE 172 Comments exactly as per resident 
169. 

Not considered further as repeats item 
above. 

  

55  12 PROPOSE 173 Comments exactly as per resident 
169. 

Not considered further as repeats item 
above. 

  

55  13 PROPOSE 174 Comments exactly as per resident 
169. 

Not considered further as repeats item 
above. 
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55  14 PROPOSE 175 Comments exactly as per resident 
169. 

Not considered further as repeats item 
above. 

  

59 Heritage 4 PROPOSE 136 Suggest adding the old barn at 
Hopleys (west of the Old Police 
House) as a non-designated 
heritage asset. 

This is already included in the 
Conservation Area Appraisal as an 
unlisted building that makes an historic 
contribution and thus is protected from 
demolition (Para 7.9 p.71) 

No 
change 

 

59 Heritage 5 PROPOSE 136 Suggest designating the old tall 
wall to the rear of the properties 
east of Hopleys from 
Collarmakers to The Old Police 
House as a non-designated 
heritage asset similar to the front 
wall at Hopleys. 

The Conservation Area Appraisal 
identified the front wall at Hopleys as a 
distinctive feature that makes an 
important historical contribution. In the 
context of walls, such a categorisation 
depends on the wall fronting the 
highway and being prominent in the 
street scene, which the rear wall isn't. 

No 
change 

 

59 Heritage 6 PROPOSE 144 Suggest addition of the 
Millennium sign (by the 
almshouses) as a non-designated 
heritage asset. 

The sign is only 20 years old and 
therefore hasn't stood the test of time. 
As a comparison, very few post-war 
buildings are yet listed. 

No 
change 

 

59 Heritage 9 PROPOSE 159 Include the telephone box on 
Tower Hill as a non-designated 
heritage asset 

It is already listed so it cannot be a non- 
designated heritage asset 

No 
change 

 

60 Heritage 1 PROPOSE 50 Include Hopleys and The Hoops 
Inn as Assets of Community Value 

Hopleys does not have assets such as 
buildings or structures that have 
community value. The café is planned to 
be relocated to a new building. The 
garden is in private ownership and is 
not a building. 
The Hoops scored highly in the 
consultation, as reported on p60. It is 

Amend 
text and 
policy 
wording 

At p60 move "Hoops 
public house (84%)" 
and insert in the list 
above it, below the 
Prince Of Wales bullet. 
In policy MH HA3 I. 
insert new bullet below 
Prince of Wales bullet: 
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      the kind of privately-owned asset that 
could be considered for ACV status. 

 The Hoops Public 
House in Perry Green 

60 Heritage 2 PROPOSE 84 Suggest adding Hopleys, the 
Village Hall, the fire station, the 
churches, the recreation ground 
and pavilion and the Museum as 
Assets of Community Value 

See above note re: Hopleys. The village 
hall, recreation ground and pavilion are 
already owned by the community 
effectively. See note below re: fire 
station. 
As we don't have sufficient experience 
yet of successfully registering ACVs, we 
need to work through the existing list of 
largely commercial enterprises first. The 
parish council can always seek to add to 
the roster of ACVs regardless of 
whether an asset is included in this 
policy. 

No 
change 

 

60 Heritage 3 PROPOSE 135 Suggest adding the Tennis Club, 
Recreation Ground and Bowls 
Club as Assets of Community 
Value 

The assets are already owned by 
community organisations 

No 
change 

 

60 Heritage 7 PROPOSE 144 Suggest addition of the Retained 
Fire Station as an Asset of 
Community Value? 

ACVs relate to the physical asset - the 
building - rather than the service 
provision. Fire and rescue services are 
provided by HCC - there is no statutory 
scope for the community to take over 
this service so there is no need to add 
the fire station as an ACV. 

No 
change 
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60 Heritage 8 PROPOSE 159 No mention of churches in 
summary document. 

Mention is made of St Andrew's in the 
main document (p4) and of all the 
places of worship on p60 

No 
change 

 

62 Landscape etc 8 PROPOSE 56 Make more mention of ponds 
and their benefits 

Ponds, whilst welcome for their 
contribution to the natural 
environment, are not specifically a 
planning matter. 

No 
change 

 

64 Landscape etc 6 PROPOSE 31 The bat corridor to the north of 
Miller's View should be 
mentioned and included in the 
mapping, as it was officially 
recognised by Hertfordshire 
Wildlife in 1989 

The corridor is included in the maps at 
Appendix E, where it is included as a 
non-designated site. In responding to 
previous planning applications for 
Millers View, the Landscape Officer has 
commented that this corridor should 
not be viewed as solely for bats or any 
single species but has value for its 
biodiversity. 

No 
change 

 

65 Landscape etc 9 PROPOSE 57 Reference should be made to the 
infestation of Himalayan Balsam 
that is clogging up the river Ash 

This is not a planning matter but the 
issue can be added to the action plan 
for the parish council to pursue 

Text 
change 

Add to Appendix G: 2.5 
Consult the 
Environment Agency 
on how to clear 
Himalayan Balsam and 
seek volunteers to 
implement 
recommendations. 

66 Landscape etc 12 PROPOSE 132 Actions to improve the River Ash 
could include widening of the 
banks rather than the suggested 
weir (Appx G, para 2.4) and 
inspection of potential sewage 
discharge sites. 

The suggested actions are outside the 
scope of the Plan but Appendix G 
includes similar considerations for the 
PC to review. 

No 
change 
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66 Landscape etc 14 PROPOSE 144 Typo re Presumption "against" 
rather than "again" 

Agreed Text 
change 

Page 66 Policy MH 
LNE2 River Ash, change 
"again" to "against" 

70 Landscape etc 13 PROPOSE 144 The third paragraph provides an 
inappropriate description of the 
land, it is agricultural land, 
privately owned with two 
footpaths identified and does 
have several natural features, 
fauna and wildlife. It is not a 
community playground. 

Agreed and there are other errors too 
e.g. in the name of the local green 
space 

Text 
change 

Re-title L3 as Northern 
Fields - Culver Estate 
(historically Gall and 
Dust Meads). 
Delete sentence 
referencing Mrs Elsie 
Warner. 
Paragraph commencing 
"Something          
special ....... " delete all 
text after …"points of 
the compass" to end of 
paragraph and first 
sentence of next 
paragraph. Replace 
with new paragraph: 
The footbridge at the 
ford is a popular focal 
point, but the river 
below can be a 
dangerous torrent in 
times of flood 

74 Landscape etc 5 PROPOSE 23 Landowner asks that land he 
owns not be designated as Local 
Green Space 

It is hoped that landowners who wish 
to see their land protected from 
development will support the 
designation. As with the Green Belt, the 
designation of land as Local Green 
Space does not require a landowner's 
consent to be sought or obtained. 

No 
change 
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74 Landscape etc 7 PROPOSE 39 Include the site of Moor 
Place Gate within the Local 
Green Space L2 

With the site allocation now having 
been dropped, it will be included 
within L2 

Text and 
map 
changes 

P16 Amend Policies 
Map accordingly. Add 
footnote to heading of 
p69: 86% consultation 
support based on the 
area north of the 
drive, as south of the 
drive was presented as 
a housing site 
allocation. 
Subsequently the site 
was dropped and the 
area of L2 extended to 
include it. 

74 Landscape etc 11 PROPOSE 130 The Lower Park Green Space 
should also cover the site 
allocated for the Moor Place 
Gate development 

Not considered further as repeats 
item above. 

  

88 Landscape etc 10 PROPOSE 84 Should the views along the 
highway to Spindle Bridge 
be included as Priority 
Views? 

Priority Views include views on entry to 
a key settlement that contribute to the 
feeling of a rural setting. The view 
south from The Lordship was identified 
in the Conservation Area Appraisal 
management plan as an important 
view to be protected. It is a matter of 
judgement as to whether this is a 
superior view to that further north 
incorporating the ford at Spindle Bridge 

No 
change 

 

N/A Miscellaneous 20 PROPOSE 130 Add policies such as provision 
of public charging points to 
help residents reduce carbon 
footprint. 

Chapter 18 Transport and Chapter 
22 Climate Change in the district 
plan set out appropriate policies. 
The Plan 
supports these. 

No change 
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H4 Priest House 25 We do feel any new building on this site should be no higher than 2 storey. Even at 2 storey this may 
spoil View from ford as current building is one storey 
...7 new homes on this site is unimaginable. Simple equation 7 homes and 7 gardens and 14 car park 
spaces = impossible We are extremely worried by phrase “at least 7 new homes “ 
....Big issue is that access to this new site will no longer be from Malting Lane as is currently the case. So 
even extra traffic will become even more more noticeable. 

DENSITY 1 1 

H4 Priest House 25 Ash Meadow homes are very close together this high density in any future planning should not be 
repeated. 

DENSITY 10 2 

H4 Priest House 25 Could the Priest House be retained (important to village history) and converted to small houses or flats 
to provide starter homes. agree to retaining roadside hedge. 

DENSITY 37 3 

H4 Priest House 25 Density. The comments regarding the retention of the existing property on the site do not reassure that 
the existing property will indeed be kept. We currently enjoy a green view out of the front of our house, 
one of the main reasons we purchased this particular property on Ash Meadow. 
We are not sure why there needs to be an excessive 8/9+ dwellings for this plan. Yes this may be in 
keeping with the current "dph" of Ash Meadow, but the road is already operating at capacity. Why not 
build 5 new dwellings. 8/9 seems far too many. 

DENSITY 121 4 

H4 Priest House 25 The proposed number of houses for the Priest House site is far more than any of the other proposed 
sites (45DPH, as compared to 25 at Moor Place Gate and 16 at the Bull Inn). I believe this is based on 
outdated data from the 1960s when the average number of cars per household was significantly lower. 
..........A number of the other proposed sites have a lower DPH, as already referenced above. These 
other sites are also larger. I do not agree that so many dwellings should be crammed in to an already 
population dense estate when these other developments could enjoy more open space and privacy 
between dwellings, providing better housing options for future residents of Much Hadham ......It is in 
every residents interest to see good quality housing developed on well thought out sites, and not 
crammed in to an already dense estate, in order to maintain Much Hadhams overall appeal as a 
beautiful village. 

DENSITY 81 5 

H4 Priest House 25 Single stories only DENSITY 111 6 
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H4 Priest House 25 Suitable for bungalows DENSITY 113 7 

H4 Priest House 25 We are not sure why there needs to be an excessive 8/9+ dwellings for this plan. Yes this may be in 
keeping with the current "dph" of Ash Meadow, but the road is already operating at capacity. Why not 
build 5 new dwellings. 8/9 seems far too many. 

DENSITY 121 8 

(blank) Text 
comment 

24 Density. The comments regarding the retention of the existing property on the site do not reassure that 
the existing property will indeed be kept. We currently enjoy a green view out of the front of our house, 
one of the main reasons we purchased this particular property on Ash Meadow. 

DENSITY 121 9 

H4 Priest House 25 As Ash Meadow already has the highest density in the village at 45DPH why has this been chosen as the 
area to add more housing with the two developments of Hill House and Priest house. 

DENSITY 132 10 

H4 Priest House 25 II a. Site layout "at least seven houses to complement the rest of Ash Meadow" suggests they will be 
crammed in together with garden spaces the size of an 18th-century backyard 

DENSITY 153 11 

H4 Priest House 25 This development is much too dense, how can you get seven houses into this area? DENSITY 156 12 

H4 Priest House 25 In addition the area noted on this site for proposed parking for the properties is prone to flooding from 
the Ford. 

FLOOD 42 13 

H4 Priest House 25 2) The Environment Agency announced back in Feb 2018 that climate change means "intense bouts of 
flooding are set to become more frequent" - given that the River Ash already floods regularly it seems 
extremely reckless to build new houses so close to the flood plain 

FLOOD 93 14 

H4 Priest House 25 The flooding threat is unlikely based on the lack of rainfall in this area leading to drought conditions. 
Flood alleviation is currently taking place at Little Hadham where there has been no flow of the River 
Ash for a number of years. The banks of the Ash are steep as they pass through Much Hadham. The 
steepness of the river banks could be reduced quite easily allowing any large amounts of water to pass 
through the village faster reducing a build up of water. 
The more construction introduced to the village will cause more and faster run off leading to more 
flood potential. Therefore consideration of the direction and potential volume of water courses should 
be considered with any of this increase in planned building alongside a massive tree planting operation 
to help alleviate any potential flooding issue. 

FLOOD 132 15 

H4 Priest House 25 Proposed parking area floods see Hill House plans plus many photos of flooding FLOOD 154 16 

H4 Priest House 25 Covering this land with so many houses so close to the river will increase flood risk FLOOD 156 17 
 



Page | 128 CONSULTATION STATEMENT Much Hadham Neighbourhood Plan  

Policy Policy Name Page Resident comment (verbatim) Theme Id Resident 
Id 

Line Id 

H4 Priest House 25 Flooding has affected the proposed development site especially the proposed parking area, see 
attached photo taken from bedroom window of 54 Ash Meadow. We have seen the water level much 
higher than this, up to our picket fence. If this development was to go ahead and flooding does occur 
where are the occupants going to park. The proposed parking area is in flood zone 2 and will require 
flood risk assessment. 

FLOOD 168 18 

H4 Priest House 25 Flooding has affected the site especially the proposed parking site people will not want to park there 
and park on the road and allocated spaces 

FLOOD 204 19 

H4 Priest House 25 Any new homes should be built to high standards with energy saving devices for both heating and 
water consumption which the local councils enforce. 

OTHER 10 20 

H4 Priest House 25 Homes should be affordable and not for sale for prices that local people cannot afford just to make 
greedy developers huge profits. Spoiling a village and countryside 

OTHER 10 21 

H4 Priest House 25 This site currently allows a passing place along Malting Lane. Malting Lane is often grid-locked. Bins 
outside the Old Police House and another house between the Priest House and the Old Police House 
have left the Priest House one of the few passing places available. 

OTHER 32 22 

H4 Priest House 25 New homes should meet water efficiency targets of 110 litres per person per day and have water 
efficiency fixtures and fittings. Grey water capture/reuse should be integrated into future 
developments and have be both supported and enforced by the local authority. 

OTHER 54 23 

H4 Priest House 25 Who would own the houses to be rented? The bungalow in Walnut Close has been given to WGC and is 
still empty. Would this happen to this site? 

OTHER 152 24 

H4 Priest House 25 II e Landscaping and semi-mature planting. Care should be taken over the type of trees and shrubs to 
be planted. House owners cannot be responsible for "what isn't theirs" 

OTHER 153 25 

H4 Priest House 25 II k What area conservation area? 
re the Ash Trees in Priest House garden and overhanging the footpath by no.51. I trust these will be 
kept and not felled. They need some pruning and the roots are currently breaking up paths and heading 
towards my courtyard 

OTHER 153 26 

H4 Priest House 25 The hedge along the row near 54 Ash Meadow should be preserved at current height ( 2 metres) 
...Your document highlights the importance of retaining views. But beautiful places must also be free 
from traffic and other noises and I feel that 7 new homes very close to views V7 V8 & V9 would (not?) 
be helping this precious area. 

SETTING 1 27 
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H4 Priest House 25 We are not sure whether the number of houses, is it 7+or 8+, is it necessary to shoehorn more houses 
into one of the green spaces in Ash Meadow especially in such a picturesque part off the Ash Valley by 
the ford. Perhaps fewer houses and more parking. 

The view from 51, 52, 53 and 54 Ash Meadow will be over the car park, ruining our view across the Ash 
Valley the reason we bought the property 35 years ago, we propose to retire there 

SETTING 168 28 

H4 Priest House 25 I agree SUPPORT 19 29 

H4 Priest House 25 Good for small Starter houses or downsizing. Could take more than 8 small houses, maybe10 to 12. SUPPORT 31 30 

H4 Priest House 25 I support this policy SUPPORT 48 31 

H4 Priest House 25 This site has the potential of providing more than 7 dwellings which will help defend the 
neighbourhood should any other site fail to materialise. 

SUPPORT 60 32 

H4 Priest House 25 This is a ready go site already - with good access points and minimal impact to the surrounding area. 
More than 7 houses could be built here, with some clever planning. These would also be low cost, 
smaller and perhaps even affordable homes 

SUPPORT 96 33 

H4 Priest House 25 agree SUPPORT 112 34 

H4 Priest House 25 Random but important comments 
Observation needs to be made of peak traffic times down this already parked up road with particulate 
attention to area near health centre. Possibly 15 more vehicles would be regularly using this road 
…..Many of the Ash Meadow homes have been bought to let and can house more than one family and 
their associated vehicles 

TRF&PKG 1 35 

H4 Priest House 25 Any more homes in Ash Meadow using the current access will only add to the already severely 
congested roads in Ash Meadow where people are double parked because when Ash Meadow was 
planned in the 1960s people did not have the amount of cars they have now. Cars are needed by 
residents as rural public transport is both irregular and time consuming. Ash Meadow already has the 
problems of more cars than was previously planned for and the added extra parking from patients at 
the health centre double parking on the Ash Meadow access roads and in residents parking makes this 
worse. Any large vehicles find it very difficult to access Ash Meadow luckily there has not been a need 
for an emergency vehicle to come through the lines of parked cars. To think that construction vehicles 
with large loads and lots of added vehicles from the tradesmen on any new building will be expected to 
use these narrow roads and park in areas where residents cannot find parking places close to their 
homes seems ludicrous. 

TRF&PKG 10 36 
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H4 Priest House 25 Concern over additional housing on Malting Lane. Used as a rat run during rush hour despite 
restrictions on traffic access at particular times which are mostly ignored. Very narrow lane - I note 
access to Culver site via Widford Road is mentioned. A similar consideration needs to be made for 
construction access for this site on Malting Lane. 

TRF&PKG 11 37 

H4 Priest House 25 How can you allow site access for construction traffic down ASH MEADOW. Have you seen the 
problems that ordinary car`s have gaining access to their homes with all the cars parked either side of 
ASH MEADOW while visiting the doctors. And the number of cars parked further down ASH MEADOW 
. This must be the hair brain scheme of the century. I suggest that you monitor ASH MEADOW and see 
the problems for yourselves 

TRF&PKG 12 38 

H4 Priest House 25 It should be noted that during construction there will undoubtedly be potential for increased 
construction traffic along Malting Lane, which is currently restricted at peak times and yet rarely 
enforced. When large vehicles use Malting Lane they often get stuck and cause severe inconveniences 
for residents. I would suggest construction traffic should not be permitted to use Malting Lane for 
access to the site, and this should be actively enforced as part of the planning conditions. I do not 
currently see this point referenced either under this specific policy, nor under the delivery / monitoring 
section of the full document. 

TRF&PKG 24 39 

H4 Priest House 25 There must be more self supported parking, as already very congested. No exit onto Malting Lane but a 
LAYBY or Passing Place needed so that vehicles can pass each other. This is NOT shown on the plans. 
NO need for turning circle, as vehicles should reverse. There is none there now. 

TRF&PKG 31 40 

H4 Priest House 25 We have lived here for 30 plus years and the Priest house has never had vehicle access via Ash 
Meadow, only a gate for foot passage. Vehicle access has always been via Malting Lane. Ash Meadow 
cannot cope with construction traffic or vehicle access to properties that maybe built on that land. As 
Meadow is already congested with traffic and parked cars from people who reside in Ash Meadow. 
Thus causing issues for refuse vehicle and emergency services when needing to attend via this road. 
......In short Ash Meadow cannot cope with any more vehicles or traffic. 

TRF&PKG 42 41 

H4 Priest House 25 Ash Meadow does not need this many more homes, as it will only lead to further congestion which is 
already horrendous throughout Much Hadham. This congestion is added to by the patients using Ash 
Meadow doctors who park both sides of the road making access to Ash Meadow very difficult. Many of 
the residents in Ash Meadow do not have any parking near their properties which makes it very difficult 
at times carrying lots of shopping or materials for the garden. Any new properties should have much 
more parking allocation than that currently in Ash Meadow. People park in the narrow entrances to 
parking areas which makes life frustrating. 

TRF&PKG 54 42 
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H4 Priest House 25 As stated in the neighbourhood plan, Primary Access and construction traffic is supposed to be from Ash 
Meadow. The parking situation down Ash Meadow is already less than ideal, with most of the residents 
having to park on the road, having construction vehicles trying to get up and down such a restricted 
road is going to cause huge issues and potential damage to cars and the very small road. With the heath 
clinic situated at the top of Ash Meadow, with a high volume of clients visiting each day the disturbance 
of the construction traffic could be a real nuisance. Surely if the car park area for the new builds is going 
to be on the lower road it would make sense for the access to be placed there? 
If the planned access for the proposed 7 houses is to be onto Ash Meadow that would increase traffic 
on a single track road by at least 7-21 cars a day. It seems very poorly thought through to have main 
access into Ash meadow and not maltings lane. I agree that keeping the existing ambience is important 
however a small driveway for residents isn’t really going to affect it anymore than 7 new houses 

TRF&PKG 79 43 

H4 Priest House 25 The current concentration of cars within the Ash Meadow estates is already exceeding capacity, with a 
number of vehicles being parked on grass verges and in the GP surgery car park out of hours as the kerb 
side is already full. The proposed parking allowance for these new developments in the Ash meadow 
estate is insufficient and will add further congestion to an already overwhelmed estate. Emergency 
vehicles, deliveries, construction traffic and regular waste collections already have difficulty accessing 
the estate and this will only deteriorate. 

TRF&PKG 81 44 

H4 Priest House 25 1) Parking in Ash Meadow is already an issue, especially when the Health Centre is open. More houses 
are just going to add to the problem unless the plans are for at least 2 parking spaces per new build as 
it seems most households have 2 or more cars these days. 

TRF&PKG 93 45 

H4 Priest House 25 Access for building has been allocated from Ash Meadow however I feel this is a bad idea due to the 
lack of space on the road due to parked cars as well as the restricted space to manouver around 
resident vehicles or large industrial vehicles along the only route in and out of Ash Meadow. This would 
make it difficult not only for residents but for commercial and emergency vehicles 

TRF&PKG 98 46 

H4 Priest House 25 Access. Carrying on from previous point, the volume of cars on the road is currently too high. Parking is 
often a challenge. Emergency vehicle, rubbish trucks and delivery vans often struggle to navigate the 
small road, packed with parked cars. A further 8/9 dwelling with 1/2 cars per house will cause havoc on 
the our road.Given the high proportion of elderly residents on our road, emergency vehicles are often 
called out and we have witnessed them have difficulty fitting down the road. Indeed, we have had to 
call an ambulance to our house on three separate occasions and the paramedics have commented on 
how difficult it is to navigate their way down Ash Meadow. I genuinely fear for the houses at the end of 

TRF&PKG 121 47 
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   the road, if they were ever to require emergency services during the night when the road is full of parked 
cars. 

   

H4 Priest House 25 There is already a parking issue due to the high density of housing not envisaged in the 1970s when Ash 
Meadow was planned, with the added problem of emergency and delivery drivers having difficulty 
gaining access to all properties. Long term Ash Meadow does not need the added spill over of residents 
and visitors from either Priest House or Hill House developments. 
Construction of these houses will involve multiple trades involving extra parking for ten or more vehicles 
plus deliveries (based on similar building projects) which Ash Meadow does not have the space for. 

Entrance to this development should use the current access to the Priest House, to reduce the parking 
and access issues in Ash Meadow. 

TRF&PKG 132 48 

H4 Priest House 25 It is very difficult to drive down Ash Meadow at night. Would be difficult to drive a fire engine down. 
More building would be worse. 

TRF&PKG 152 49 

H4 Priest House 25 II c Car parking. Can appreciate the provisional arrangements. There will be overspill to the privately 
owned parking is situated between number is 51 52 53 and 54 and number 23 opposite. This area is 
often parked up by other people; some of whom have been told by landlords that "there is additional 
parking down here". There should be a sign on my fence (No.51) indicating the parking bays are for 
residents only. The roadway between the above mentioned houses is the responsibility of, and upkeep 
by the residents (as above)who have a parking right. Huge vans, pantechnicons and the rest use it for 
turning. More of this one follow with any new building at the Priest House, on a roadway not constructed 
for heavy traffic. The "turning space" in the new development will not be sufficient. 

TRF&PKG 153 50 

H4 Priest House 25 Ash Meadow cannot cope with more car parking already difficult at weekends. Pavement parking and 
grass verges. Seven houses at least 14 more cars and delivery and construction lorries. 

TRF&PKG 154 51 

H4 Priest House 25 Parking for residents and visitors is bad already in Ash Meadow. Building new houses will only make this 
worse! Also the construction traffic will not be pleasant for residents. We purchased this house for 
peace and tranquillity, we do not want this spoilt. 

TRF&PKG 157 52 

H4 Priest House 25 We have lived in Ash Meadow for 35 years. Each house has 1 parking space, with very few visitor parking 
spaces. The current parking on the estate is at a premium, with vehicles parking all along the 

TRF&PKG 168 53 
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   road and half on the pavement. It causes problems for large vehicles, ie rubbish collection lorries to 
access the end of Ash Meadow. 

   

H4 Priest House 25 At times you can achieve and park (? arrive and not) in your allocated space due to the bad parking 
On many occasions I have had cause to ring for an ambulance and they had to Park way down from the 
house because they cannot drive down 
One day there will be an accident construction traffic delivery vans it won't have much room to get 
down without hitting your 
Over the years I have lived in ash meadow parking has become increasingly bad 
Seven Plus more houses at the far end of march meadow would make parking for worse than it already is 
The health centre cause no end problems just trying to get in and out of Ash Meadow 
The local fire service have been down and commenting that parking is not acceptable 

TRF&PKG 204 54 
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H5 Land at 
Hopleys 

28 Great that the cafe is being accommodated good for village employment and for village 
companionship and Spirit to continue..very attractive area for Downsizers. ( larger houses are 
not selling well in the village at present.!) 

CAFÉ 31 1 

H5 Land at 
Hopleys 

28 I do not see the need to extend the village boundary. I agree that the cafe and shop are a 
valued resource and worth retaining but I think this could be done in the existing area along 
with the housing. Sympathetic extended Carparking could be provided in the existing 
overflow carpark area perhaps doubled in size and using reinforced grass but the area 
around the pond is very large in relation to the existing barn/shop so I wouldn't expect this to 
be built on. A pavilion type cafe could sit on the edge of this area with the outdoor seating 
area overlooking the pond. 

CAFÉ 84 2 

H5 Land at 
Hopleys 

28 My house is Number 55 High Street Much Hadham. Hopleys' land is directly behind my back 
garden. I am objecting to the proposal to build 9 houses on this site. I cannot understand why 
the Parish boundary has been extended for Hopleys' land unless it is to accommodate 
Hopleys landowners' wishes (Policies Map pg.2). The extended boundaries are explained 
(Policy MH H2: Village Development Boundary) as "accommodating additional housing 
development". Hopleys' extended boundary does not include the land of the proposed new 
housing site. 

 
It is worrying that there is such a large piece of land earmarked for building on but that near 
neighbours like me, owning houses so close to this proposed development, have been given 
no idea of exactly where this building is likely to be. 
Lastly when Hopleys opened their cafe it took some getting used to. The cafe is plainly visible 
when there are no leaves on the trees, there can be a lot of noise from functions held there 
especially in the evenings, however over the years we have become used to it. So why move 
the cafe and shop? If new building really must take place on Hopleys' land then have it on the 
south side within the large new extended boundary. Building there won't affect so many 
people, it would not impact the bridle path Cox's Lane, used by many villagers and visitors to 
Much Hadham, and it could join the proposed Bull Inn new builds sharing costs such as an 
access road. 

CAFÉ 136 3 
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H5 Land at 
Hopleys 

28 The above objections on the grounds of elevation, drainage, boundary wall, wildlife and ‘non- 
designated heritage asset’ are compelling and should convince the Parish Council to 
reconsider the proposal to use the Hopleys site. If this is not the case, and the site is still 
proposed, then the logic of moving the café might be questioned. 

Point II on page 6 refers to the extended boundary for the cafe. This is slightly misleading and 
disingenuous. There is no need to extend the boundary to accommodate the ‘valued 
community asset’ because it is already within the boundary so why move the cafe? If it stays 
where it is there will be less disturbance to neighbours who are used to it. The boundary can 
be extended to allow new housing; the further from neighbouring houses the better. 
Importantly, it is stated in the Neighbourhood Plan that the reason why the District Plan 
allows the redrawing of boundaries is to accommodate new housing, not moving a café – 
Policy MH H2: page 3. Placing the new home in the area X1 also has the possible benefit of 
joining the Hopleys site with the Bull Inn site. This seems simpler, requiring only one access 
road to both sites. 

CAFÉ 137 4 

H5 Land at 
Hopleys 

28 Generous offer with ? Good Plans but Majority of houses should be 2-3 beds. One larger 
house for owner, who should be given permission for ? 4 bed house. 

DENSITY 31 5 

H5 Land at 
Hopleys 

28 small family homes DENSITY 111 6 

H5 Land at 
Hopleys 

28 small family houses DENSITY 113 7 

H5 Land at 
Hopleys 

28 This development is also much too dense,with access and egress problematic as the Hopleys 
Gardens and Cafe traffic as well as a narrow section of the High Street. In summary all these 
developments are far too dense for these sites. 

DENSITY 156 8 

H5 Land at 
Hopleys 

28 Increased risk of flooding due to poor drainage 
I note that in the Objectives of the Neighbourhood Plan number 7 states a desire to “Ensure 
that new building does not add to the flood risk of the locality,...”. 
As noted elsewhere, the Hopleys land is significantly higher than our houses and those of our 
neighbours on the West side of the High Street. Given the soil composition in Much Hadham, 
water does not drain easily and tends to run down to the High Street. As noted elsewhere, 
the gardens on the West side of the High Street behind Hopleys are shallow so there is 

FLOOD 5 9 
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   limited natural drainage, which will be substantially reduced due to the proposed siting of 
the development. 

   

H5 Land at 
Hopleys 

28 The drainage system for our property - which runs East-West to Hopleys - is at best 
nineteenth century, running into the culvert underneath the High Street. Current drainage 
already fails to cope and, during medium/heavg rain, the water from the land above runs to 
the back of our property, resulting in two inches of standing water that takes time to drain. 
The diminished natural drainage resulting from the proposed development presents a very 
real risk of material flooding to our property and those of our neighbours. 

FLOOD 5 10 

H5 Land at 
Hopleys 

28 In addition there should be grave concern for the Victorian plumbing system which this area 
shares. Without any building work nearby, this has already leaked contaminated drain water 
into our home twice in the past two years for which we have needed to be compensated by 
Affinity Water. 

FLOOD 58 11 

H5 Land at 
Hopleys 

28 3. Increased risk of flooding due to poor drainage 
I note that in the Objectives of the Neighbourhood Plan number 7 states a desire to “Ensure 
that new building does not add to the flood risk of the locality,...”. 
As noted elsewhere, the Hopleys land is significantly higher than our houses and those of our 
neighbours on the West side of the High Street.  Given the soil composition in Much 
Hadham, water does not drain easily and tends to run down to the High Street. As noted 
elsewhere, the gardens on the West side of the High Street behind Hopleys are shallow so 
there is limited natural drainage, which will be substantially reduced due to the proposed 
siting of the development. 
The drainage system for our property - which runs East-West to Hopleys - is at best 
nineteenth century, running into the culvert underneath the High Street. Current drainage 
already fails to cope and, during medium/heavy rain, the water from the land above runs to 
the back of our property, resulting in two inches of standing water that takes time to drain. 
The diminished natural drainage resulting from the proposed development presents a very 
real risk of material flooding to our property and those of our neighbours. 

FLOOD 61 12 

H5 Land at 
Hopleys 

28 We have lived here for 16 years and are particularly concerned for the increased risk of 
flooding 

FLOOD 69 13 
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H5 Land at 
Hopleys 

28 A great concern of mine is the drainage from Hopleys' land. During periods of heavy and/or 
persistant rain there is a large amount of water running down from Hopleys. At No.55 we 
have a small automatic pump which stops our cellar from flooding. What guarantees do I 
have that new building work and new housing will not cause extra strain on drainage, leading 
to the flooding of my property? (Objectives No.7 pg.1). I know of other properties nearby 
abutting Hopleys' land being flooded in recent years, and we are all aware of the strain on 
the pipes running along the High Street. 

FLOOD 136 14 

H5 Land at 
Hopleys 

28 Another problem created by Hopleys’ land being higher than the houses to the east is 
drainage. Rainwater from Hopleys drains to the east which means it must pass the houses on 
the High Street and there are already problems created by this. Any building on the land to 
the west of the houses on the High Street is likely to increase the risk of flooding. In recent 
years the Old Police House has been flooded due to Hopleys’ drainage. Our house, number 
55, must have a pump in the cellar because of problems with the rainwater that drains from 
Hopleys. What studies have been undertaken to evaluate the risk? What guarantees will be 
given? 

FLOOD 137 15 

H5 Land at 
Hopleys 

28 Garden Heritage should continue if possible. GARDEN 31 16 

H5 Land at 
Hopleys 

28 There is reference on page 20 to Priority Views. This is, of course, an important consideration 
and Point III b) on page 6 seems to use this to argue that new housing should not be on what 
is now garden, but this is spurious because the ‘Historic Garden’ is private land. There is no 
need to consider the ‘preservation of views’ because the views are only there for the owners 
and customers of Hopleys, not for non-paying villagers or public. The only public rights of 
way from which Hopleys can be seen are the High Street and Cox’s Lane. I live next to 
Hopleys and I do not see these views. What I see is the area proposed for new housing. The 
further from existing houses that new houses are sited the better. The only parts of Hopleys 
that are visible from a public right of way are those on which the proposal wants houses to 
be built. 

GARDEN 137 17 

H5 Land at 
Hopleys 

28 The land is designated under the District Plan, SPD" Heritage Assets Historic Parks and 
Gardens", this is a protected asset under such a policy and the suggested alterations would 

GARDEN 144 18 
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   be a degradation of this asset for good. This is not a brownfield site and as such should be 
retained in the current asset status. 

   

H5 Land at 
Hopleys 

28 Notwithstanding my comments regarding the danger of increased traffic turning on and from 
the High Street, the only way that I can foresee the High Street entrance being adapted is by 
the removal - or significant alteration - to a historic wall adjoining my house (48 High Street 
The Collarmakers), which does not meet the stated objectives in one of the most historic 
parts of the village or the stated desire to protect Heritage Assets in the village. 

OTHER 5 19 

H5 Land at 
Hopleys 

28 Good that pedestrian link between this site and the Bull. OTHER 31 20 

H5 Land at 
Hopleys 

28 The Parish Council meeting referred to above rejected the proposal to build on Hopleys’ land 
because it can be seen from Cox’s Lane and this is the case for the new proposal. So, again, 
consistency suggests the Parish Council should reconsider the current proposal. The only 
reason for moving the café and siting the new housing close to the houses on the High Street 
seems to be to benefit the owners of Hopleys. Hopleys presumably stand to make 
considerable financial profit from the proposal, so they might accept some compromise. 
Another benefit of building the new homes in the extended boundary area X1 is that the new 
members of the village who live in the new homes will not only look out onto other houses, 
but out onto Hopleys’ garden. 

 
In summary, the objections concern elevation, drainage, wildlife, boundary wall and a ‘non- 
designated heritage asset’. It is hoped that these objections will result in the withdrawal of 
the proposal, but if they do not then their concerns would be largely addressed by keeping 
the café where it is and building the new homes in the boundary extension X1. The current 
proposal seems weighted in favour of Hopleys without enough consideration given to its 
neighbours. It is hoped this Public Consultation will redress the imbalance. 

OTHER 137 21 

(blank 
) 

Text comment 27 Where is “Hop Lane”? OTHER 142 22 

H5 Land at 
Hopleys 

28 Other sites such as Hillhouse field and Jolly Wagoners will surely become available before 
2033 

OTHER 156 23 
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H5 Land at 
Hopleys 

28 Overlooking, overbearing buildings close to a boundary line that will result in a loss of light 
and a loss of privacy 
My property on the The West side of the High Street in front of Hopleys is characterised by a 
relatively shallow garden from the back of the house to the boundary wall adjoining Hopleys. 
Importantly, there is a steep gradient from the High Street to the Hopleys boundary with our 
land rising approximately one storey to a historic retaining wall of approximately 2.5 metres, 
with the Hopleys land starting at least 1.5 metres above the base of the wall. In all, the 
Hopleys land is set approximately 1 - 1.5 storeys higher than our house on the High Street or 
those of our neighbours. 
The proposed buildings - particularly referencing 3- and 4-bedroom housing - can be 
expected to be at least two storeys. This will lead to our property being significantly 
overlooked, primarily into our garden and West facing bedrooms. 
Material likely impact on a historic party wall heritage asset 
I note that the Neighbourhood Plan recognises the importance of Heritage Assets, 
particularly within conservation areas. 
As noted elsewhere, the Hopleys land is at least 1.5 metres higher than our boundary line 
and is supported by a 2.5 metre historic retaining wall, comprising knapped flint at the 
bottom and brick above. This wall stretches along the boundary line of several of my 
neighbours in addition to my property. 
The proposed developed will likely put this historic wall under significant pressure, 
potentially leading to significant damage and risk of collapse. 

OVRLOOK 5 24 

H5 Land at 
Hopleys 

28 The 9 new homes suggested are more than originally indicated (we were told 5or 6) and 
these are sited bang up against the boundary walls of the houses on the High Street, leading 
to an entirely unacceptable loss of privacy, an increase in noise and the entire loss of evening 
sun as the new houses tower over the tiny gardens of the High Street. The area designated 
for this build is most certainly large enough to enable the new houses to be moved further 
West away from the High Street. 

OVRLOOK 36 25 
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H5 Land at 
Hopleys 

28 We live in The Collarmakers House on Much Hadham High Street, directly in front of the 
Hopleys land on which the building of up to 9 new 2 and 3 bedroom homes is proposed. Our 
home, and those of our High Street neighbours, sit on land level which is at a level of over 
one storey lower than the Hopleys land on which building is proposed. 
We would therefore prefer there to be no building on this land. Building here would result in 
loss of privacy, light, rural and historic building views and peace for us and our neighbours in 
this part of the high street. This would greatly reduce ours and our neighbours’ quality of life. 
It would also affect the view behind our Grade II listed homes for residents and visitors 
walking and driving along the High Street. Avoidance of these of these factors are listed 
“Objectives” section on page 1 of the paper copy of the Much Hadham neighbourhood plan 
document. 
We do want to support the wishes and right of our neighbours at Hopleys to develop their 
land if they wish to and we do appreciate the need for more housing in Much Hadham. 
Therefore, we would have no objection to the development of housing towards the back of 
Hopleys land, ie. level with the existing Hopleys Cafe and behind this (that is to say to the 
West). 
We would, however, strongly object to any building closer than that to the rear boundary of 
our Grade II listed home (Collarmakers House, 49, High Street) and the homes of our 
neighbours along the affected part of the High Street. 

OVRLOOK 58 26 

H5 Land at 
Hopleys 

28 While I recognise the purpose and the Neighbourhood Plan and appreciate that a solution 
needs to be found to meet the stated Objectives, the proposed site at Hopleys is not suitable 
in my opinion. It will have a material impact on my property for the reasons outlined below 
and I will certainly object formally to any progression of the proposal in its current form. 
In my opinion, the most appropriate place for any development on the Hopleys site is within 
the recently amended boundary, which is currently occupied by a car park and is the 
proposed site for the cafe. While I would still have reservations (see point 6), this site is set 
sufficiently far enough back from other properties so as to mitigate some of my concerns, 
particularly those regarding being overlooked (see point 1) and the impact on a historic 
retaining wall that runs the length of the Hopleys boundary (see point 2). 
Subsequent comments identical to resident id 5 

OVRLOOK 61 27 

H5 Land at 
Hopleys 

28 ...severe compromise to our privacy that the proposed building of 9 houses would have on 
both our house and our neighbours houses. 

OVRLOOK 69 28 
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H5 Land at 
Hopleys 

28 I am rather now concerned for the overlooking of the current old houses on the high street OVRLOOK 105 29 

H5 Land at 
Hopleys 

28 My house is on the High Street and is below that of Hopleys' land (which rises steeply to the 
west). Any housing built behind my house will be visible, even if it is single storey. 

OVRLOOK 136 30 

H5 Land at 
Hopleys 

28 There is no detail included in the summary of the Much Hadham Neighbourhood Plan 
regarding the location of the proposed up to nine homes. There is only the outline of the 
area. This means that developers can build as close to the adjoining properties as they 
choose. This clearly creates potential problems. However, even if the new houses are not 
built within inches of the neighbouring properties, the objections given below remain 
pertinent wherever the houses are placed within the proposed area. 
The houses on the High Street to the east of Hopleys are built on land that is significantly 
lower than Hopleys’ land. The difference in elevation is a problem. Anyone who has walked 
up the footpath along Cox’s lane which follows Hopleys’ north boundary knows that there is 
a steep hill to be tackled. Therefore, any new building on Hopleys’ land above a single story 
will be significantly higher than the houses on the High Street. There is a photograph 
included below that illustrates the point. It is taken from the garden of Russets looking west 
to a Hopleys’ barn. Even a single-story building on Hopleys’ land is at the same height as the 
top floor of Russets. The situation is the same for my house, number 55. 
Point III f) refers to the need to protect the boundary wall to the High Street. There is also an 
historic boundary wall to the houses that are to the east of Hopleys. There is potential for 
damage to this retaining wall. The land rises to the west. This means that any new buildings 
are likely to increase the pressure on the wall. 

OVRLOOK 137 31 

H5 Land at 
Hopleys 

28 Whilst I do not object to the Hopleys site allocation overall, the NP should include additional 
criteria to policy MH H5 that considers the interests of the exisiting residents on the High 
Street living directly in front of the site to ensure their continued privacy and amenity eg 
light. Building should be set well back from the easterly boundary of the site. 

OVRLOOK 138 32 

H5 Land at 
Hopleys 

28 I do not agree with the siting of the houses proposed site over looking the houses on the 
High Street as will impinge on there privacy 

OVRLOOK 206 33 

H5 Land at 
Hopleys 

28 Please note that there is a covenant in place protecting the land between bull and hoppleys. 
The plan mentions that a path linking the two would be possible. The covenant does not 
allow for either a pedestrian or vehicular link so this should be removed as an option as it is 
misleading. 

PROPOSE 41 34 
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H5 Land at 
Hopleys 

28 Inappropriate location in a conservation area with listed buildings 
I note that in the Objectives of the Neighbourhood Plan number 1 states a desire to “Protect 
the pleasing character of the built environment and rural landscape setting”. 
I also note that in the Objectives of the Neighbourhood Plan number 3 states a desire to 
“Ensure that new building minimises damage to rural views”. 
As you are likely aware, the proposed development sits in a conservation area with listed 
buildings in the heart of one of the most historic parts of Much Hadham opposite The Hall. 
The siting of a proposed an overlooking development doesn’t deliver on the stated objectives 
of the Neighbourhood Plan since the 2-, 3- and 4-bedroom housing will be visible from The 
Hall (which due to its height, overlooks the roofline of my property and those of my 
neighbours), some parts of the High Street and certainly from our property. 

Precedent from a recently rejected planning application on The Old Garden Land 
I note that in the Objectives of the Neighbourhood Plan number 10 states a desire to 
“Protect and promote biodiversity when considering new development”. 
I note that a recent planning application to build on land to the North of Hopleys on The Old 
Garden Land, West of The Square (3/19/1266/FUL). This application has been evaluated by a 
Case Officer and was recommended for Withdrawal/Refusal. 
In addition to concerns regarding the aesthetic value of the proposed development, the Case 
Officer clearly had concerns regarding the impact on local wildlife and trees, dilution to the 
“obvious linear character of the village”, “impact on the setting of the Historic Park and 

Garden at Hopley’s [to its south]” in addition to noting that the “distinct change from the 
rural cottage dwellings at The Square to the woodland quality of the proposed site”. 
The proposed development is effectively on the same piece of land as application 
3/19/1266/FUL, albeit separated by a narrow lane running West from the High Street at The 
Square and the same arguments apply in my opinion. 

SETTING 5 35 

H5 Land at 
Hopleys 

28 My house is between these two sites and whilst I do not object strongly to their inclusion in 
the plan and would prefer that any development there be part of the plan as opposed to off 
plan so to speak, the specific design and layout needs to be sympathetic to its surroundings 
given the listings and locations of the properties in the vicinity so as not to detract and 
devalue them. 

SETTING 41 36 

H5 Land at 
Hopleys 

28 Comments exactly as per resident id 5 SETTING 61 37 
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Policy Policy Name Page Resident comment (verbatim) Theme Id Resident 
Id 

Line Id 

H5 Land at 
Hopleys 

28 There are good, sound reasons why Hopleys' land should not be used to build on. 
 

The general peace and quiet of the back gardens that Hopleys neighbours enjoy. The 
biodiversity of a mature site which has hardly been built on for 150 years. The very idea that 
this proposed new building site would be near to and encroach on (both visually and noise- 
wise) the wonderful quiet of Cox's Lane, a haven of wildlife and used by walkers, cyclists, 
dog-owners and many more, is an anathema to me. Only last month a proposal for housing 
on Hopleys' land just above Cox's Lane on Hop Lane was unanimously rejected by Parish 
council and public alike because this land's natural beauty, the flora and fauna of its 
woodland, green spaces and green corridors (see Objectives No.10, pg.1) were deemed far 

too important to mess with. I see no reason why this viewpoint has not been extended to the 
rest of Hopleys' land. 

SETTING 136 38 

H5 Land at 
Hopleys 

28 The Summary Document refers to Heritage Assets. On page 16 there is reference to 
‘attractive, historic and well-preserved buildings’, and, Policy MH HA2: Non-Designated 
Heritage Assets page 17 states that ‘Development proposals that would harm the 
significance of a non-designated heritage asset, directly or by causing harm to its setting, will 
not be permitted unless it can be demonstrated the harm of loss is necessary to achieve 
substantial public benefits that outweigh that harm or loss’. Hopleys has a barn – see 
photograph above – that is within the site proposed for building. How the barn will be used is 
not made clear, but it seems to be part of the proposed scheme. This barn is not only a ‘non- 
designated heritage asset’ but is also deserving of a preservation order. The Parish Council 
might pursue this 
At a recent Parish Council meeting a proposal to build on land to the west of The Square and 
the Old Police House was discussed. This land is part of Hopleys. The proposal was 
unanimously rejected. One of the most important grounds for the rejection was the area’s 
importance for wildlife. If the Parish Council is to be consistent it should use the same 
reasoning and reject the proposal to build on the Hopleys site. 

SETTING 137 39 

H5 Land at 
Hopleys 

28 I agree SUPPORT 19 40 

H5 Land at 
Hopleys 

28 However, the identified need for smaller, affordable housing is welcomed. SUPPORT 37 41 
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Id 

Line Id 

H5 Land at 
Hopleys 

28 I support the proposed changes to allow the relocation of the cafe/ retail business to be 
relocated. THis is a good asset for the village and I assume that there will be retention of 
parking facilities 

SUPPORT 48 42 

H5 Land at 
Hopleys 

28 It will be wonderful to finalise a parish plan which delivers housing for many new people in 
our village, whilst not dramatically impairing the quality of life of large numbers of people 
who already live here and love doing so. 

SUPPORT 58 43 

H5 Land at 
Hopleys 

28 Again, i approve this style of development as there are already low rise buildings on this site, 
so if the new homes were of a similar size to existing, there would be minimal impact. There 
are also opportunities for small business and perhaps live work style buildings to help 
improve employment resources for the community 

SUPPORT 96 44 

H5 Land at 
Hopleys 

28 agree SUPPORT 112 45 

H5 Land at 
Hopleys 

28 Danger of increased traffic access/egress onto the High Street 
I note that 5.4 Vehicle Parking in the Neighbourhood Plan acknowledges that “In the last 15 – 
20 years parking along the B1004 (overnight and at the weekends) has increased from just a 
few vehicles to the present day where there are long lines of cars and vans. In essence, this 
transforms a two-lane highway into a single lane at many points, with attendant delays to 
journeys from queuing traffic”. 
Heading North from The Bull, the highway passing the access road for the proposed 
development is one of the main bottle-necks in the village, primarily due to cars being parked 
on the road and the narrowness of the carriageway until it widens as one approaches the Old 
Bakery to the East and Gaytons to the West. 
Parked cars on the High Street cause a genuine problem entering and exiting our driveway 
and I feel that there is genuine risk to safety by increasing access/egress at one of the 
narrowest points of the High Street. 
I also note that the proposal relating to Hopleys notes that “All vehicular access / egress, 
including site construction traffic, must be from the current High Street entrance only, 
adapted as necessary...”. 

TRF&PKG 5 46 
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Id 

Line Id 

H5 Land at 
Hopleys 

28 Adequate parking needed for Cafe. Visibility sight lines important at exit especially turning 
Right, to go southwards. 

TRF&PKG 31 47 

H5 Land at 
Hopleys 

28 I have serious concerns about the vehicular access. It is not wide enough for two cars to 
pass, also visibility to the High Street would need to be improved as a safety issue. 

TRF&PKG 37 48 

H5 Land at 
Hopleys 

28 I am extremely dubious about the access to this site. Obviously Highways will be consulted, 
but at present the existing site provides a somewhat perilous entrance for pedestrians and 
on coming cars. My comment here is that the proposed density of housing will increase 
traffic movements at this very dangerous intersection and I therefore think a smaller scheme 
would be more appropriate. 

TRF&PKG 38 49 

H5 Land at 
Hopleys 

28 Comments exactly as per resident id 5 followed by: 
Notwithstanding my comments regarding the danger of increased traffic turning on and from 
the High Street, the only way that I can foresee the High Street entrance being adapted is by 
the removal - or significant alteration - to a historic wall adjoining 48 High Street (The 
Collarmakers), which does not meet the stated objectives in one of the most historic parts of 
the village or the stated desire to protect Heritage Assets in the village. 

TRF&PKG 61 50 

H5 Land at 
Hopleys 

28 The access suggested by Hop Lane brings into the proposal both bridle and footpath conflict 
with the vehicular movements. Therefore, I am not in favour of this site allocation. 

TRF&PKG 144 51 

H5 Land at 
Hopleys 

28 Impact on High Street. Additional traffic at busy times especially at 8.30 onwards TRF&PKG 168 52 
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Residents comments – Moor Place Gate (South Side) 
 

Policy Policy Name Page Resident comment (verbatim) Theme Id Resident 
Id 

Line 
Id 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 Is there no other land suitable for this project? Perhaps the gifted land could be used for another 
asset for the village. 

ALTERN 4 1 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 There are other far more suitable locations for extra houses and I would suggest that land to the 
rear of Hill House (H11) would be a safer option. 

ALTERN 11 2 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 Looking at the rest of the plan there are sites such as The Priest House already offering small, 
affordable homes and there is the prospect of more land becoming available within the time frame 
for more social/ affordable housing. 

ALTERN 15 3 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 I do not support this development and would like this removed from the plan. Firstly it is 
unnecessary as one day MHH11 ( barn school) will become free and this is the ideal place for 
expansion of housing. 

ALTERN 41 4 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 Lastly and long term the most important, is that this is an idyllic setting within the village and 
whilst I agree that housing that also encourages residents that will work within the vicinity/families 
that will use and help support the village services is critical for the villages prospects, there are 
many more apt sites for development. 

ALTERN 41 5 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 One such thought would be to be more ambitious, remove the cubs house (?? clubhouse??), 
remove the village hall and then develop there and rethink the location of the facilities on the 
green including building a more adept village hall that can cater for all the village needs incl the 
bowls court/tennis club/visiting teams/fete and other events etc.(possibly there are areas around 
the edge of the village green that could be developed with single houses looking out onto the 
green and thus bringing the village together. 

ALTERN 41 6 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 We have many other places available for any development required,my preferred option being the 
barn school field. If that location is deemed suitable, a Section 106 agreement benefiting both the 
school and the community should be negotiated whereby a sports facility including a gym and 
indoor courts could be built with access from the school site for the children's use during the day 
and the community both before and after school hours. 

ALTERN 44 7 
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Id 

Line 
Id 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 This site is not even necessary to the success of the Neighbourhood Plan. There are other sites that 
have either been rejected or are not yet available but are highly likely to become available within 
the lifetime of the plan. We suggest that the leaflet published by the Moor Place Gate Heritage 
Group be studied in detail and taken seriously. The scandalous and misleading article in the August 
issue of the Parish Magazine should be disregarded. 

ALTERN 55 8 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 I cannot support the Neighbourhood Plan while it includes policy MH H6 (Moor Place Gate South 
Side). it is not necessary to have this included in the plan to meet the target as there are 
alternative sites. 

ALTERN 62 9 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 Moor Place has been developed with sufficient housing and blends with the area. Further 
development in this area will overcrowd and turn the region into an ‘estate’. Designated and 
approved areas within Much Hadham have been identified which allow for the building of Homes 
that meet the required levels of growth. These areas should be the only ones considered for future 
development within Much Hadham for the next 25 years+ 

ALTERN 66 10 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 3.I would like to see other possiblities / alternatives to this site ALTERN 68 11 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 Windfall housing should be used instead to make up the quota. For example, there is clearly 
foreseeable substantial windfall housing (including provision for affordable dwellings) within or 
around the lifetime of the NP at the Hill House site (MH H11) - a much preferred site. 

ALTERN 77 12 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 We feel that any additional housing required to meet the target of 54 houses should be built at 
Hill House. If this land is not forthcoming, only then should Moor Place Gate be considered for the 
minimum number of houses in order to satisfy the target. 

ALTERN 89 13 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 I am sympathetic to an overall plan, but there are alternative sites offering more idealic locations 
not impacting on what i have described above. Keep development within the confines of the 
village foot print. 

ALTERN 91 14 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 I absolutely OBJECT to this proposal. As mentioned previously - there are lots of other sites within 
the area that can satisfy the need for housing. 

ALTERN 96 15 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 The housing requirements for the plan can be satisfied with some careful planning utilising H4, X1, 
X2 and X5 - with H11 offering excellent future growth if the school / health centre / village hall 
need to be combined onto one site in the future 

ALTERN 96 16 
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H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 We have one chance here to protect our village assets - and with other options with way less 
impact available surely we can rethink this application? 

ALTERN 96 17 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 4. This is unnecessary building. With only 6 more properties to build in the next 15 years, we 
believe there will be other, less historically important sites available in this time-frame. 
5. The desire to build Community housing looks likely to be met at other sites. 

ALTERN 97 18 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 This section of the NP is unnecessary. A new allowance makes it entirely possible to complete a 
NP without quite reaching the target of 54 dwellings allocated to the village. Remove the Moor 
Place Gate and the plan can be ratified with just 6 properties to find over the next 15 years 

ALTERN 102 19 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 There are many other places to put old peoples houses. It also won't be long before the houses 
are extended to make them more expensive and therefore inaccessible to local people. 

ALTERN 123 20 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 There are other far more suitable locations for extra houses and I would suggest that land to the 
rear of Hill House (H11) would be a safer option. 

ALTERN 123 21 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 The use of the windfall allowance should be argued as a realistic alternative to the inclusion of 
policy MH H6 to ensure the Much Hadham NP does not fail at referendum because of the 
unpopularity of policy MH H6. The NPPF (paragraph 70) states that 'expected future trends' can be 
taken account of when an allowance is being included for windfall. The NPSG has chosen a period 
(2007-2016) when only one new house was built, to suggest there is no historic trend to justify a 
future prediction that could yield the only 6 new houses which would be required without MH H6. 
Between 2016 & 2019 quite a number of houses have been built. The inclusion of the Hill House 
'Masterplan' in the NP clearly suggests that there is a realistic expectation that this property could 
become available within the required time frame, thereby negating the need for MH H6. This 
alone should justify the windfall allowance. 

ALTERN 135 22 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 Whilst community housing is a positive objective I don't believe most residents voted for 
'community housing at all costs' at the start of the NP process. I do not believe most people would 
rather have 'affordable' houses at Moor Place Gate than wait for more suitable sites (such as Hill 
House). 

ALTERN 135 23 

 



Page | 149 CONSULTATION STATEMENT Much Hadham Neighbourhood Plan  

Policy Policy Name Page Resident comment (verbatim) Theme Id Resident 
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H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 I believe that the use of the Windfall Allowance should be argued as a realistic option to EHDC to 
ensure the Much Hadham NP does not fail at referendum due to the unpopularity of Policy MH H6. 
The NPPF (paragraph 70) states that 'expected future trends' can be taken account of when an 
allowance is being included for windfall. Surely the inclusion of the Hill House 'Masterplan' in the 
NP clearly suggests that there is a realistic 'expected future trend' in this site so windfall could be 
justified to make up the NP target requirement. This would facilitate the security of a ratified NP 
whilst protecting our local heritage sites for future generations to enjoy. As it stands it would 
appear the housing supply could end up being far in excess of the requirment by 2033. In the 
event windfall sites did not come forward within the required time frame, only then should 
building on sites with the protected status of MH H6 be considered. 

ALTERN 138 24 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 I believe that, whilst community housing is a positive ideal, it is perhaps not what most residents 
voted in favour of at the start of the process. People do not normally refer to 'affordable homes' 
in planning terms but generally support the provision of smaller starter homes for young people/ 
families etc. Whilst community housing is a good principle, I can only support it in the right 
location, not 'at any cost'. Better suited sites may be negotiable in time to deliver this project. 

ALTERN 138 25 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 I think there are better sites for the housing needs of this village so I will not support the plan 
while MPG is an allocated site. 

ALTERN 139 26 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 As a young person that has grown up in the village I am exactly the sort of person that this plan 
should appeal to, but building over a green open space that already has a public foot path through 
it, enjoyed by so many residents, is something I can't support. There will be other better sites in 
the future. 

ALTERN 140 27 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 NPSG note this is an “exceptional location” – I would argue the historic asset and setting is best 
kept exceptional by withdrawing it from the NP and replacing it with a windfall allowance, Hill 
House or the Jolly Waggoners site. 

ALTERN 142 28 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 The CLT affordable housing can be achieved at other sites. ALTERN 142 29 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 There are, and will become much more suitable sites in the future. Act now and repent at leisure. ALTERN 161 30 
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H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 There are sufficient alternative sites to address the housing target without developing this 
sensitive heritage site. 

ALTERN 164 31 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 We understand the need for affordable housing but this is not the right location. There are many 
more suitable sites to build on within Much Hadham. 

ALTERN 165 32 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 Although the offer of land is generous, the density of Market sale type houses is too many. DENSITY 31 33 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 Although one appreciates the need for more housing provision in the village a decrease in the 
number of dwellings should be sought. 

DENSITY 36 34 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 This development is also much too dense. 15 homes in this area is much too dense. DENSITY 156 35 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 I cannot support this plan if policy No.MH H6 is included in it - Moor Place Gate (south side). Too 
many houses and some not even needed. 

DENSITY 161 36 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 Covering this land with so many houses will also aggravate flood risk to the High Street FLOOD 156 37 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 Concern about water run off down drive to B1004. Oudle House has been flooded in the past by 
water coming down the drive. 

FLOOD 166 38 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 The development would have a negative impact on the historic gated access to Moor Place GATES 21 39 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 It is worth noting that, for a large part of the time, the impressive main gate of the estate is 
presently kept shut, emphasising its status. With the proposed development it would 
unavoidably be left open. 

GATES 120 40 
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H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 4 Likelihood of damage to listed Moor Place Gates which are single lane GATES 164 41 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 Worries about safety of listed gates during and after building works. GATES 166 42 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 Additionally, housing here would eventually open the flood gates to further housing on the Moor 
Place estate, despite its historical and ecological importance. Are the motives of the absentee 
landowner not obvious to the NP committee? If not, one wonders why not. 

MORE 
DEV 

55 43 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 I also don't believe the plan has given any guarantee that this wont pave the way for future 
development on this site. 

MORE 
DEV 

83 44 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 I am totally against this development & would say that this is just the start of a wider plot to allow 
this large plot of land to become fully developed and built upon land which is of historical interest 
and currently a vista which is of outstanding beauty. 

MORE 
DEV 

91 45 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 Development such as this sets a dangerous precedence for the future - particularly for the land off 
Kettle Green Lane as you enter Moor Place, for example. You will have a hard job arguing against 
this if so.… 

MORE 
DEV 

96 46 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 6. Possible precedence set for future development of Moor Place Park MORE 
DEV 

144 47 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 What is to stop the owner then building more homes MORE 
DEV 

152 48 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 as above NO REAS 7 49 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 I will NOT be supporting the Neighbourhood Plan whilst the development at Moor Place Gate is 
included in it. 

NO REAS 7 50 
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H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 I cannot support the Neighbourhood Plan while it includes policy MH H6 (Moor Place Gate South 
Side). 

NO REAS 8 51 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 I support the neighbourhood plan other than MH H6 NO REAS 22 52 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 I will not be supporting the neighbourhood plan whilst a proposal for residential development at 
Moor Place Gate is included. I will also vote against the plan in the referendum. 

NO REAS 28 53 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 I will NOT be supporting the Neighbourhood Plan whilst the development at Moor Place Gate is 
included in it. 

NO REAS 29 54 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 This should never be built on NO REAS 30 55 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 I do not agree to this proposed development NO REAS 67 56 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 Remove this proposal from the plan NO REAS 102 57 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 I will no support moor place gate development NO REAS 107 58 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 Moor Place Gate I do not want to see any building on the Moor Place Gate site and will not 
support a Neighbourhood Plan which includes this site. 

NO REAS 122 59 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 I would like to thank the NPSG for producing a comprehensive, clear and well-researched plan and 
for all the hard work that has gone into it. I agree with the vast majority of the plan but I do not 
agree with the proposal to include the hcusing development at Moor Place Gate so unfortunately I 
cannot support the plan as it currently stands. 

NO REAS 130 60 
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H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 I do not support a Neighbouhood Plan which includes the Moor Place Gate site and will vote 
against the NP in the referndum if it is included 

NO REAS 133 61 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 Comments exactly as per resident 54 NO REAS 134 62 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 I do not support policy MHH6 part of the Plan NO REAS 162 63 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 We strongly oppose all the planning at the Moor Place building behind the War Memorial NO REAS 167 64 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 I do not want to see any building on the Moor Place Gate site and will not support a 
Neighbourhood Plan which includes this site. 

NO REAS 177 65 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 Comments exactly as per resident 177 NO REAS 178 66 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 Comments exactly as per resident 177 NO REAS 179 67 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 Comments exactly as per resident 177 NO REAS 180 68 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 Comments exactly as per resident 177 NO REAS 181 69 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 Comments exactly as per resident 177 NO REAS 182 70 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 Comments exactly as per resident 177 NO REAS 183 71 
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H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 Comments exactly as per resident 177 NO REAS 184 72 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 Comments exactly as per resident 177 NO REAS 185 73 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 Comments exactly as per resident 177 NO REAS 186 74 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 Comments exactly as per resident 177 NO REAS 187 75 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 Comments exactly as per resident 177 NO REAS 188 76 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 Comments exactly as per resident 177 NO REAS 189 77 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 Comments exactly as per resident 177 NO REAS 190 78 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 Comments exactly as per resident 177 NO REAS 191 79 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 Comments exactly as per resident 177 NO REAS 192 80 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 Comments exactly as per resident 177 NO REAS 193 81 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 Comments exactly as per resident 177 NO REAS 194 82 

 



Page | 155 CONSULTATION STATEMENT Much Hadham Neighbourhood Plan  

Policy Policy Name Page Resident comment (verbatim) Theme Id Resident 
Id 

Line 
Id 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 Comments exactly as per resident 177 NO REAS 195 83 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 Comments exactly as per resident 177 NO REAS 196 84 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 Comments exactly as per resident 177 NO REAS 197 85 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 Comments exactly as per resident 177 NO REAS 198 86 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 Comments exactly as per resident 177 NO REAS 199 87 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 Comments exactly as per resident 177, but adds comments on other themes NO REAS 199 88 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 Comments exactly as per resident 177 NO REAS 200 89 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 I do not support the Moor Place Gate Development NO REAS 205 90 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 The entrance is congested and sited on a narrow incline and creates a bottleneck and dangerous 
for the school children and will open more development to the drive way of Moor Place 

NO REAS 206 91 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 The landowner is currently under investigation for serious criminal activity, this donation of land is 
uncharacteristic and should be treated with extreme caution 

OTHER 21 92 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 Re Section 11 j page 33 why insist that the avenue of trees is replanted to the Gate when there 
have none there for about 50 years 

OTHER 31 93 

 



Page | 156 CONSULTATION STATEMENT Much Hadham Neighbourhood Plan  

Policy Policy Name Page Resident comment (verbatim) Theme Id Resident 
Id 

Line 
Id 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 The Community type houses, which are tucked right under the trees on the B1004 and beneath 
the trees north of the Bowls Hut are very shaded and unattractive and trees will need to be 
removed or reduced.....Page 32 1.a Land West of War Memorial with community type house is 
very dark and unattractive and tucked behind the market type houses they seem very cramped. 

OTHER 31 94 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 why plea for enhancement of this Heritage park when the Farm Buildings have been grossly 
altered! The claim that these houses will house workers on the Estate is not 21 th Cent! I do not 
feel it is a good site. 

OTHER 31 95 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 C) building more unaffordable homes is surely not the right direction new housing should be 
heading in 

OTHER 35 96 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 I fully support the views of the Moor Place Heritage Group, and agree with the 16 compelling 
reasons which they have given for the removal of this site from the Neighbourhood Plan.  It is 
quite unsuitable for residential development for all the reasons given by the MPHG, and this Policy 
should therefore be rescinded before the NP is re-presented to residents for approval. 

OTHER 39 97 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 I have noted the comment by the Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group in the October 2019 Much 
Hadham Parish Magazine stating that a replacement site would be required in order for the Moor 
Place Gate site to be removed, however no explanation has been provided for the need for a 
replacement site so I would like this to be fully explained by the Neighbourhood Plan Steering 
Group in their response to this comment please. For these reasons I cannot support the 
Neighbourhood Plan in its current form. 

OTHER 43 98 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 Subject: Moor Place Gate 
Message: I am totally against the proposed building of 16 houses on this site. It is inappropriate for 
this site and unnecessary within the neighbourhood plan. 

OTHER 78 99 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 Previous damage to the listed wall after the Walnut Close Development raises questions as to 
whether developer will protect the village's assets. Furthermore, due to the location of the 
development within the historic boundary of the village, an archaeological survey must be 
undertaken prior to development in line with planning permission in similar areas. 

OTHER 80 100 

H7 The Bull Inn 36 Fireworks are often held at the pub at bonfire night. Development of the site will further reduce 
the community spirit that has dwindled in recent years, due to 'affordable' housing being far in 
excess of average house prices nationally, forcing residents to leave the village. 

OTHER 80 101 
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H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 I feel that the development at Moor Place gate is inappropriate given the number of market value 
homes compared to affordable housing. 

OTHER 95 102 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 I fully support the views of the Moor Place Heritage Group, and agree with the reasons which they 
have given for the removal of this site from the Neighbourhood Plan. 

OTHER 101 103 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 I have lived in Much Hadham all my life. More and more open spaces are being used to build 
houses for people from outside of the village. Much Hadham is a village. It is not a small town. 
We haven't the shops and facilities to cope with this continual housing development. This is a 
village and should be kept that way. Continual development will destroy the wildlife and birdlife, 
and we'll just be left with the people with dogs who continually foul the paths, parkland and any 
other open spaces that are left. 

OTHER 123 104 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 I completely object to the plans and this continued destruction of our village. OTHER 123 105 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 While I applaud the provision of a community led housing project I am not convinced that this 
would work in practice. If it is to support villagers in need the chance of a house being available at 
the perfect moment seems to me to be virtually impossible. To cover costs, let alone the cost of 
actually building the houses, they would need to be let all the time - and this would be virtually 
impossible to do with villagers in need at any one time. Would they be moved on when 
circumstances change to make way for others? 

OTHER 131 106 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 Moor Place Park has a history of poorly enforced planning conditions. However well intentioned 
the policies in MH H6, past experience suggests there is a significant risk they will not be 
effectively enforced. 

OTHER 142 107 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 The NPSG have tried hard to justify the difficult MPG site - evidenced by length of this section of 
the NP. The site by their own admission would never have been considered were it not for the 
opportunity of free land. The site itself requires considerable landscaping, control of rainwater 
runoff and traffic management. All this erodes the economic viability and sustainability argument. 
Are the Parish Council and NPSG certain that the gift of land does not masks other plans afoot for 
the listed Moor Place house and estate? Has the NPSG approached Dr Roh, the current owner, 
concerning the long-term plan for the house and estate? The offer of land seems less altruistic 
than previous gifts made by the Norman family and arguably more a means to make tax sheltered 

OTHER 142 108 
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   investments and reduce any planning scrutiny on the listed Moor Place property. Hopefully this is 
not the case. 

   

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 8. Evidence, as previously mentioned, on the village housing need.Therefore, I am not in favour of 
this site allocation. 

OTHER 144 109 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 I belive that 15 houses on the MH H6 site will have a negative impact on the open and rural 
character and appearance of the area and would fail to preserve or enhance the parkland setting 
and the MH Conservation area. It is therefore contrary to Policies GBR2, CFLR6, DES2, DES3, DES4, 
HA3 and HA8 of the East Herts District Plan 2018 and the provisions of Section 16 of the National 
Planning Policy Framwork. For this reason I cannot support this NP which contain Policy MH H6. 

POLICY 6 110 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 Item 10's objective has not been delivered with this Plan to "preserve…green spaces and green 
corridors…" as the development at MH H6 will take this green space and corridor principle away. 

POLICY 6 111 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 The National Planning Framework talks of sustainable development having three overaching 
objectives: economic, social and environmental. Site MH H6 has many proposed development 
conditions and each has a cost. There has been no test of these against the site, although there are 
many comments about design, detailing, materials, landscaping, access and so on that mean site 
MH H6 is untested. The ability to enforce planning and planning conditions is extremely hard and 
very poorly funded and resourced. I do not believe that such a significant site can merely have the 
boundary extended and to say that it is for a process further along the line to resolve.The 'social' 
importance of the open space and historic social values and stories of the land and approach to 
Moor Place underpin our community and the significance here ignores that test.The 
environmental test to MH H6 and the value and difference it brings to a linear, solid edged village 
should be maintained. MH H6 housing will take this away. 

POLICY 6 112 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 The NP has ignored this principle (Guiding Principle 6) due to the offer of land being given to the 
Parish Council. The principle to minimise the impact to the historic and natural environment is 
ignored for MH H6, for example, when it is applied to one of the key significant driveway 
approaches to the Grade 1 Moor Place. Therefore I cannot support this plan. 

POLICY 6 113 
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H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 The Plan has failed to protect the views and maintain or enhance green corridors with the 
development at MH H6. With the arrival of 15 houses, the approach, setting and view from the 
High Street will be destroyed with this development. The Plan has failed in its Vision for this site 
and therefore I cannot support this plan. 

POLICY 6 114 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 There is a fundamental contradiction with 2.1 Key Issues and Challenges page 8, as the "open 
spaces and important gaps" will be destoyed with the development at MH H6 and this vision and 
objective has not been fullfilled. The Plan has not fullfilled its objective and therefore I cannot 
support this Plan 

POLICY 6 115 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 I also believe that in wanting to build here the plan is breaking the following District Plan 
principles: 
6. To focus development in locations where the impacts on the historic and natural environment 
are minimised as far as possible and 
8. To protect and enhance the rural area and the Green Belt outside the allocated development 
areas to maintain the countryside and the rural character of the District; 
I also believe that it goes against The Neighbourhood plan's own vision and objectives: 
Vision: B. The rural atmosphere of the parish will be preserved by protecting views and 
maintaining or enhancing green corridors within the locality. 

Objectives: 
1. Protect the pleasing character of the built environment and rural landscape setting. 
3. Ensure that new building minimises damage to rural views and historic building views 
5. Ensure that new building has generous provision for on-site parking and, as far as possible 
encourages walking and cycling to the main village facilities. 
8. Encourage and enable existing and prospective leisure facilities and business ventures which are 
appropriate in the village and its rural context. 

10.Preserve and enhance woodlands, green spaces and green corridors, and the River Ash. Protect 
and promote biodiversity when considering new development. 

POLICY 83 116 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 I will not support the neighbourhood plan whilst this policy is included. I do not believe the site 
should be in the NP as a development site. I do not think the development will be able to comply 
with the policy statement so should not be included. If this remains in the NP I will vote against it. 

POLICY 85 117 
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H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 History has shown that planning conditions are difficult to enforce in practice. Whilst the 
conditions laid out in policy MH H6 are intended to mitigate risk, I do not believe that some of 
them will be possible to deliver in practice, if the principle of development has been accepted in 
the NP. Most notably conditions a, c, d, f, i, j, k. 15 houses at Moor Place Gate would have a 
detrimental impact on the open and rural character and appearance of the area and would fail to 
preserve or enhance the historic park and gardens and the Much Hadham Conservation Area. The 
proposed development is therefore contrary to Policies GBR2, CFLR6, DES2, DES3, DES4, HA4 and 
HA8 of the East Herts District plan 2018 and the provisions of Section 16 of the National Planning 
Policy Framework. For this reason I cannot support a NP that contains policy MH H6. 

POLICY 135 118 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 Well done to the NPSG for their work on producing a draft NP - your hard work is appreciated. 
However, I do not agree that 'sustainable' locations are simply those that are closest to village 
facilities. The National Policy Planning Framework states that “achieving sustainable development 
means that the planning system has three overarching objectives: economic, social, and 
environmental'. The development of the Moor Place Gate site faiis on all three grounds:1. 
Economic: This site is not “the right type, in the right place, at the right time” to support a viable 
residential scheme. Therefore this site should be removed from the NP and the same protections 
placed on it as are proposed for the north side of the Moor Place Drive.2. Social : This open space 
has real significance for the history and place of Much Hadham. It “supports the community’s 
health, social and cultural wellbeing”.3. Environmental: Moor Place Gate is just the kind of site in 
our local ”natural, built and historic environment” that we should seek to protect and enhance not 
destroy. In fact it forms part of V2, one of the views that the village voted to protect! All locations 
in this village are 'sustainable', even using the very narrow definition of sustainability 'chosen' by 
the NPSG. You can walk to anywhere from anywhere in the village. Furthermore most residents 
will consider that they require a car wherever they live in the village. To give favour to a highly 
sensitive site on grounds of 'sustainability' makes no sense in a rural village.There is a heavy bias in 
favour of sites close to the centre of the village because of the NPSG's obsession with a flawed 
definition of sustainability. For this reason I do not support the development at Moor Place Gate 

POLICY 135 119 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 Comments exactly as per resident id 135 (two rows up) POLICY 138 120 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 Comments exactly as per resident id 135 (two rows up) POLICY 138 121 
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H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 The proposed development, by reason of its siting, and its harmful encroachment into the rural 
area and locally listed historic park and garden, would have a detrimental impact on the open and 
rural character and appearance of the area and would fail to preserve or enhance the Moor Place 
Park historic park and gardens and the Much Hadham Conservation Area. The proposed 
development is therefore contrary to Policies GBR2, CFLR6, DES2, DES3, DES4, HA4 and HA8 of the 
East Herts District plan 2018 and the provisions of Section 16 of the National Planning Policy 
Framework. 

POLICY 142 122 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 Harmful encroachment into the rural area of a locally listed historic Park. Fails to preserve or 
enhance and Moor Place Historic Park and Much Hadham conservation area. The proposed 
development is contrary to East Herts Policies GBR2, CFLR6, DES2, DES3, DES4, HA4 and HA8 = East 
Herts District Plan 2018 and the National Planning Policy Framework 

POLICY 151 123 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 I will not support the Neighbourhood Plan whilst this policy is included. I do not believe the site 
should be in the NP as a development site. I do not think the development will be able to comply 
with the policy statement so should not proceed. If this remains in the NP, I will vote against it. 

POLICY 163 124 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 Comments exactly as per resident id 163 POLICY 164 125 

(blank) Text 
comment 

31 Please provide evidence that St Andrews School has been consulted on these matters? There is 
nothing on the NP that states their agreement, feedback or understanding of what this means. 

PROCESS 6 126 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 Following the “Neighbourhood Plan” article in the October 2019 Parish Magazine, it reads as 
though the outcome of the consultation has been predetermined. Where is the value and 
transparency with this approach? 
The article suggest that unless an alternative sustainable site is put forwards, the MH H6 still 
remains with the “best possible policies.” 

 
With this approach, I do not believe the consultation is being used in a democratic way. 

PROCESS 6 127 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 The fact that the Parish Council are being offered “ free” land to build these 6 homes is nothing 
more than a bribe to allow the landowner to build 9 properties of much greater value. 

PROCESS 15 128 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 We feel it is quite sad that the Parish Council have let their evangelical fervour for social housing 
overtake their common sense. The Parish Council should be looking after and working with those 
who ALREADY live in the village- not posturing and cage fighting in the Parish Magazine.We would 

PROCESS 33 129 
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   suggest that the Parish Council meet with the Moor Place Heritage Group and discuss this in a 
sensible manner. 
The goodwill and hard work that the Parish Council has accomplished over the past years is about 
to be destroyed and there will be a lack of trust in its councillors for the foreseeable future if this 
part of the Neighbourhood Plan is not withdrawn. 

   

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 is a bribe by landowner for more build approval I will not support mpp development PROCESS 106 130 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 is a bribe by landowner to get planning approval for a profitable development PROCESS 107 131 

(blank) Text 
comment 

19 I believe in this para, it misleading to only state "in return for the donation of land". It should add 
something about the landowner being given the opportunity to develop additional private homes 
for sale at market rates. A full and balanced picture should be given to residents. 

PROPOSE 6 132 

(blank) Text 
comment 

29 The hatched area in the upper image "X4 Moor Place Gate" shows the whole land area covered 
from the narrow point adjacent to the public footpath by the end of the tennis courts, down to the 
road edge and road side, including the War Memorial, the bell shaped road entrance and access to 
Moor Place, the Memorial itself and all the embankment, planting and soft lanscaping. I believe 
this is inaccurate and misleading and the hatching for this site should represent (with accuracy) 
where this boundary is proposed. The 'Hox Design' layout, whilst indicative, should be omitted as 
this is misleading. 

PROPOSE 6 133 

(blank) Text 
comment 

30 Due to the sensitivities of this site, the conservation area, the G2 War Memorial setting and the 
approach to the G1 Listed House, this requires a serious design proposal, with associated traffic 
impact and environmental assessments and all the associated documents for a commited and 
serious application. Providing a plan with green all over it, is very misleading and therefore I 
cannot support this plan with MH H6 contained within it. 

PROPOSE 6 134 

(blank) Text 
comment 

30 It is incorrect to say this is a "unique" opportunity, when the Policy for Hill House includes a 
proposal to deliver community housing through a CLT. This is misleading and should be corrected. 

PROPOSE 6 135 

(blank) Text 
comment 

30 The language used is misleading and biased and does not give a balanced view. The Plan states: 
"the impact of the development will be minimal…the historic nature and natural heritage of the 
park will also be enhanced…" and these are subjective opinion and not fact and give a biased view 
to the reader. These types of statements and the use of the word "will" should be omitted. 

PROPOSE 6 136 
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(blank) Text 
comment 

30 The Route Map must be available now for such a sensitive site. It is a serious omission from the NP 
that this has not been prepared. Decisions should be made on factual information now and not 
future documents. 

PROPOSE 6 137 

(blank) Text 
comment 

30 There is a use of biased language to say "cottages…by the landowner". This is subjective language 
to describe this housing type/ name and misleading and, as there is no scheme design, proposal or 
outline proposal that is genuine, this should merely state "housing." 

PROPOSE 6 138 

(blank) Text 
comment 

30 This is a misleading paragraph and the language should merely state the process to be undertaken. 
To say "carefully negotiated…the impact…will be minimal" suggests there will be a positive 
outcome, where in fact it is currently unknown and is part of the planning process with East Herts. 
It does not give a balanced view and is very subjective. The wording should be omitted and should 
remain factual rather than "sales" on something the NPSG has always said is part of the Planning 
Process. It is an unsupported statement. 

PROPOSE 6 139 

(blank) Text 
comment 

31 How does the statement "would be discouraged" be enforced for parking for school drop off/ pick 
up? There is no provision, no additional physical highways changes or management. This is an 
open ended statement that cannot be controlled. 

PROPOSE 6 140 

(blank) Text 
comment 

31 The additional access and footpath must be publically debated and again there is language to say 
access "will" be improved and the "entrance to the park should be enhanced". There is no 
evidence to show this specific feedback has happended. These are all dependent on developer led 
schemes which are unknown. They read as a promise and this biased view must be balanced for 
parishioners' understanding. 

PROPOSE 6 141 

(blank) Text 
comment 

31 The use of the word "should" in the sentence "grassland should be retained" is misleading and 
subjective with no guarantee of its retention or outcome. The wording must be balanced. 

PROPOSE 6 142 

(blank) Text 
comment 

32 "Proposals must make provision for the repair…", "Depending on the orientation…", "proposals 
must also recognise…", "the opportunity could be taken…" are all inappropriate design opinions/ 
considerations that are part of the future planning permission process. They should be omitted 
from this NP as they are subjective comments and do not give a balanced view. 

PROPOSE 6 143 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 I cannot see the feedback or consultee evidence for building adjacent to the public footpath, 
where cars will be driven along and across and no doubt park on it. This should be included. Is this 
a consultatee with Herts CC Footpaths team, who look after the principle and legal side of public 
footpaths. 

PROPOSE 6 144 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 The CLT and covenant is a significant statement, and whilst I understand the protection it provides, 
the NP needs to be clear about who the decision makers are. Clear evidence is required from East 

PROPOSE 6 145 
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   Herts DC that confirms this, otherwise this is misleading to give one side of the story, where it is 
important to be open and give a balanced view of potential outcomes. 

   

(blank) Text 
comment 

32 The language used: "it is suggested…and estate workers cottages" and so on cannot be stated, as it 
is a biased opinion in the NP and it gives the suggestion of an outcome that is not known or 
controllable, and is persuasive languaage that cannot be enforced. Design will be the responsibility 
of the developer through the Planning Process, not statements that give a biased message to the 
parishioners voting on this signficant site. 

PROPOSE 6 146 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

33 "Parking will not be permitted…" it does not state what measures would be used of how will this 
be enforced or provided for from a highways point of view. 

PROPOSE 6 147 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 More info required for the proposed two new foot paths. PROPOSE 159 149 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 Ref.1c quote 'development must not appear to dominate... Tower Hill or High Street. The ground 
is considerably higher is it going to be dug out? 

PROPOSE 159 150 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 Ref.1d. provision of site access/service road used for facilities etc? PROPOSE 159 151 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 Ref.1f 'Drive entrance enhanced'? PROPOSE 159 152 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 Would hope that the local control body to manage the community housing is set up prior to 
building. 

PROPOSE 159 153 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 The 'community' houses - remain a mystery. They are not what we need - affordable homes for 
first-time buyers. Who will be eligible, who and how will decisions be made. This could cause 
problems. 

We have been invited to give our opinions. These are some of mine. 
A lot of hard work has gone into this Plan for which we are grateful. Please, please listen to what 
a large number of residents are saying. Moor Place Gate is a very unpopular choice for so many 
reasons. 

PROPOSE 161 154 
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H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 5 The details of the scheme are vague PROPOSE 164 155 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 Historically this land belonged to the estate of Moor Place and gives the village and surroundings a 
unique aspect of open land behind the War Memorial site which is treasured by local inhabitants. I 
cannot agree with the use of this land for future development It would forever change the view 
and land to the west of the village. 

SETTING 9 156 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 Suggested Changes /comment : 
Additions to the number of dwellings a Moor Place Estate should be very carefully considered, 
bearing in mind the impact to the conservation area. 

SETTING 9 157 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 I have significant concerns about the appropriateness of including this space in the development 
plan particularly for such a high volume of houses. I accept that the site is large and could 
accommodate a high number of houses but the views towards Moor Place would be adversely 
impacted 

SETTING 13 158 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 I cannot accept the Neighbourhood Plan if it includes the Moor Place development. Moor Place is a 
historical building and parkland and should be kept as such. An estate, however small, will detract 
from the ambiance and beauty of this area which has already been overdeveloped on the original 
farm site. 

SETTING 15 159 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 i cannot support the Neighbourhood Plan while it includes policy MH H6 (Moor Place Gate South 
Side). 
This would ruin a beautiful piece of walking and natural land integral as part of the village. 

SETTING 22 160 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 The Footpath No 10 must be retained. It must be stipulated that the North side should NEVER be 
built on. 

SETTING 31 161 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 I oppose the proposed building of houses at Moor Park Gate for the following reasons :- 
A) It is one of the last green areas within the village that has not been built over 
D) the beauty and nature will be disrupted forever 

SETTING 35 162 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 I have read both the policy and the arguments against the development of this site and I am not in 
favour of this site being developed for the following reasons: 1) impact on view V2 of this historic 
site; 

SETTING 43 163 
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H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 The proposed Moor Place Gate development appears to be at odds with this objective due to the 
likely impact to view V2. 

SETTING 43 164 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 I would like to register that I do not support policy MH H6 of the neighbourhood plan (Moor Place 
Gate (South Side). While acknowledging the need for additional housing in the parish, I feel this 
particular site is of significant historical value that it should be removed from the planning options. 
We are very fortunate to have this as the only open natural green space within the village, 
accessible by all local residents (and visitors) and providing a unique space and vista that should 
be preserved for future generations. We have a responsibility to preserve the historic substance 
and environment of Much Hadham and also apply care and thought to the safety of residents. 
Within the context that there are other less impactful and, in my view, more suitable options to 
consider for development, the proposal for Moor Place Gate and the resulting impact on this 
historically significant parkland space should be removed from the plan. 

SETTING 51 165 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 Moor Place Gate and the land behind it is a wonderful asset for the village of Much Hadham. The 
village is a great place to live with a thriving community including the school, shop and doctors 
surgery but what makes it extra special is the beautiful countryside surrounding and permeating 
through it. I am against the proposed housing development of 15 new homes, not only because it 
will spoil the beautiful view that we are all very lucky to enjoy when we walk along the public 
footpath to the field beyond 

SETTING 52 166 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 Lining the front drive to an imposing GRADE 1 Georgian mansion with a modern housing estate is 
more than aesthetically undesirable, it is sheer vandalism. 

SETTING 55 167 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 We do not support development in the Moor Place Gate South side site. It is an area that we as a 
family enjoy walking peacefully across several times every week as do so many of our neighbours. 
We enjoy the view there as we walk and drive past it every day. It promotes the feelings of calm 
and mental well-being that so many of us chose to move to this beautiful village for. 
The beauty of this parish plan is that it is intended to be a democratic process which enables the 
provision of much needed new housing whilst avoiding distress and reduced quality of life for large 
numbers parish residents. Unfortunately development of the Moor Place Gate South Side will 
cause distress and reduced quality of life for very many parish residents. 

SETTING 58 168 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 Secondly the land is within a conservation area, behind listed gates and will not only be massively 
overlooking for the resident at front lodge but will destroy all the original aspect of the approach 
to the historic moor place house. 

SETTING 64 169 
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H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 2.The green space here is for the whole village, and others to enjoy, to lose it would be a huge step 
in destroying the charm and beauty of this lovely village. It is a village where people come to visit 
from surrounding areas and beyond to enjoy. 

SETTING 68 170 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 I do not want to see any building on the Moor Place Gate site and will not support a 
Neighbourhood plan which includes this site . It would be a great loss to the village in losing this 
historic access to "public" open space. 

SETTING 70 171 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 I am strongly opposed to the neighbourhood plan proposal to build 15 homes on the green space 
behind the war memorial. I believe we should protect our green spaces especially around sites of 
historical significance such as Moor Place Gate. 

SETTING 75 172 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 I strongly disagree with this element of the Much Hadham NP. It is horrendous to even consider 
this beautiful and historic space to be built on and ruined forever. 

SETTING 76 173 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 I cannot support the neighbourhood plan while it contains a proposal for development at Moor 
Place Gate. Such development would be visible from the heart of the village, encroaching upon key 
assets such as the listed war memorial. It would be visible from the public footpath through Moor 
Place Gate. It would impinge upon the Local Green Space of Moor Place Park and upon Priority 
View 1. 

SETTING 77 174 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 I am totally against the building of any housing at all at Moor Place Gate. Although affordable 
housing is needed, I don't believe that 6 community houses mitigate the destruction of the 
historical park and war memorial for future generations, 

SETTING 83 175 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 This site should not be developed. I am not against development or the provision of any particular 
type, size or tenure of homes but I think this is the wrong place in the village for such development 
because it is part of historic parkland, It is the main entrance to a Grade I house which, even if little 
used at present, is still important in heritage setting terms. 

SETTING 84 176 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 Comment identical to resident id 64 SETTING 88 177 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 I object to the whole proposal for the Moor Place drive. This is a very sensitive area of historical 
significance in the centre of the village. 

Development there is completely inappropriate and will tarnish a sight of great beauty and 
historical significance. 

SETTING 90 178 

 



Page | 168 CONSULTATION STATEMENT Much Hadham Neighbourhood Plan  

Policy Policy Name Page Resident comment (verbatim) Theme Id Resident 
Id 

Line 
Id 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 will spoil the view through the listed gates towards the Grade I listed mansion that forms the 
centre piece of our village. 

SETTING 96 179 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 The grounds of the Moor Place estate were designated as protected when the redevelopment of 
the old farmyard was granted some years ago - recommended by conservation officers and 
heritage consultants. How does this get ignored as part of this suggestion? 

SETTING 96 180 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 The impact on main driveway to the Grade I listed mansion - Moor Place - does not seemed to be 
allowed for in any way. I would like to see a senior heritage consultant look at the gates, and the 
Lodge adjacent, with the avenue of trees leading to the main house and say that this scheme will 
have no impact whatsoever on this. 

SETTING 96 181 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 The view up the drive through the gates would irreversibly change - whatever the landscaping is as 
not every angle would be protected (ie walking up the footpath from the High Street). The 
greenbelt conservation area of Moor Place is being spoilt. 

SETTING 96 182 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 3. The avenue from the village needs to be kept rural and open, maintaining the view to the 
Grade 1 listed property. This is in order to meet the objectives of the Neighbourhood Plan which is 
to protect the rural landscape setting and historic building views. 

SETTING 97 183 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 will spoil a view in the centre of the village close to war memorial SETTING 107 184 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 Original drive to Moor Place desecrated SETTING 108 185 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 complete disapproval of any development on this Moor Place green land-the village will be spoilt 
with properties on this land 

SETTING 109 186 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 I would like to object to this policy proposal. I have a number of reasons: Moor Place is one of the 
classical great houses of the village. Its appearance extends beyond the house itself, but takes in 
its whole immediate environment, which would be prejudiced by developments in conflict with 
this image. While the proposed development is on only one side of the main gate, this area is an 
integral part of the property as a whole, being highly visible, and would severely detract from its 
appearance and grandeur. While the development may appear to be of a few buildings, they 
would be surrounded by the highly visible paraphernalia of everyday life, especially cars and 

SETTING 120 187 
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   garden ornamentation. (it is noted that earlier additions to the estate have been sited well to the 
south side of the great house). 

   

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 I agree that a community land trust would be a very valuable asset to the village but I don't think 
this is an appropriate location for a development of this size, for two key reasons: The land behind 
Moor Place Gate is an essential part of the setting for the drive, which is a historic feature cf the 
estate. The open space behind the gates creates the rural backdrop to the entrance to the park 
and the war memorial and also sets the scene for footpath 10, which is widely used by residents 
and visitors. 

SETTING 130 188 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 How can anyone approve the building of 15 houses at this location when other proposed plans are 
rejected elsewhere on the Moor Place Estate (stables) - which rejection I totally support. All the 
reasons for the rejection should be applied to the 15 proposed new homes. 

SETTING 131 189 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 Building 15 houses with the assocated infrastucture is totally in conflict with the Priority View 
statements made on this page. The provison of hedging and a tree lined drive will not be enough 
to mitigate the damage done by building 15 properties on this site. I support the protection of 
priority view V2.  For this reason I will not support a NP that includes MH H6 Moor Place Gate . 

SETTING 133 190 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 Comments exactly as per Resident id 133 SETTING 134 191 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 Building 15 houses with the assocated infrastucture is totally in conflict with the Priority View 
statements made on this page. The provison of hedging and a tree lined drive will not be enough 
to mitigate the damage done by building 15 properties on this site. I support the protection of 
priority view V2.  For this reason I will not support a NP that includes MH H6 Moor Place Gate . 

SETTING 135 192 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 The Moor Place Heritage Group produced a Landscape Heritage Statement that strongly 
highlighted the significance of the whole estate and the need to preserve the open green space at 
its main entrance. There is no modern day need to emulate 'estate workers cottages' but we do 
have a responsibility to preserve the only green corridor at the centre of this long linear village. 
Once it is gone it is gone forever. For this reason I will not support a NP that includes Moor Place 
Gate.It is stated in the NP (Page 31 - Location) that Moor Place Gate (MH H6) would not normally 
be considered for development. But, simply due to the offer of land for a community housing 
scheme of 6 properties, its protected status is being totally disregarded in the NP. This site: 1. Is 

SETTING 135 193 
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   outside the village development boundary, 2. Is in a Conservation Area, 3. Is a designated local 
Historic Park, 4. Forms the main drive of the Grade I listed Moor Place linking it to the village 
centre 5. Is accessed via Grade II listed narrow gate posts, 7. Is a greenfield site - the only rural 
footpath linking the network of paths over the Moor Place Estate with the village centre. For the 
above reasons I agree with the NP (Pg 31) that states Moor Place Gate to be an 'exceptional 
location'. As such it is not suitable for development so I cannot support the inclusion of this site in 
the Neighbourhood Plan unless the whole site is being designated as a Local Green Space, not just 
the north side. 

   

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 Comments exactly as per resident id 135 SETTING 138 194 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 I believe we should be respecting the protecting historic status of this site by not building here. SETTING 140 195 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 Access to the site is difficult through the gates and the road to the houses will not protect the 
priority view V2. 

SETTING 142 196 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 Policy 1b) "Development should be in a form that replicates typical estate workers cottages" Estate 
workers cottages are not usually placed at the entrances to grand houses. 

SETTING 142 197 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 Policy IIj) The policy of meeting the requirements of the Conservation Area Management Plan 
contradicts Section 7.15 of that Plan, which states that the land for the site will be protected. I find 
it difficult to see how the “character of the Conservation Area will be preserved” with more 
houses, more people and more cars. Reinstatement of the lime trees seems to be only section 106 
offer – can the NPSG provide clarification relating to preserving the “character of the Conservation 
Area”? 

SETTING 142 198 
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H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 This is an extremely sensitive and historic site within the centre of the village. The proposed 
development lies within the curtilage of a Grade 1 listed building and is part of the Conservation 
Area of the village extended following the development of Moor Place and surrounding buildings 
to protect and enhance the several listed elements of the site. The entrance to the drive to Moor 
Place consists of listed gate posts and alongside the village war memorial. There is a specific open 
vista to the driveway and is an intrinsic part of the street scene in this part of the village.The 
consideration of a significant development at this point in the village therefore raises numerous 
planning and community issues which I believe result in this proposal being an unsuitable location. 
1. Impact on the vista of the entrance to a Grade 1 listed building and the Grade 2 aspect of the 
entrance posts. 

2. Development within the Conservation area 
5. Changed views of the setting of Moor Place itself from the footpaths accessing Moor Place Park 
7. Existing proposals are again within a District SPD on "Heritage Assets Historic Parks and 
Gardens" and as such should be protected, once lost never recovered 

SETTING 144 199 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 It would fail to enhance or preserve Moor Place historic park and gardens and associated 
conservation area and archaeological remains thus representing harmful encroachment into the 
visual area by "building creep" The protected view would be diminished to a narrow "pin hole" 
from the gates.It would inter alia contravene EHDC policy HA8. 
Dear councillors forget what may be possible, do what you know to be right and remove MH6 
from the NP. 
The remainder of the plan makes more sense and represents a big investment of time and a 
creditable achievement. 

SETTING 158 200 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 To be consistent with the laudable goals embodied in the Vision objectives and strategy for the 
MHNP we cannot in conscience support the inclusion of Policy MHH6, Moor Place Gate (MPG) is 
the iconic centre of Much Hadham which provides the only direct High Street access to our 
conservation area via listed gate pillars/war memorial, Public Footpath and a Protected view into 
Historic Parkland which is an outstanding legacy for all in perpetuity. To despoil this area with any 
construction let alone 16/17 houses would be a gross act of vandalism which would be 
incomprehensible to future generations of villagers. 

SETTING 158 201 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 It is a conservation area and you’re going to spoil the character and beauty of Moor Place. SETTING 160 202 
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H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 TOTALLY and UTTERLY OPPOSED to any development within Grade I listed parkland. Cannot 
believe that this is being considered for the development of 15 new homes. This is historically 
significant parkland and should be kept as such. 

SETTING 165 203 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 The concept of providing up to 15 new homes with 6-8 of them being much needed 'affordable 
housing' is supported. However, this would appear to be an inappropriate location for this form 
of development. From a heritage and conservation perspective this is an extremely sensitive 
location. Being situated alongside the main entrance drive to a GradeI listed building and behind 
Grade II listed gates it is difficult to see how this potential development would not diminish the 
unique significance of these local landmark features. 

SETTING 169 204 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 Comments exactly as per resident 169. SETTING 170 205 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 Comments exactly as per resident 169. SETTING 171 206 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 Comments exactly as per resident 169. SETTING 172 207 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 Comments exactly as per resident 169. SETTING 173 208 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 Comments exactly as per resident 169. SETTING 174 209 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 Comments exactly as per resident 169. SETTING 175 210 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 Opposed to this site being included in the Plan….. visual impact. Setting inappropriate. 
conservation area impact 

SETTING 176 211 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 No to building on Park ground where footpaths are SETTING 199 212 
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H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 We consider the planned development of 15 houses at Moor Place gate materially harm the 
special historic character appearance and setting of the historic Moor Place Park. 

SETTING 203 213 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 Despite the ‘assurance’ that “Any development approval must, as a condition, require that any 
potential nuisance to the site’s residents from the tennis club floodlights is satisfactorily mitigated 
at no cost to the tennis club, the Much Hadham Sports Association or the Parish Council as owner 
of the recreation ground”, there needs to be assurance that the tennis club and its future will be 
protected. It is a thriving village club and any detrimental impact on the club will have a major 
impact on the village and its residents. 

SPORT 11 214 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 Properties on this site will affect the bowling club and tennis club being used at night. SPORT 15 215 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 Whereas I see reference to the nuisance factor from the tennis club floodlights, I would also like to 
see reference here to how issues such as stray balls (which often currently disappear over the 
fence onto the proposed site area) and noise would be managed in future. In no way should the 
tennis club activities (many of which are in the evening and continue until 10pm) be limited as a 
result of the development. The cost of any initiatives to mitigate such issues should not be borne 
by the tennis club, and it should be ensured that future residents are not in a legal position to 
challenge or restrict usage of the courts as a result. 

SPORT 24 216 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 The Lighting at the tennis vpcourt ps must be allowed and not challenged EVER. SPORT 31 217 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 There should be NO detriment to the occupants of houses on Tower Hill or users of the Tennis 
Club. 

SPORT 36 218 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 secondly - The location of the proposed houses will lead to issues with the tennis club ( lights and 
noise). This is the largest club in the village delivering a valuable service to the whole community 
and the majority of its use is at night for the adults and children. 

SPORT 41 219 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 Finally, as a member of the tennis club (which I believe is the largest supported club in the village, 
and a valuable recreational asset), I would despair if the club had to cease being if the residents of 
Moor Place complained about noise and the floodlights and brought legal action. 

SPORT 52 220 
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H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 Lastly, we have been members of the tennis club since we moved to much Hadham 6 years ago 
with my husband and I attending different club evenings to play. From what I have read the tennis 
courts have a significant heritage and I know the membership of the club is at its biggest ever, with 
that membership growing year on year. It’s a massive part of our community and for our children. 
We use it at all times of the day and evenings all through the year. The proposed housing 
development backs onto this tennis club and courts and I have no doubt that building these houses 
will cause the tennis club members issues with playing at night due to the use of flood lights and 
worse still could lead to issues with constant sound from people playing. This would not only kill 
the membership at the club (as it would make it unusable) it would destroy a key aspect of our 
community and something that is heavily utilised by the majority of residents when in fact the 
courts have always been present and prior to any development. The club and its needs should 
absolutely take priority. 

SPORT 64 221 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 I feel that it is putting the recreational ground and sports club at risk due to the close proximity. SPORT 83 222 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 Comment identical to resident id 64 SPORT 88 223 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 No consideration appears to have been given to two of the communities biggest sports groups - 
the tennis and bowls clubs. It is highly likely that the new residents will object to times of use and 
light issues (particularly in the winter, when floodlights are needed) - damaging one of our best 
community assets. What impact would the scheme have on these groups? Can these be 
protected? 

SPORT 96 224 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 The site is overlooked to the south by a tall bank of trees, backing onto the Bowls Club and the 
Tennis Courts. While it appears to be agreed that these should remain in place as they are, the 
eventual pressure to lower these to gain more light will cause conflict. In the meantime the 
proposed development will suffer a considerable lack of sunlight. The writer, a member of the 
Bowls Club, has not been made aware of any consultations on this proposal. 

SPORT 120 225 
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H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 2. The people living in these houses will object to the flood lights on the tennis courts and will 
cause the loss of a local amenity. 

SPORT 123 226 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 The house backing onto the tennis courts will presumably have issues with the floodlights and it is 
hard to see how this might be alleviated. 

SPORT 131 227 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 I object to the inclusion of this site in the Neighbourhood Plan because it is not possible to 
adequately protect the tennis club from future complaints of Statutory Public Nuisance as a result 
of light, noise and stray balls. The NPSG's statement that any developer would have to 
satisfactorily mitigate these concerns is simply not possible to achieve. MHTC has taken legal 
advice concerning this. A developer may have contractual clauses imposed on it requiring it to pay 
for lower lights and higher screening (or other things) at the time of the development but there 
are no guarantees that whatever measures are put in place would eliminate all risk of potential 
future complaints. Furthermore, if the developer goes out of business after the development is 
built or decided simply not to honour it's contractual obligations then MHTC would not have the 
funds to defend its position against a complaint of Statutory Public Nuisance and the local 
community would stand to suffer a detrimental impact on the most used sports facility in the 
village. 

SPORT 135 228 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 6 Impact on adjacent Tennis/Sports Club SPORT 164 229 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 I fully support the idea of community-owned housing provision for elderly people and / or young 
people unable to afford market housing. This site is unused land with no landscape merit (and well 
away from Moor Place itself) but is in a central location so would seem very suitable for 
development. 

SUPPORT 2 230 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 Much Hadham desperately needs community development and by controlling occupancy through 
a controlled public body would provide local housing to address the lack of 'affordable housing'. 
The proposal, in many respects, will provide a housing tenure that is not disimilar to the 
Almshouses at Tower Hill. 

SUPPORT 16 231 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 This development affects me as a close neighbour but I see it as an ideal location for appropriate 
new housing. It *should* reduce the parking scrum around the school with more families able to 
walk.  It is very nicely connected with the recreation area which will foster a sense of community 

SUPPORT 18 232 
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   and it will restore some dignity to the site of the War Memorial and Moor Place Gates which 
people have been using as surplus parking capacity in recent years. I am delighted to see that the 
tree lined avenue will be reinstated and I agree with the plan, that offering low cost housing for 
villagers is much more true to the heritage of Moor Place than keeping the land fallow for dog 
walking. Moor Place would have been a hive of bustling activity at one time so we shouldn't be 
afraid to allow families to occupy this site again. I have listened to neighbours' concerns but I 
disagree that a large site on the village outskirts would be more appropriate. This would add to 
traffic congestion - sadly, many parents living at the edges of the village still insist on driving their 
children to school - and it would create a rather isolated community at the fringe of the village. 
We already have some cultural barriers operating between different parts of the village and I fear 
that creating a large development on the village edge would be more of the same. This site is in 
the very heart of the village, perfectly located for the school, bus routes, walks and recreation 
ground but still an easy walk to the post office. This is the obvious site for a larger, *well designed 
and considerate* development. No objections. 

   

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 I understand why this is contentious but I firmly believe our vulnerable and elderly should have 
community housing available so we create a 21st century version of alms houses which so 
brilliantly care for 4 of our senior residents . the heart of the village is the right place for these 
houses to be made available and I do not feel it would deter from the beauty of this historic site 

SUPPORT 19 233 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 Ideal development site as per scheme proposed. Deals with the need for smaller homes in Much 
Hadham. parking in the High Street is only a problem at drop off and pick up times for the school. 
The War Memorial is part of the heart of Much Hadham honouring those who died serving their 
country. I see no reason why this development will disturb the memorial, in fact, it gives an 
opportunity to improve its setting. 

SUPPORT 37 234 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 I support this site, which will be smaller than that at Moor Place Park, which was built very much 
closer to Moor Place. Parking provision must be adequate to cope with visitors’ requirements as 
well as residents’. It may be that the car park for the Recreation Ground together with a new 
footpath link to this site will also provide additional visitor capacity. 

SUPPORT 47 235 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 THis would seem to me to be a suitable location especially as any housing will be withing easy 
reach of the important village shop. Designing the properties in order to make subsequent 
extension difficult is a useful safeguard. With carefully controlled development, this could become 
a useful asset for the village. 

SUPPORT 48 236 
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H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 I think this proposal if implemented , will restore the Heritage of Moor Place because it will replace 
the dwellings which existed before Foxley Developments destroyed the heritage and there will 
once again be a mixed community living at Moor place and at the same time it will protect the rest 
of the land from unwanted further development. 

SUPPORT 50 237 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 I particularly like this proposal because it provides for six genuinely affordable rentable properties 
and an additional number of small houses which will not be extended. The relative high density of 
housing will result in a smaller number of vehicles per property and therefore reduce congestion. 
The War Memorial site will be made more prominent and accessible and the rest of the Moor 
Place Land (and neighbouring plots of land) will be protected from development. The project 
hopefully will bring an end to the gates being chained and Moor Place becoming once more part of 
Much Hadham with the mix of small and large residences being partly restored to what it was 
when the Norman Family lived there. 

SUPPORT 57 238 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 Subject to the caveats you describe (traditional design in keeping with the village, sightlines, etc), I 
agree that it is a good place for the much-needed housing for both older people and younger 
families. 
It is very central in the village, a close and level walk to the shop, health centre, school, village hall, 
bus stops - all very important for the elderly or people with small children. It is much further and 
harder to walk up the valley sides, eg up Station Road/Windmill Way/Millers View, which can 
become impossible with older age or infirmity, while being nearer to walk to school could help to 
reduce the traffic congestion and pollution by large "people carriers" each day. This smaller, more 
affordable housing in such a central location should enable people to stay in the village, rather 
than being forced to leave. 
Item g) I assume this pedestrian access is to the site, rather than a diversion of the public footpath, 
which I would not support. 

SUPPORT 59 239 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 This site is one of the best sites because it provides genuine ,affordable, rented accommodation 
together with some permanently small houses built on a piece of redundant grazing land .It will 
protect the rest of the Moor Place Land and neighbouring lands from unwanted development and 
will result in the War Memorial being tidied up and given the prominence it deserves. It will also 
ease congestion , provide off road parking and get the Gates unlocked and bring back Moor Place 
in to the Parish again. 

SUPPORT 60 240 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 The Moor Place Gate (South) has a ready made and easily accessible point of access. Vehicle 
concentration and parking would also be far less of a problem than other sites. This site is central 
to the village and its amenities and not at the end of an already busy estate, as other proposed 

SUPPORT 81 241 
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   sites are. The site offers more space to develop better quality houses that can be showcased at 
that location in order to maintain the picturesque nature of Much Hadham. 

   

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 Having been born in Much Hadham and having permanently lived here for over 50 years, I fully 
support this proposal. 
Now with very few properties for private rental , original council houses having been sold off and 
Much Hadham residents being given no priority to housing association properties, there is an 
urgent need for a community-led housing development. 
As long as there is a restriction to building on the southside only, I consider this to be an asset to 
the village 

SUPPORT 86 242 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 I think that the housing to be available on the open market will be attractive to families, as 
children will be able to walk to school and have playground, sports and recreation facilities on the 
doorstep. It seems to be a very safe, sustainable location. 

SUPPORT 92 243 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 It is a pity that there does not appear to be an alternative site for community housing, but I am in 
support of community housing, even if this is the only option. 
The policies appear to be strict and would need to be strictly enforced to ensure the site is 
developed according to the policies. 

SUPPORT 100 244 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 This proposal is one of the best in the Plan because it preserves our Green Space by the efficient 
use of a small triangle of poor quality redundant grazing land which will restore the Heritage of 
Moor Place as a community including all income brackets. 
It will minimise congestion by having vehicles associated with the properties parked off the High 
St. 
It will increase the accessibility of the War Memorial Site and give it the prominence it deserves. 
It will result in the Gates being reopened after so many years chained shut which will symbolically 
bring Moor Place back into the Village Community. 

SUPPORT 103 245 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 I believe the offer of community land in this position provides a unique opportunity to benefit local 
villagers and/or their families, particularly the elderly and the young who wish to stay local.The 
opening-up of the War Memorial will satisfy and enhance the original intention; specifically to 
enable disabled access. The proposal to replace the lime trees on the north side and the provision 
of local green space will protect against further development. My family owned and lived in Moor 
Place and this proposal further provides a facility in the village to continue the tradition of donated 
land by the owners of Moor Place 

SUPPORT 110 246 
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H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 I am glad to know of the proposal to provide affordable housing SUPPORT 155 247 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 Drainage a v. important area as it pours down the drive onto High Street 
we presume this statement is supporting the policy MH H6 i) for drainage management. 

SUPPORT 159 148 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 I believe that the gifted land and promise of some affordable housing for existing villagers, or 
those who grew up here wishing to return, is a great inducement to support the proposed scheme. 
However, the access, right in the middle of the high street, near the school and very close to the 
narrowing of the road near “Plumbers” makes it difficult to envisage a safe outcome. 
With an average of two cars per new residence pulling out at the gate and the school traffic twice 
a day, there will be added regular congestion. Visitors parking at weekends and evenings, will 
mean there will no longer be a quieter time on Tower Hill and the frequent large vehicles passing 
through the village will continue to exacerbate the problem. 
Someone will get hurt getting into their car on the road side or attempting to cross the road to 
Moor Place Gate by the war memorial where there is no pavement. 

It seems a big price to pay for such a limited scheme, at a beauty spot popular with visitors and 
next to the war memorial. 

TRF&PKG 4 248 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 Traffic and congestion is a problem in Much Hadham as the roads become full of cars passing 
through and the lack of adequate parking facilities for the residents along a narrow stretch of road. 
The Primary School parking and access is very poor near  the entrance to Moor Place and in front 
of the school and future development would only create a bottle neck at this difficult & narrow 
part of the High Street. The safety factor at his junction should be considered. 

TRF&PKG 9 249 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 I feel the section of road in front of Moor Place Gate is already extremely dangerous and the traffic 
generated by adding 15 houses will create a treacherous situation for both pedestrians and car 
users. Near misses are a common occurrence at this point throughout the day. 

TRF&PKG 11 250 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 the traffic generated at what is the most difficult part of the Much Hadham to navigate for road 
users and pedestrians alike would be unmanageable and potentially dangerous. The fact that the 
road narrows to the north of the gates often creates significant tailbacks in the village - especially 
on bin collection dates and at school drop off and pick up times. This proposed development 
would exacerbate this problem. 

TRF&PKG 13 251 
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H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 The entrance/exit to this site would be through gates of historical value on to an already busy, 
congested High Street almost opposite the entrance to a school. There would be upwards of 20 
cars using this access. 

TRF&PKG 15 252 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 To safeguard the amenities of those properties facing the site and entrance to Moor Place the 
retention and enhancement of natural screening has to be paramount together with sufficient on 
site car parking. 

TRF&PKG 16 253 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 The existing entrance is used by through traffic to give way to oncoming vehicles through the 
'pinch point' Development in this location is likely to create a 'blind' stretch of highway leading to 
greater congestion and injuries. 

TRF&PKG 21 254 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 Also this would increase traffic, high street congestion, increase parking and cause dangerous 
access difficulties. 

TRF&PKG 22 255 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 Already too much congestion and resulting increased pollution outside main school. 
Haven't met anyone in favour of this proposal, local people feel ignored and their beloved village 
green areas and peaceful nature of the village encroached on in favour of ever increasing 
development, in and surrounding the village. The disruption would effect the local community as 
would the increased traffic during development but mostly once completed. 

TRF&PKG 26 256 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 There is already far too much traffic using that part of the High Street with frequent build up of 
traffic at the chicane. It will be dangerous to have the associated traffic from a possible 15 houses 
using an entrance at that point. As a resident of Walnut Close, with its recent development of 7 
houses, of which only 5 are currently occupied, the extra traffic generated far exceeds that 
anticipated. Not only do householders' cars need to be taken into account but the additional 
traffic from visitors, workmen, deliveries, online shopping deliveries etc. If the houses at the Bull 
and Hopleys also go ahead I believe that the traffic situation will become untenable in the High 
Street. 

TRF&PKG 27 257 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 11a where will these houses park? 11b) must NOT encourage parking at Recreation Ground Car 
Park but must have self supporting parking on Moor place ground. 

TRF&PKG 31 258 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 How is it proposed to " enhance" the congested area at the gates. Will they Remain locked, as they 
are at the present. 

TRF&PKG 31 259 
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   There are poor sight lines with little room for enhancement of visibility splays as walked areas. It is 
an area of gross traffic congestion At certain times of the day and this would be increased by the 
development. 

   

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 We believe that neither mud huts nor executive palaces should be built on the Moor Place Gate 
Site primarily for one reason alone which is the traffic congestion that this would cause and it’s 
implications. 
It is anticipated from previous research that we could expect these dwellings to have at least 2 cars 
per household thus there would be an additional 30 more cars causing further congestion in an 
area which at certain times of the day is already gridlocked.But what is more concerning is the CO2 
emissions from all the cars as they idle and stand waiting to pass through a single gateway and at 
the narrowest part of the Much Hadham highway. 
The Parish Council talks of having ‘lungs’ on either side of the village for the benefit of residents 
but we are concerned that by building these properties you are exposing residents/particularly 
schoolchildren to further toxic fumes which can lead to asthma and other associated diseases ( we 
appreciate that the electric car is on its way but not for another generation). 

TRF&PKG 33 260 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 B) the congestion driving through the village and particularly around the school, is already terrible 
- this would only add to it 

TRF&PKG 35 261 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 A decrease in the number of dwellings should be sought as this plan can only lead to a huge 
increase in traffic at an already narrow, dangerous and crowded part of Tower Hill with 
consequent increased danger to all road users and pedestrians, especially those attending the 
school. 

TRF&PKG 36 262 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 I am not in favour of a busy road junction in front of the school - it would be an accident waiting to 
happen. It would also cause traffic gridlock as the area in front of Moor Place Gates is currently 
used as a passing place for traffic going through the narrow constriction outside Morris Cottage. 

TRF&PKG 40 263 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 Thirdly - however well it is designed it will cause road safety issues TRF&PKG 41 264 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 Additional traffic via this entrance onto the main road would cause absolute chaos. This sector of 
the main road is mayhem at the best of times, the bend at the Memorial causes visual issues when 
driving to see oncoming traffic at either direction. With the added issue of parked cars and school 

TRF&PKG 42 265 
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   traffic including heavy gods vehicles that travel through the village. The additional danger it would 
cause would be horrendous 

   

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 2) impact on safety/congestion of the B1004. The section of the B1004 along Tower Hill and north 
to The Bull Inn is already difficult to navigate at all times, and in particular at rush 
hour/school/nursery pickup/drop off times (around 9am, 12pm and 3pm weekdays) so adding a 
junction here for a new development would likely have a negative impact on the safe navigation of 
this section of the B1004 for road traffic, cyclists and pedestrians (noting that road vehicles already 
frequently mount the pavements near Morris Cottage to allow passing in either direction). 

TRF&PKG 43 266 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 That area of the village is also extremely busy, particularly at school drop-off and pick-up times. 
Not only will the construction itself be disruptive but also the increase in vehicles using the gate 
entrance will undoubtedly contribute to further congestion. 

TRF&PKG 44 267 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 I do not agree to the plans as the entrance/ exit will be very dangerous. The main road always has 
parked cars due to the School and is extremely busy as children arrive for school and afternoon 
collection. Cars also build up because of the narrowing of the road which makes it single file only. 
Right by Moor Place Gates. 

TRF&PKG 45 268 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 In practical terms, this central location in the village and it's proximity to the school, mean already 
there are frequent issues and safety concerns caused by traffic and parking congestion, which 
would be further exacerbated by the addition of cars that would undoubtedly arise from the new 
homes. 

TRF&PKG 51 269 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 also because I am extremely concerned about the increase in traffic in the worst section of the 
High Street in terms of the bottle neck just past the gate entrance. The extra traffic congestion that 
the proposed development would cause, will be belching out more fumes than ever, not good for 
the environment or one's health. Also the extra vehicles coming in and out of Moor Place at school 
drop off and pick up times could cause danger to children because of the proximity to St Andrews 
School. 

TRF&PKG 52 270 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 ANY increase of traffic caused by development of this site would make congestion in the High 
Street intolerable. At school times it would be particularly dangerous. 

TRF&PKG 55 271 
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H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 And how will the development trucks get to the site? Through the listed entrance and over the 
cattle grid? The high street is not built for massive development trucks, it’s incredibly narrow and 
will cause huge challenges getting materials in and I’m completely objecting to them thinking 
they can come up kettle green lane, use our more place park entrance to create access via the 
back of the main house. It’s clear the idea has been created without any thought to logistics or 
the impact to existing residents in terms of noise, traffic disruption etc. 

TRF&PKG 64 272 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 I completely object to the proposed housing development at Moor Place Gate on the “donated” 
land. My kids are at the village school and every morning the roads are chaos, gridlocked with 
insufficient parking for us all. Even the recreation ground car park is jammed full with us having to 
block in cars by parking down the middle. The proposed housing is only going to further add to the 
volume of traffic at key business and school hours and add to the existing gridlock. 
The whole development is unnecessary, not in keeping with the rest of that area of the village and 
is positioned at one of the busiest and narrowest parts of the village high street. There are plenty 
of other areas that could be utilised to add to the housing population of the village with roads that 
are more suitable to cope with an increased traffic volume and that provide slightly better access 
for works vehicles. Doing it at moor place gate seems ludicrous! 

TRF&PKG 64 273 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 1.I feel that a development here will magnify the traffic problems along this stretch of road.It is 
somewhat of a bottle neck already, and if you consider each potential new home owner on the 
proposed development will own one , if not more vehicles. 

TRF&PKG 68 274 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 Traffic is already a considerable problem here, with school children and other pedestrians already 
at risk. The proposals for a junction can only exacerbate the problems. Why has this NOT been 
investigated independently BEFORE the site is proposed for a residential allocation. 

TRF&PKG 70 275 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 I am entirely opposed to this development. This pinch point of a junction, on a blind bend and on 
the brow of a hill is yards from our local school. This school and this junction already has excessive 
traffic at peak times and is already an accident waiting to happen. Any development this close to 
the school will radically increase congestion at this dangerous point potentially impacting children 
/ parents crossing the junction as described. 15 new properties probably means at least 30 new 
cars that will at any time be attempting to maneuver from the gate at moor gate place. Traffic 
already uses this area to pull in for passing cars and parents also use it as an informal turning 
point. 

TRF&PKG 71 276 

 



Page | 184 CONSULTATION STATEMENT Much Hadham Neighbourhood Plan  

Policy Policy Name Page Resident comment (verbatim) Theme Id Resident 
Id 

Line 
Id 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 While I understand the need for additional housing in the village I believe the development of this 
site would greatly impact traffic, congestion and road safety. Dangerous driving and high volumes 
of traffic in this - the narrowest, busiest and most congested- part of the village already make 
crossing the road hazardous and cars routinely mount the narrow pavements as queues build up. 
The combination of limited access to the new site and its location at what is already the pinch 
point for traffic make this an unsuitable site for development. 

TRF&PKG 73 277 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 15 houses will make a currently little-used driveway more active, generating greater congestion to 
both through traffic and the families using St Andrew's School. 
The fact that a traffic impact assessment has not been conducted suggests that the 
landowner/promoter is well aware that the site is within an especially congested stretch of road in 
the village. 
As a teacher, specialising in early years development my ultimate concern is for the safety of 
children in the village. This proposal will increase the risk to the community's children. 

TRF&PKG 74 278 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 Traffic around that area of the village, particularly at school drop off/pick up times, is already 
terrible. Having a potential additional 30 cars (2 per proposed household) in that area would 
increase the risk of accidents, congestion and cause further issues with parking. 

TRF&PKG 75 279 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 I do not want to see any building on the Moor Place Gate site and will not support a 
Neighbourhood Plan which includes this site. I object to the increased traffic it would cause. 

TRF&PKG 82 280 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 ... not to mention the increase in traffic and parking at a very narrow part of the village close to the 
school. 

TRF&PKG 83 281 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 This development, with it's associated traffic will really damage this entrance to Moor Place. TRF&PKG 84 282 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 I will not be supporting the neighbourhood plan whilst a proposal for residential development at 
Moor Place Gate is included. I will also vote against the plan in the referendum. 
Congestion: Tower Hill traffic is already very congested at peak times of the day. The addition of 
15 houses and an associated junction at Moor Place Gate will make the current bottleneck worse. 
This is likely to make the school run longer and more stressful than it is today. 
Safety: The single vehicle width entrance, with Grade II listed gateposts, will not allow sensible 
and safe entrance and exit to the proposed development. The fact that the gateposts and war 

TRF&PKG 87 283 
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   memorial are listed will limit the scope to make the junction safer. In addition, the increased 
traffic and the new junction are likely to increase the risk of accidents. 
Parking: Parking at St Andrew’s School at drop-off and pick-up times is already difficult. School 
access is restricted to Tower Hill, with the Recreation Ground car park already full at peak times. 
No additional visitor parking is included in the Neighbourhood Plan. The addition of 15 new 
properties is likely to increase pressure on parking in this area and reduce the number of parking 
spaces in the vicinity. 

   

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 Comment identical to resident id 64 TRF&PKG 88 284 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 Comment identical to resident id 64 TRF&PKG 88 285 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 We are concerned about this part of the Plan because of the additional traffic generated from up 
to 15 houses arriving and departing at a restricted 'pinch' point on the High Street making a 
difficult situation, dangerous. 

TRF&PKG 89 286 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 The entrance is at an already tight pinch point with parking and passing difficulties in the centre of 
Much Hadham High Street and adjacent school which comes with more traffic build up, further risk 
of accident and increased traffic noise & air pollution affecting current residential and school 
pupils and staff. 

TRF&PKG 91 287 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 Access via a new road (presumably next to the Bowls Club) would damage the aspect of not only 
the Moor Place gates but also the War Memorial - protected landmarks of our village and very 
much part of the street scene. It would also place a new junction dangerously close to the school, 
causing more congestion and parking issues as parents would no doubt use the new junction to 
turn around in. A comprehensive traffic management plan has not been provided? 

TRF&PKG 96 288 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 The scheme mentions a mixed use style with both housing association and private homes. The NP 
itself suggests there could be up to 17 houses created here (6-8 housing association and 7-9 
private terraced). By the NP own definition, this would mean at LEAST 34 PARKING SPACES - and 
the site could never support this. There has been talk of village centre housing not needing parking 
as you can walk everywhere - but the reality is that this will never happen - the bus route is 
pathetic and we only have one shop. How do people get to work? They won’t all be working in 
Much Hadham. This sort of number of cars will have a massive impact on the road junction , and 
we haven’t even talked about visitors parking either. 

TRF&PKG 96 289 
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H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 This site requires a new road access, will have limited parking (see footnote) ........ I know that the 
planning constraints say that this can all be catered for, but frankly this is so complicated given the 
other possibilities. 
PARKING - the new residents WILL have cars. You cannot spend your entire life in the village 
without one - they will need to work, shop and get children to schools etc. The housing association 
homes opposite me all have at least one car per household! 

TRF&PKG 96 290 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 We object to development of 15 properties at Moor Place Gate for the following reasons: 
1. The development will increase traffic flow onto Tower Hill which is already congested partly 
because of traffic at the primary school. We have concerns therefore, not only because of 
increased congestion but also increased probability of accidents. 
2. There will be increased parking requirements on Tower Hill due to limited provision being made 
for visitors at the new development. 

TRF&PKG 97 291 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 I do not feel this site is appropriate for development. The area immediately around, and leading up 
to the proposed entrance to the site, is already extremely congested. This is due to the high 
volume of parked cars in that area and the narrowing of the road. This part of the village is already 
one of many existing 'pinch points' for traffic, which seem to sometimes cause problems and 
increase the risk of dangerous driving. Adding to the volume of traffic there, and effectively making 
it into a 3-way stream of traffic, seems like a potentially dangerous thing to do. 

TRF&PKG 99 292 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 There is no opportunity for highway development to facilitate the new junction/road width 
adequately without totally destroying the character of the historic village centre and impacting on 
listed heritage assets. 

TRF&PKG 102 293 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 I am not in favour of Moor Place Gate, because of exit onto main road near school TRF&PKG 105 294 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 too much traffic on tower hill at school entrance with parents picking up children from school TRF&PKG 106 295 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 to allow this development will mean greater congestion in the village (tower hill) opposite the 
school and will be a danger to school children and parents 

TRF&PKG 107 296 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 No to Moor Place Gate, dangerous traffic entrance TRF&PKG 108 297 
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H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 School opposite. Fumes. TRF&PKG 108 298 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 the traffic going in and out onto an already very busy road especially as school times- pollution/ 
noise/accidents 

TRF&PKG 109 299 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 absolutely disapprove of any development traffic already very dangerous no no no no under any 
circumstances 

TRF&PKG 111 300 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 a. There will be parking and ???? On the main drive to moor place. No to all development 
Dangerous road access 

TRF&PKG 112 301 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 strongly disapprove (traffic congestion only drive to listed property) TRF&PKG 113 302 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 It is also worth noting that, at this point, access onto the main road is complicated by a 
bend, which could carry more risk with traffic joining/leaving at this point. 
The proposal suggests that there should be a pathway through to the Recreation Ground car park. 
Regardless of the merits of this, it will lead to conflict: it would become inevitable that it would be 
seen as a convenient over-flow car park, while also adding to use of the already difficult car exit 
here. 

TRF&PKG 120 303 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 I feel the section of road in front of Moor Place Gate is already extremely dangerous and the traffic 
generated by adding 15 houses will create a treacherous situation for both pedestrians and car 
users. Near misses are a common occurrence at this point throughout the day. 

TRF&PKG 123 304 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 I am concerned that additional parking for the 15 houses will naturally happen on Tower Hill and 
on the "apron" in front of the gates by Front Lodge - which are the closest place to park. Tower 
Hill is already heavily parked during the school day, and at the beginning and end of the school day 
parking is a nightmare. I think that one of the original comments on the NP questionnaire was the 
issue of school parents and their parking. Restricting the availability of parking both on Tower Hill 
and the Recreation Ground car park will force parents to cause chaos elsewhere.As someone who 
regularly turns around in front of the gates to Moor Place I would be concerned about even more 
cars using this access - the sight lines to the south are treacherous and cars speeding down the hill 
do not always slow down, even if they can see a car edging out - after all it is their right of way. 

TRF&PKG 131 305 
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H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 ....8. Is accessed right at the tightest and most congested bottleneck in the village. 
Parking pressure is already at capacity on the Recreation Ground and in the local vicinity so any 
attempt to increase the use of this car park is not practicable. Parents cannot be 'discouraged' 
from parking - they need to get their children to and from school. There will be no solution that 
makes adding another junction at the pinch-point in the village a safe option. I do not believe the 
NP claim that building 15 houses on Moor Place Gate will reduce traffic and parking issues in the 
area. That simply does not make sense! For this reason I will not support a NP that includes Moor 
Place Gate. 

TRF&PKG 135 306 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 Comments exactly as per resident id 135 TRF&PKG 138 307 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 I do not agree with development at Moor Place Gate mainly because I believe it will result in even 
more traffic congestion on Tower Hill and the High Street. To add another junction at the 'blind' 
effectively single track narrow section of road makes no sense to me. 

TRF&PKG 139 308 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 Parking is very difficult at busy times already in the area and this scheme will only make things 
even more difficult. I do not agree that local residents that have not private parking should face 
the potential loss of local street parking that this scheme will cause. 

TRF&PKG 139 309 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 Parking is hard in the area of MPG and this scheme will make matters worse. Many current 
residents already struggle to park outside their houses so taking away parking/adding more 
pressure in this area and at the Recreation Ground does not make sense. 

TRF&PKG 140 310 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 The traffic at this location is already too congested at peak times of day and a new junction right at 
the 'pinch' will just make this so much worse with more risk of incidents. 

TRF&PKG 140 311 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 4. Impact on traffic movements, egress and ingress from an already congested and dangerous 
narrowing within the B1004, with to a large extent necessary permanent resident parking 
opposite. 

TRF&PKG 144 312 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 The traffic with ensuing jams are happening every day at school times. This building will make this 
worse. 

TRF&PKG 152 313 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 Apart from spoiling a beautiful area the traffic entering and leaving a very busy road will cause 
havoc (15 houses= possible 30 cars) 

TRF&PKG 154 314 
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H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 Access and egress will be difficult at a busy and already constricted part of the High Street. TRF&PKG 156 315 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 At least 30 cars will be coming onto a all ready busy road. Traffic does not stop all day long.When 
school is going in or out the road Is gridlocked. Parking is a big problem in Tower Hill and High 
Street. As the site is near school it will be trouble. This is an unsuitable site to be built on as 
congestion in this area is very bad 

TRF&PKG 160 316 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 15 houses would generate at least 30 more cars in an already congested part of the High Street. 
Increasing noise, air pollution, bottlenecks, hold ups and decreasing valuable parking areas so 
necessary for existing residents in the High Street. 

TRF&PKG 161 317 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 1 adding more congestion to The Squash/Moor Place area which is single lane 
2 Increase traffic danger to St Andrews school pupils 

TRF&PKG 164 318 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 The traffic congestion and access to the Moor Place is already a safety issue and to add to this 
would be sheer lunacy. 

TRF&PKG 165 319 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 Serious concerns regarding increased traffic, especially at school times….Parking issues. The 
B1004 is already congested with parked cars on the road that narrows to single outside Plummers. 
Visability issues pulling out of driveway….. 

TRF&PKG 166 320 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 Impact on High Street. Additional traffic especially at school time TRF&PKG 168 321 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 Opposed to this site being included in the Plan. Traffic impacts…... TRF&PKG 176 322 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 …..Congestion - new junction will cause more traffic problems in the village Entrance - was built 
for horse drawn vehicle not cars 

TRF&PKG 199 323 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 The entrance to the park currently becomes very congested and this would become much 
exacerbated by 15 houses just beyond the gate. It is difficult to see how this problem would be 
solved and also how drop off/pick up for St Andrew's School could be discouraged. 

TRF&PKG 203 324 
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Id 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 This is a terrible idea with it being so close to the war memorial and is very upsetting to the 
generations of Much Hadham villagers who have enjoyed this open space. The parish council 
should be ashamed of themselves if they have allowed this travesty to be sanctioned and have 
disgraced the office they represent. 

WARMEM 14 325 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 Immediately outside the gates is the war memorial which should be protected as a site of 
quietness and reflection. Traffic using the proposed entrance/ exit to the development would 
greatly change this. All in all this site should not, in my opinion be considered for development. 

WARMEM 15 326 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 I object to this proposal for the following reasons: 
The development would have a negative impact on the area surrounding the war memorial 

WARMEM 21 327 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 War Memorial tranquility is challlenged. WARMEM 31 328 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 I'm opposed to any development on this site. It's very near to the war memorial whose quiet and 
contemplative environment needs to be preserved. 

WARMEM 44 329 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 Peace and tranquility around the war memorial needs to be preserved. WARMEM 70 330 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 This proposed development is located adjacent to the war memorial which should be respected in 
its own right as a place of peace and reflection and this will be destroyed if the properties are 
allowed to be built. 

WARMEM 91 331 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 It is also too close to the war memorial which should be a quiet and respected place. WARMEM 95 332 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 War Memorials Trust objects to development here and so do I! WARMEM 102 333 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 1. I object bitterly to spoiling the backdrop to the War Memorial. WARMEM 123 334 
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H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 I have looked at the layout of the proposed housing on the full plan and was disappointed that it 
was not included in the summary. To have a row of houses backing onto the War Memorial site 
seems insensitive - the view looking west from the memorlal is so peaceful currently. 

WARMEM 131 335 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 ….6. Provides the tranquil backdrop for the Grade II listed village War Memorial. WARMEM 135 336 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 Comments exactly as per resident id 135 WARMEM 138 337 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 Policy 1a) The solitude of the war memorial will be affected by the development. This plays a key 
part of the Villages Remembrance Day service. Can we expect traffic to pass though the service 
and hear children playing in the adjacent gardens during the service? 

WARMEM 142 338 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 3. Impact on the War Memorial and its special tranquil setting. WARMEM 144 339 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 The land surrounding the War Memorial should be protected not built over. WARMEM 161 340 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 3 Adverse impact on War Memorial site WARMEM 164 341 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 Disruption of the sanctity of the green space around the War Memorial WARMEM 166 342 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 It is also directly behind the Grade II listed War Memorial which could be interpreted as showing a 
lack of respect to those who gave up their lives. 

WARMEM 169 343 

H6 Moor Place 
Gate (South 
Side) 

32 Peak-time traffic and parking congestion within the vicinity is already of concern. A New housing 
scheme with its associated traffic movements would only further compound this problem. 

WARMEM 169 344 
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Residents comments – The Bull Inn 
 

Policy Policy Name Page Resident comment (verbatim) Theme Id Resident 
Id 

Line 
Id 

H7 The Bull Inn 36 I can't see why the village boundary needs to be extended here just for development that would be 
atypical to the layout of the character of the properties in this area that form a ribbon along the 
main road. 

DENSITY 84 1 

H7 The Bull Inn 36 This development also is much too dense. DENSITY 156 2 

H7 The Bull Inn 36 3) The Flash Flood risk will be increased by the much greater density of the hard surfaces; extra 
roads, parking spaces and loss of green surfaces. The ditch/stream runs from the rising, higher 
westerly farm land along the west and south border sinks into a victorian culvert and runs under 
houses and the road. It can barely cope with just a few days of continuos rain and has caused 
extensive flooding twice in the last ten years. The field to the west of the existing pub garden 
assists 
to some extent as a soak to hinder flow into the ditch. 

FLOOD 17 3 

H7 The Bull Inn 36 As with other proposed small developments, this requires an extension of the village boundary 
and will put greater load on the infrastructure which based on recent flooding appears to be 
overstretched. 

FLOOD 21 4 

H7 The Bull Inn 36 I am also concerned that this site is not very close to the Londis and therefore all residents 
(particularly elderly residents) are likely to drive to the shops (cf Policy MH H10: Specialist Housing 
for Older and Vulnerable People) 

POLICY 13 5 

H7 The Bull Inn 36 The 6 low level houses are not needed in order to achieve target.The Garden can be brought back to 
its original size enhancing the amenity of the rural space. revenue would be improved. Medium and 
long term survival of the Pub would be enhanced. The adjacent oasis of environmental green space 
would be retained allowing survival of the wildlife. There would be no need to seek to move the 
village development boundary. The need for 6 downsizer dwellings could perhaps be better met 
by an area located nearer to the Health centre and village shop. 

POLICY 17 6 

H7 The Bull Inn 36 the openness and rural views from the street and the much reduced pub garden would be replaced 
by the housing development. This is counter to this aspect of the vision. 

POLICY 17 7 

H7 The Bull Inn 36 Paragraph d 
Should the plan also consider the provision of electric vehicle charging points as part of any 
new property constructed? 

PROPOSE 48 8 
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H7 The Bull Inn 36 The development as indicated on the indicative plan suggests many disadvantages for the village: 
 

1) The garden will be further reduced in area to a minimal size unable to sustain healthy sales of 
food and drink. once the development is built it would be impossible for future tenants/landlords to 
rescue this mistake. The commercial viability of the Pub would be in danger because of this lack of 
outside facility. The short term financial windfall to the Asset Company would inevitably be the loss 
of the amenity of the Pub Garden for the Village community in the future. 

PUB 17 9 

H7 The Bull Inn 36 The new housing would shorten the already restricted pub garden. Fewer people would be able 
to enjoy meeting in the small garden space. The economic effect would be lower revenue from 
the 
fewer. people able to use the garden which would endanger the financial viability of the inn. 

PUB 17 10 

H7 The Bull Inn 36 No real objections except a worry that the pub will be less able to expand which may make it 
non- viable for future owners. It would be very disappointing if the pub subsequently reverted to 
residential due to an argument along the lines of: too small to make money, insufficient parking, 
seating capacity etc; etc; This argument is commonly made to justify turning pubs into houses. 
Personally, I would far prefer to see the existing pub expand with additional seating area and a 
larger parking area - this would safeguard the future of the pub (THE ONLY ONE) in our village. I 
note that a beer garden will be introduced, which is encouraging, but the pub is still rather small for 
long term 
viability. 

PUB 18 11 

H7 The Bull Inn 36 Development of this site will: 
Jeopardise the future of The Bull, identified in the plan as a 'Valued Community Asset' 

PUB 21 12 

H7 The Bull Inn 36 However I do have reservations as to ......... how it will impact on The Bull Inn. PUB 37 13 

H7 The Bull Inn 36 The village has limited amenities and i believe the development of the land behind The Bull Inn puts 
the pub at risk. 
The current meadow-like land is a beautiful setting for the pub garden which sets it apart from 
other village pubs in the area. 

Carving through the pub car park with a road could be dangerous and put customers at risk. 
The plan suggests that it would be ideal for downsizers, but are they a suitable residents to be 
living in such close proximity to a public house? 
Any complaints would put the pub at risk of closure. I feel that any building here will put the pub 
at risk of closing and that would be disastrous to a village of this size. 

PUB 83 14 
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H7 The Bull Inn 36 the environmental impact would be catastrophic for the wildlife; insects, animals particularly 
the Badgers. Light from the housing and the area taken up by their gardens would cause their 
abandonment. 

SETTING 17 15 

H7 The Bull Inn 36 I agree SUPPORT 19 16 

H7 The Bull Inn 36 Continues comments. The Density of 6 small single storey houses good for Downsizers or the 
elderly. Quite far from shop with hill to negotiate gives it a disadvantage, but near the Pub, village 
hall and 
not too far to the church. 

SUPPORT 31 17 

H7 The Bull Inn 36 this site to the rear of The Bull Inn for smaller single storey dwellings for local people is great. SUPPORT 37 18 

H7 The Bull Inn 36 bungalows for elderly residents from the parish only SUPPORT 111 19 

H7 The Bull Inn 36 Yes to small bungalows SUPPORT 112 20 

H7 The Bull Inn 36 small single story for elderly parish residents SUPPORT 113 21 

H7 The Bull Inn 36 I appreciate that this may be a detail for a full planning application but I am concerned as to how 
vehicles and residents would access these houses. Would it be across The Bull car park?  If so this 
will require careful planning and management so that residents do not have difficulty accessing 
their properties or have to walk across a car park which at certain times of the day can be busy. 
This is a 
particular concern given that the proposal assumes that the residents will be elderly. 

TRF&PKG 13 22 

H7 The Bull Inn 36 2) Constructing a 2 track road from the Pub car park to the housing development through the 
middle of the pub garden would create a particular danger to pedestrians particularly the elderly 
"downsizers" and children. An accident waiting to happen! 
4) Surely, constructing the road with its foundations will damage the roots of the ash and 
willow trees. Can this be allowed? 

TRF&PKG 17 23 

H7 The Bull Inn 36 However I do have reservations as to access…......... TRF&PKG 37 24 

H7 The Bull Inn 36 I attended a PC meeting when planning permission for 2 houses was rejected - and there were 
worries about access. What has changed? Again, visitor parking will naturally be on the High 
Street, adding to the problems of parking in that area, particulary during pub opening hours. 
Houses adjacent to the Bull are already impacted by inconsiderate parking, especially immediately 
by driveways. This will only be made worse. 

TRF&PKG 131 25 
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Policy Policy Name Page Resident comment (verbatim) Theme Id Resident 
Id 

Line 
Id 

H8 South Plot, 
Culver 

38 Already 2 good sized houses granted but need more as would be good use of elegant site. I 
disagree that houses opposite are large. Several are terrace, or medium sized as at Laureldene, an 
elegant 4 house cul de sac . More well designed market value houses with 3 beds would attract 
Downsizers, giving way to families to move into their pr larger ones. These Downsizers who wish 
to stay in the village are still a very active part of the village social structure, leading several clubs 
which makes the village v.attractive. 

DENSITY 31 1 

H8 South Plot, 
Culver 

38 Again - more than two houses could easily be built here - a terrace of four plus one detached 
would easily fit on the site and would mirror the terrace opposite. It is a natural in fill spot 

DENSITY 96 2 

H8 South Plot, 
Culver 

38 Two new homes is a tiny amount for such a large site and it could be argued that an opportunity 
has been missed. However if that is what the Owners want then their wishes must be respected 

DENSITY 103 3 

H8 South Plot, 
Culver 

38 I strongly DISAGREE that this site should be lower down in the choices of sites as it is nearer to the 
shop and health centre than some others and there is more room there. It is stated "not as close 
to village facilities as the other available sites. This shows unacceptable bias, against this site! 

PROPOSE 31 4 

H8 South Plot, 
Culver 

38 Very sad that Culver Court has become so chopped up in the past 50 years. The additional loss of 
land here would make the house less and less viable as a substantial family home and more 
susceptible to being broken off with the land being sold off in individual chunks. This would affect 
the historic context of the village - the sheep fields and woods may no longer be owned by a 
single family but instead be divided into smaller parcels. The location is suitable being off the 
main road 
but I would be sad for yet more Culver land to be sold off for housing. 

SETTING 18 5 

H8 South Plot, 
Culver 

38 Some ugly Leylandi trees could be removed to improve the view across to the wood on the 
other side. 

SETTING 31 6 

H8 South Plot, 
Culver 

38 Existing consent required Arboricultural Survey which identified existing trees as a mixture of 
leylandii, holly and scrub. Many were found to be diseased and some required immediate 
felling. None were considered worthy of preservation. 

As part of planning conditions, a planting scheme, including new indigenous trees, is required for 
the road boundary 

SETTING 32 7 

H8 South Plot, 
Culver 

38 I agree SUPPORT 19 8 

H8 South Plot, 
Culver 

38 Planning consent granted by EHDC. Work commencing Autumn 2019. SUPPORT 32 9 
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H8 South Plot, 
Culver 

38 Possible plot if it meets the policies a) to d). SUPPORT 37 10 

H8 South Plot, 
Culver 

38 Site is ideal from a pedestrian/vehicular access point of view. Sustainable. Easy access to the 
village and services. 

SUPPORT 37 11 

H8 South Plot, 
Culver 

38 happy with this SUPPORT 111 12 

H8 South Plot, 
Culver 

38 Yes to two houses only SUPPORT 112 13 

H8 South Plot, 
Culver 

38 OK SUPPORT 113 14 

H8 South Plot, 
Culver 

38 The current footpath on each side of he B1004 is narrow and somewhat uneven (despite recent 
patching) along the frontage of this plot and Culver. Vehicles regularly drive in excess of the speed 
limit along this section as they enter and leave the village (as evidenced by the recently added 
‘speed display sign’ near Windmill Way on the northbound side of the B1004). The road is narrow 
in this section meaning vehicles are very close to pedestrians using the paths. Given the reduced 
width of the road and paths in this section, along with the speed of passing vehicles, this is a 
particularly scary section of the B1004 for pedestrians living in the south part of the village to 
navigate, many of whom are walking this section daily to use the facilities of the village and taking 
children to school. Pedestrians are often forced to walk only 1 or 2 feet from vehicles passing at 
speed. I would suggest including a criteria to segregate pedestrians from the road by removing 
the path along the eastern side of the B1004 and diverting pedestrians along a new path to be 
created to the east of the retained trees within the South Plot Culver site. I note the size of the 
plot and proposed number of dwellings means this would be entirely feasible. The existing path 
could be removed and planted with wild flowers (or other such vegetation) to the benefit of the 
overall environment in the area. The existing bus stop could be enhanced by adding a dedicated 
shelter and seating with access provided from the new segregated path. 

TRF&PKG 43 15 
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Residents comments – Land at Hill House 
 

Policy Policy Name Page Resident comment (verbatim) Theme Id Resident 
Id 

Line 
Id 

H11 Land at Hill 
House 

42 Density of homes here should not reflect Ash Meadow at 45 DPH but be inline with the 25 
DPH proposed for Moor Place Gate which would give people a better quality of life and reflect 
the density of Much Hadham in general. 

DENSITY 132 1 

(blank) Text comment 13 Why the use of an NDO? Given the plan strategy is sound in meeting one objective which is 
the housing quotient, it seems inappropriate to include at this stage such a detailed 
proposal/suggested land utilisation which could trigger the current owner to seize the 
opportunity to develop earlier. The likelihood is that the plan will need revision sooner than 
later and as such this may not be the best site to bring forward 

OTHER 144 2 

H11 Land at Hill 
House 

42 4: A Gas Pipe runs from the Ford to the main High Street, through Ash Meadow. This is owned 
and maintained by Cadent. Any consideration of work to be carried out near or over this pipe, 
must be approved by them. In addition I believe there is a main sewer pipe that also runs 
adjacent to the public footpath. 

OTHER 42 3 

H11 Land at Hill 
House 

42 Since the Plan meets the housing quota requirements I would assume that Hill House and 
Land to the rear would be protected from development until at least 2034 

OTHER 50 4 

H11 Land at Hill 
House 

42 I think it is important to ensurethat the mature trees on the site are protected. This is 
particularly important as the master plan appears to have put facilities and roads where 
trees would need felling. 

OTHER 92 5 

H11 Land at Hill 
House 

42 It seems strange to have this site included if it is not available at present for development, 
but interesting to see possible ideas for the future. 

OTHER 100 6 

H11 Land at Hill 
House 

42 If the Health Centre was moved to this site presumably the current site would be sold for 
housing to fund the project. The current Health Centre site is already in the development area 
and would provide space for several homes, depending on their size. Would these then be in 
addition to the 61 you already have in your NP? Plus the potential housing in the grounds of 
Hill House? This makes for a substantial increase in the number of homes in our 
village, plus the cars etc and I think makes a total mockery of the Plan. Would we then have an 
extra 100 homes foistered on us? 

OTHER 131 7 

H11 Land at Hill 
House 

42 Many residents support residential development here. And it will happen in the plan period. 
Yet the draft layout has not been discussed properly. Access, egress, parking for Ash Meadow 
etc should have been looked at properly and discussed locally. This comment was 

PROPOSE 70 8 
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   made against H10 but this is not consistent with the comment wording - assume error made as 
H10 and Hill House sitemap were on same page of Summary document 

   

H11 Land at Hill 
House 

42 A residential scheme on part of this site would in due course have my support. Indeed I feel it 
would have widespread support from residents. However the draft masterplan is seriously 
inadequate . I find it hard to believe as produced it has widespread support. It has basic faults , 
some of which are outlined earlier. On this basis I will NOT support this policy. The masterplan 
needs to be redrawn and properly consulted upon generally but especially with 
residents of Ash Meadow and the School. 

PROPOSE 122 9 

H11 Hill House and 
Land to the 
Rear (formerly 
known as Barn 
School) 

42 Page 42 MH H11There has been a great deal of work put into the NDO but I believe given the 
longevity of the life of the plan, this form of detail is inappropriate at this stage as it detracts 
from the agreement of the main Neighbourhood Plan. If this was included in the current 
format in the Neighbourhood Plan, I would not be able to support the current proposals as 
there are several planning issues relating to land use, traffic and Highways, the 
existing Surgery site, parking facilities and other aspects of use 

PROPOSE 144 10 

H11 Land at Hill 
House 

42 This site should ONLY be built upon if provision is secured for a car park to accommodate ALL 
school parking. The village is often gridlocked (usually at Moor House Gate) during school pick 
up/drop off times. I counted 70 cars parked on one occasion and when food service lorries are 
also trying to deliver at the same time, it is impossible to pass. I would 
suggest the car park would need to be big enough for at least 100+ cars to be parked, so that 
when the school hosts events/plays etc everybody can park safely. 

PROPOSE 165 11 
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H11 Land at Hill 
House 

42 A drawing and two overlays were submitted with this application. 
Summary For clarification we have included a land registry map from 1995 to accompany the 
Hill House plan. This is to remove some of the confusion over naming and use that appears in 
the current plan. These points are annotated on the land registry map from 1995. 
Item number 1 is The Barn School (Now Hill House) This was the main School building. Item 
number 2 was the assembly hall/school performance hall now referred to as The Barn School. 
There never was any vehicular access to this building only access via a number of footpaths 
Item number 3 is referred to in this letter as "The avenue of trees". These are situated on the 
boundary of Elm House, Oakdene and what were The Barn School playing fields. 
Item number 4 is currently off-road parking for houses in Ash Meadow. This parking has 
been in place for over 25 years and may have some statutory rights. In the current plan 
there seems to be no replacement for this parking area. 
Item number 5 was the old Pre-Prep School" and had a number of footpaths associated with it. 
The pre-prep building and the footpaths are missing from the new plans. 
Item number 6 is the dropped kerb entrance to the land beyond. This is referred to as the 
"New vehicular access point" on the new plans This is 50% owned by Elm House and 
permission has not been granted for development. This is clearly marked on the 1995 plan 
and seems to be completely missing from the current plan. 
Item number 7 The proposed new vehicular access adds another vehicle crossing to the 
main footpath. In addition; given the existing frequent congestion in Ash Meadow, Oudle 
Lane and the ford this proposal would add considerably to the congestion in this area. 

PROPOSE 201 12 
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H11 Land at Hill 
House 

42 Detail 
Not wishing to be "Nimbyish", but we would like to stress how much we value the Ash Valley 
and its precious resources and its fragile beauty.This is from both sides of the valley. Thank you 
for keeping that in mind. Part of that resource includes the neglected piece of woodland at the 
boundary of Hill House, Elm House and Oakdene and further to the East (Item 3 on the 1995 
plan). These trees have been included in provious development plans but have failed to be 
included in this current plan and, in addition, there are mature trees between Hill House 
(previously called The Barn School) and Elm House as well. In this proposal both of these 
avenues of mature trees would be destroyed to allow the development of the new health 
centre and associated parking and the proposed road from Tower Hill/High Street which would 
encircle Elm House. 
MH 11 Number IV Point Number 4: The plans for a new MH Health Centre. Please explain 
where the parking for the proposed new health centre is going to be sited? There is no 
vehicular access to "The Barn School" (on the map labelled as the Barn School), and as stated 
above it was just a small assembly/performance hall (Item 2 on the 1995 plan). Access was only 
via footpaths and this would also compromise those avenues of trees (please see above). When 
it was a functioning school, all the children walked from the main building, across the netball 
court and up footpath 25 to the assembly hall and back. This can be seen in the plan of 1995 
The two proposed accesses from Ash Meadow will further increase the pressure on that area. It 
is a relatively high-density estate already and has a its large number of both elderly people and 
young families. Those roads would then turn it into a "rat-run" between Ash Meadow and the 
new Health Centre (Item 4 on the 1995 plan) and the proposed new housing area in the "lower 
field" of Hill House land (Item 7 on the 1995 plan). The proposed new health centre plus 
parking crosses FP 25 and would seriously disrupt that footpath. Your document states a 
commitment to preserving our numerous, ancient footpaths as much as possible. The new 
health centre, apart from destroying the trees mentioned above would be sited completely 
contrary to all of the above intentions. As stated previously Hill House owns anly 50% of the 
access off Tower HilVMH High Street. The 
other half is owned by Elm House. This can be seen in the 1995 Land Registry plan 

PROPOSE 201 13 

H11 Land at Hill 
House 

42 Comments exactly as per resident id 201 line 12 PROPOSE 202 14 

H11 Land at Hill 
House 

42 Comments exactly as per resident id 201 line 13 PROPOSE 202 15 
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H11 Land at Hill 
House 

42 3:The land where the trees are sited, all along Ash Meadow, and the bottom of Ash Meadow 
are subject to a Conservation Order. In addition the land where they are sited are part owned 
by the Parish Council I believe, and the home owners, and is shown on the Deeds of 
the relevant properties. 

SETTING 42 16 

H11 Land at Hill 
House 

42 Building on the North side of Ash Meadow will greatly reduce the open outlook and green 
views for the Ash Meadow residents that the neighbourhood plan is promoting and which 
formed part of the plan when Ash Meadow was designed in the 1960s. 

SETTING 132 17 

H11 Land at Hill 
House 

42 I was formerly a pupil at the Barn School and would be very happy to see this land put back to 
productive use. The area intended as accessible green space was my old school playing field 
and I have very happy memories of playing there. It is sad to have seen it left abandoned for 
so many years. The way in which this land connects into the school and Health Centre makes it 
ideal for redevelopment and I think it would be a great asset to the village. It is also 
encouraging that so much provision for development is being freed up around the school. I 
sincerely hope that this will encourage more local children into the 
school and therefore reduce the traffic and parking constraints. 

SUPPORT 18 18 

H11 Land at Hill 
House 

42 It would be better to prioritise all new housing in this area as it is: 
- A central village position 

- A large site 
- Will allow for improvements to community facilities 
- Ample off-road parking capacity 
- Minimal disruption during building and habitation to existing residents 
- Negates the need to alter village boundaries 
- Is likely to be developed outside of the Parish Plan if not allocated 

 
I'd also comment that the layout indicated has the potential for greater housing provision in 
place of the duplication of assets such as the children's activity area and nature trails which 
already exist in the village. 

SUPPORT 21 19 

H11 Land at Hill 
House 

42 This would be ideal, is central to the village and would cater for all age groups and their 
needs. I know it is not available but could promoted, if possible. Community housing is very 
important in an ageing population, and a new large Health Centre would manage to cope 
with the increasing population of the villages it serves. 

SUPPORT 31 20 

H11 Land at Hill 
House 

42 Very good site, totally sustainable with great benefit to the village, ie., new medical centre, 
parking, school drop off facility which would help to eliminate pressure on the High Street. 

SUPPORT 37 21 
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H11 Land at Hill 
House 

42 This land is the most applicable and one day it will become available. If in the meantime 
however the village has seen much of its spaces filled then these spaces will have been lost for 
ever, when all the housing needs including the goal of trying to give much Hadham a 
central core can be delivered by developing on MH H11 in due course. 

SUPPORT 41 22 

H11 Land at Hill 
House 

42 This would seem to me to be a major benefit for the community. Both school playing field 
extension and parking would be a significant benefit. 

SUPPORT 48 23 

H11 Land at Hill 
House 

42 I support the proposal to enhance the village school's facilities and provide improved parking. 
This site would also be ideal to meet the additional housing needs, particularly for 
those families with young children, due to its closeness to the school, recreation ground and 
the fact that the homes and gardens will be a safe distance from the highway. 

SUPPORT 74 24 

H11 Land at Hill 
House 

42 I am in support of development here. I think most of the required development in the village 
should take place on this site. 

SUPPORT 84 25 

H11 Land at Hill 
House 

42 This would solve all of our planning needs in one swoop - suggest a compulsory purchase and 
we can then lock down the village boundaries to protect the ambience and character of 
the village once and for all 

SUPPORT 96 26 

H11 Land at Hill 
House 

42 agree SUPPORT 111 27 

H11 Land at Hill 
House 

42 Yes Good plan SUPPORT 112 28 

H11 Land at Hill 
House 

42 All OK SUPPORT 113 29 

H11 Land at Hill 
House 

42 This site has always made total sense and it has always been an option, even when Ash 
Meadow was built - with the road ending to the south east where it meets the footpath by Hill 
House field near Oudle Lane. 
It is obviously very frustrating that this site is not currently available but it is probably a 
foregone conclusion that one day it will be - or you wouldn't have it in your future-proof 
plan. 

SUPPORT 131 30 

H11 Land at Hill 
House 

42 Can the dentist in the High Street be included in new here health centre. Parking for it on the 
High Street is a real problem 
All proposals are sensitive and aimed at providing new housing with the least disruption This 
is an excellent plan 

SUPPORT 150 31 
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Policy Policy Name Page Resident comment (verbatim) Theme Id Resident 
Id 

Line 
Id 

H11 Land at Hill 
House 

42 Hill House and Land to the Rear (formerly known as Barn School) 
It is encouraging to note, that if made available, land within the site would be identified for 
Community Housing to be implemented through a Community Land Trust as the same with 
Policy MH H6. It states that the chosen site shall be of a size suitable for the development of 
at least 8 homes available for affordable rent or low-cost purchase which would be available 
to village residents in perpetuity. 
As defined in the NPPF 'affordable housing for rent' should be at least 20% below local market 
rents, and for 'low-cost purchase' at least 20% below local market value. However, with Much 
Hadham being such an expensive place to live, it begs the questions as to 'how 
affordable is affordable'. Even with a discount, will it be affordable enough to enable those 
essential key workers to live within the village where they work? 

SUPPORT 169 32 

H11 Land at Hill 
House 

42 We fully support this policy. It could provide the solution to many of the needs of the village 
in particular the anticipated needs of an aging population 

SUPPORT 203 33 

H11 Land at Hill 
House 

42 The proposal for access to this area via new vehicular access points via Ash Meadow as indicated 
on your plan is totally unacceptable for the following reasons. 
1: Ash Meadow cannot cope with any additional traffic, we have enough issues with what 
already exists, and parking issues. Causing great difficulty at time accessing our own allocated 
parking spaces, with parking also on both sides of the road. 
2:At the bottom section of Ash Meadow, this is a Private Road, noted via a concrete line over 
the road, leading to allocated private parking bays. This commences across the tarmac, where 
the footpath leads below the Priest House perimeter, down to the Ford. 

 
Mill House/Barn School, already has its own access points. Should it become necessary to 
build on this land, these are the access points that should be used. Not via Ash Meadow, for the 
reasons stated above 

TRF&PKG 42 34 

H11 Land at Hill 
House 

42 Any building here should still protect the green field outlook of Ash Meadow and have its own 
access from the B1004 that does not cars require coming through Ash Meadow which 
is so often difficult to exit due to the parking congestion. 

TRF&PKG 54 35 

H11 Land at Hill 
House 

42 Access to this site should be from the B1004 as a continuation of the health centre access and 
not Ash Meadow which already has traffic congestion and parking issies for the current 
residents. There is not enough parking for the current residents and some do not have direct 
access to their properties. 

TRF&PKG 132 36 
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Residents comments – Other Planning Policies 
 

Policy Policy Name Page Resident comment (verbatim) Theme 
Id 

Resident 
Id 

Line 
Id 

H9 St Elizabeth’s 39 No to St Elizabeth's Housing 
(policy withdrawn at request of St. Elizabeth's) 

NO 
REAS 

112 1 

H2 Village 
Development 
Boundary 

19 X 4 No NO 
REAS 

112 2 

H1 Village Housing 
Numbers 

17 Two additional houses received Planning approval in Walnut Close on 24th May, 2019 (Application 
3/18/0263/FUL). Please ensure these are included in your calculations as, if they are not, it 
reduces the need to build at Moor Place Gate. 

OTHER 89 3 

H9 St Elizabeth’s 39 should they not be built in st Elizabeth's ground 
(policy withdrawn at request of St. Elizabeth's) 

OTHER 111 4 

(blank) Text comment 17 What an extraordinary document. Thank you to all those involved. My general concerns are 
around the number of houses in the plan - especially as you have put in a policy to future-proof 
the plan. Many things can happen in 13 years and surely a large site might well become available 
in that time. To make provision for 61 houses now seems extreme. 

OTHER 131 5 

(blank) Text comment 39 Saint Elizabeth’s do have their own land for development 
(policy withdrawn at request of St. Elizabeth's) 

OTHER 159 6 

Other Other matters N/A We still believe the Jolly Waggoners is the best site for limlted development, and far more sensible 
a site than Moor Place. 
The idea that it would add to congestion in the village and is too far out is ludicrous. The traffic 
would disperse either way,via Widford or Much Hadham, and therefore cause less bunching in the 
village than the £million houses in Walnut Tree Close (and those proposed in Moor Place). 

POLICY 25 7 

(blank) Text comment 19 The demographic trajectory could equally be indicative of younger people not wishing to stay in 
the village. The view that there is a need “to make housing provisions for young people so they 
can stay close to their community” is presumptuous and rose tinted. The facts are most young 
people leave the village because they want to live and work in London or other cities. 

POLICY 142 8 
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Policy Policy Name Page Resident comment (verbatim) Theme 
Id 

Resident 
Id 

Line 
Id 

Other Other matters N/A There is a somewhat arbitrary choice in what is in the boundary – this is not really explained in the 
document. Modifications seem to have been made to suit the sites rather than considering the 
availability of sites previous considered for development or derelict sites such as the Jolly 
Waggoners or New Barns lane. Dismissing opportunities not to include sites such as the Jolly 
Waggoners in the plan, supposedly based on distance to the village facilities seems naive. This site 
has pavement access to the village facilities and is within the signposted southern boundary of the 
village so cannot be considered to “elongate” the village. While main document looks impressive at 
first sight, it is slanted towards the MPG development. Phycologists might identify cognitive 
dissonance occurring within the steering group and as a result rather than amend their views 
following comments about inclusion of this site they have become more rigid in their beliefs. 

While I support the need for affordable housing there will be plenty of opportunities to provide 
this on sites that will become available in the village long before 2033. 

POLICY 142 9 

H10 Specialist 
Housing 

40 National policy requires councils to meet the specific accommodation needs older and vulnerable 
people. 
According to the ONS, for those aged65+ the Much Hadham parish is 29% above the average for 
East Herts. Furthermore, ONS forecasts show that within East Herts there will be 87.5% more older 
people (65+) by 2037. The largest increase within the 65+group are those aged 85, representing a 
190% increase, which according the the East Herts District Plan means a significant increase in the 
need for support services and housing with support. 
In accordance with Policy MH H10, it is need that the Neighbourhood Plan encourages the 
provision of specialist housing across all tenures for older and vulnerable people. It states that 
development of specialist housing for older and vulnerable people (whether new or conversion 
from other uses) must be within walking distance, on safe and level route or within easy reach of 
public transport, to village shops and services. 
However, it is only Policy MH H7: The Bull Inn that makes specific reference to accommodate at 
least 5 new homes to meet the identified local need for smaller, single storey homes with priority 
given elderly parish residents wishing to downsize. In the event the ONS forecast transpires to be 
correct, the outcome is likely to lead to a significant shortfall in meeting this specific provision 
over the plan period to 2023. 

POLICY 169 10 

H10 Specialist 
Housing 

40 Comments exactly as per resident 169. POLICY 170 11 

H10 Specialist 
Housing 

40 Comments exactly as per resident 169. POLICY 171 12 
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Policy Policy Name Page Resident comment (verbatim) Theme 
Id 

Resident 
Id 

Line 
Id 

H10 Specialist 
Housing 

40 Comments exactly as per resident 169. POLICY 172 13 

H10 Specialist 
Housing 

40 Comments exactly as per resident 169. POLICY 173 14 

H10 Specialist 
Housing 

40 Comments exactly as per resident 169. POLICY 174 15 

H10 Specialist 
Housing 

40 Comments exactly as per resident 169. POLICY 175 16 

H3 Type and Mix 
of Housing 

21 If a proposed scheme does not meet the needs of one of the demographic groups described, no 
alternative contribution should be considered, developers know the rules and should abide by them. 

PROPO 
SE 

27 17 

(blank) Text comment 22 There are many aspects of the plan that contradict its own objectives, though i understand that 
one can’t be perfect! Please can the plan focus on the simple, easy sites first, before making 
issues with the community over the difficult ones! 

PROPO 
SE 

96 18 

(blank) Text comment 22 What about redeveloping the village hall site? Create a terrace of houses at the rear, some small 
retail on the ground floor with some flats above (not hi rise). The village hall could easily be 
relocated to the Bowling Association building, creating a central sports and community hub for 
the whole area (Manuden has this) 

PROPO 
SE 

96 19 

H10 Specialist 
Housing 

40 In full agreement with the approach but the word "encourages" I do not believe is strong enough. 
Allocated sites are mentioned but the conditions, except for MH H7, do not include specific 
reference to policy MH H10. A village housing needs survey is required for this group. 

PROPO 
SE 

144 20 

(blank) Text comment 21 Policy MH H3. In order for this policy to contain robustness in implementation I would suggest 
that a village housing needs survey is undertaken and that the policy does not rely on a general 
District survey which is now out of date. 

PROPO 
SE 

144 21 
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Policy Policy Name Page Resident comment (verbatim) Theme 
Id 

Resident 
Id 

Line 
Id 

H2 Village 
Development 
Boundary 

19 We wish to make a formal request that the current proposed changes to the Village Development 
Boundary be amended to include the whole of our property at Greenacre(s), Widford Road. The 
proposed boundary shown in Fig 3, Policies Map, page 16, continues to dissect our garden, whilst it 
has been extended in the adjacent field Culver South Plot Irrespective of any future development 
of the plot at Greenacre(s), in our opinion it is illogical to include half of our garden within the 
Village Boundary whilst the remainder is outside it. A boundary realignment including all of our 
property, if allowed, would enable us, or our successors, to release some or all of our land for 
development at some point in the future. This could well be within the lifetime of the plan. 
We previously requested this boundary extension in response to discussions and correspondence 

with representatives of the MH Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group, who had encouraged us to do 
so. However, we were informed via e-mail (Sep 2017) that our request would be put on the back 
burner until after the Public Consultation. As the latter Consultation took place in Sept 2017 we can 
only assume that either the subject is still on the back burner, or if a reassessment took place, we 
were not informed of the outcome. 
(two versions of this response received, almost identically worded, so have left one out) 

PROPO 
SE 

203 22 

H2 Village 
Development 
Boundary 

19 The proposed extension X4 should be reversed for the reasons given by the MPHG. SETTIN 
G 

39 23 

H2 Village 
Development 
Boundary 

19 The plan has clearly been worked on very hard over the past few years however there are some 
serious misgivings i have concerns over. Whereas i agree that certain areas of the Village 
Development Boundary that may need to be altered, i cannot accept the sacrifice that some of 
those suggested will have on the overall character of the village, (particularly X3 and X4) as the 
housing requirements can be satisfied elsewhere - indeed other sites within the plan will give 
more than enough space 

SETTIN 
G 

96 24 

H1 Village Housing 
Numbers 

17 I agree SUPPO 
RT 

19 25 

H2 Village 
Development 
Boundary 

19 I agree SUPPO 
RT 

19 26 

H3 Type and Mix 
of Housing 

21 I agree SUPPO 
RT 

19 27 
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Policy Policy Name Page Resident comment (verbatim) Theme 
Id 

Resident 
Id 

Line 
Id 

H10 Specialist 
Housing 

40 I agree SUPPO 
RT 

19 28 

H9 St Elizabeth’s 39 I agree 
(policy withdrawn at request of St. Elizabeth's) 

SUPPO 
RT 

19 29 

H10 Specialist 
Housing 

40 I agree whole heartily with your comments and sentiments. SUPPO 
RT 

37 30 

H9 St Elizabeth’s 39 I agree whole heartily with your comments and sentiments. 
(policy withdrawn at request of St. Elizabeth's) 

SUPPO 
RT 

37 31 

H3 Type and Mix 
of Housing 

21 I wish to support the policy on mix and type of housing. I would also support the policy of schemes 
to meet the needs of the two target groups ( older people and younger people facing affordability 
challenges). To develop well Much Hadham needs to be an affordable place for young people to 
live. 

SUPPO 
RT 

48 32 

H10 Specialist 
Housing 

40 I am glad to know of the proposal to provide….suitable homes for the elderly and vulnerable 
people. 

SUPPO 
RT 

155 33 

H10 Specialist 
Housing 

40 We fully support this policy SUPPO 
RT 

203 34 

H10 Specialist 
Housing 

40 There is no safe level route in existence within the village. Footpaths to a vast majority of the 
village amenities are certainly not on a safe and level surface on route to the shops and services in 
question. As an example: The high street footpath is a disaster waiting to happen it is totally 
uneven and dangerous. And I for one can confirm, that it is certainly not wheelchair friendly. 

TRF&P 
KG 

42 35 
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Residents comments – Heritage 
 

Policy Policy Name Page Resident comment (verbatim) Theme Id Resident 
Id 

Line 
Id 

HA3 Assets of 
Community 
Value 

60 I would like to see Hopleys and The Hoops Inn included as Valued Community Assets PROPOSE 50 1 

HA3 Assets of 
Community 
Value 

60 Not sure why Hopleys, the Village Hall, the fire station itself, the churches, the recreation ground 
and pavilion and the Museum aren't mentioned here ??? 

PROPOSE 84 2 

HA3 Assets of 
Community 
Value 

60 The Much Hadham Tennis Club, Re creation Ground and Bowls Club should all be identified in the 
NP as Valued Community Assets and Assets of Community Value 

PROPOSE 135 3 

HA2 Non- 
Designated 
Heritage 
Assets 

59 From my house and back garden looking northwest (but only a little way off) is a beautiful 
old blackened barn, part of my valued view. I'm guessing this barn will be taken advantage 
of as a footprint for yet more building. I hope the Parish council will ask for protection for 
this building. 

PROPOSE 136 4 

HA2 Non- 
Designated 
Heritage 
Assets 

59 Separating my garden from Hopleys' land is a lovely old tall red brick wall, importantly it is also 
a retaining wall as Hopleys' land is roughly 1 meter higher than my garden at this point. The wall 
is quite delicate in some areas and any extra strain on this wall from say building new houses, 
could cause more damage. I'm sure that I have read that the front wall to Hopleys is deemed a 
non- designated asset. The wall at the back of my garden, which runs from the Collarmakers 
house (next door to Hopleys' house) north up to and including The Old Police House, seems to 
have been built at the same time, of the same red brick. 

PROPOSE 136 5 

HA2 Non- 
Designated 
Heritage 
Assets 

59 addition of the Millennium sign? PROPOSE 144 6 

HA3 Assets of 
Community 
Value 

60 Retained Fire Station? PROPOSE 144 7 

HA3 Assets of 
Community 
Value 

60 No mention of churches in summary document. PROPOSE 159 8 
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Policy Policy Name Page Resident comment (verbatim) Theme Id Resident 
Id 

Line 
Id 

HA2 Non- 
Designated 
Heritage 
Assets 

59 No mention of preservation of telephone box on Tower Hill (still waiting for a use for it) Not in 
definitive version either. 

PROPOSE 159 9 

HA2 Non- 
Designated 
Heritage 
Assets 

59 This is a well drafted policy which I support. Clause III is particularly relevant SUPPORT 48 10 

HA1 Moor Place 58 approve SUPPORT 113 11 
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Residents comments – Landscape etc. 
 

Policy Policy Name Page Resident comment (verbatim) Theme Id Resident 
Id 

Line 
Id 

LGS1 Local Green 
Spaces 

74 It is not the case that land has to be designated as Green Belt before Green Belt Policies can 
then apply and that 'very special circumstances' would have to be demonstrated for 
inappropriate development. Perhaps EHDC can clarify? 

OTHER 16 1 

PV1 Priority Views 88 The proposed development of the Moor Place Gate site would effectively ruin the priority 
view marked V2 on the Policies Map, and this is yet another reason why Policy MH H6 
should be removed from the Neighbourhood Plan. 

POLICY 39 2 

PV1 Priority Views 88 I fully support the designation of V2 as a priority view but I am concerned thatthe proposed 
development at Moor Place Gate will have a negative impact cn the vlew The foreground will 
be affected by any road markings, signage and modifications to the stretch of drive leading to 
the new access road. The background will be affected by new housing to the west 
of the site, which will be visible from the gates. 

POLICY 130 3 

PV1 Priority Views 88 I believe building 15 houses with assocated infrastucture is totally in conflict with the 
Priority View statements made on this page. The provison of hedging and a tree lined drive 
will not be enough to mitigate the damage done by building 15 properties on this site. I 
strongly support the protection of priority view V2. For this reason I will not support a NP 
that includes MH H6 Moor Place Gate . 

POLICY 138 4 

LGS1 Local Green 
Spaces 

74 I have noted from the plan that it is proposed to designate portions of the land surrounding 
Moor Place as a protected local green space. This includes a field I own of approx 4.8acres. At 
no point have I been directly consulted to obtain my consent or views on the land I own being 
designated in this way with the first contact being notice of this action by letter from the 
parish council just days prior to the summary of the neighbourhood plan being delivered to 
houses in the parish. My response to which was submitted to Fiona Forth. 
It is noted that the parish council finds it acceptable to support the development of 15 
residential properties on a significantly more important green field site of Moor Place I.e. 
Moor Place Gate but then contradicts itself in trying to designate grazing land around Moor 
Place as a local green space to be protected? Having taken advice on this point it would 
appear the proposals in the plan are flawed. 
For clarity, I do not wish and do not give the parish council or neighbourhood plan steering 
committee permission to offer my land as a designated local green space and in the event 
that my position is ignored I will seek a judicial review of the situation. 

PROPOSE 23 5 
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Policy Policy Name Page Resident comment (verbatim) Theme Id Resident 
Id 

Line 
Id 

LNE1 Wildlife Sites 
and Green 
Corridors 

64 Green corridors areas at North of Millers View , Station Yard, shown on map . It is an 
Important BAT CORRIDOR, and was mentioned as S.52 in 1989 but seems to have been 
"overlooked" in recent years. It is to be found on Hertfordshire Wildlife sites and needs to 
be re -instated and protected. This needs to be looked into. 

PROPOSE 31 6 

LGS1 Local Green 
Spaces 

74 The Moor Place Gate site forms part of a historic green space in the heart of the village, and 
should therefore remain part of the green space marked L2 on the Policies Map. 

PROPOSE 39 7 

(blank) Text comment 62 With exceptions of listing designated wildlife site 47/041 and 47/048, there is no mention of 
ponds in the Parish, their importance to wildlife or to conservation/preservation/maintenance, 
or encouraging new ones. With the demise of the River Ash, half of which is dry for most of the 
year, they take on a growing importance to our natural environment 

PROPOSE 56 8 

(blank) Text comment 65 In addition to the terms stated in the policy I think attention should be given to the 
infestation of Himalayan Balsam that is clogging up the river Ash and needs a concerted 
effort by volunteers to eradicate. 

PROPOSE 57 9 

PV1 Priority Views 88 Not sure why views towards the (Spindle Bridge?) ford and up and down the high street 
aren't included, is it because they are included in the district wide planning policies? 

PROPOSE 84 10 

LGS1 Local Green 
Spaces 

74 I support the designation of Great Leys and Lower Park as Local Green Spaces but believe 
the Lower Park Green Space shculd also cover the site allocated for the Moor Place Gate 
development. 

PROPOSE 130 11 

LNE2 River Ash 66 Taking back the sides of the Ash will allow water to flow through faster in times of flood. A 
weir or dam to impede the flow of water along the Ash as suggested in the neighbourhood 
plan would impede the flow along the Ash in times of high flow leading to a flood. To ensure 
the quality of water in the Ash, the sewge works in Much Hadham along with properties 
with a klargester or cess pit should be surveyed to ensure they are not discharging raw 
sewage into the River Ash. A representative of the Parish Council could attend the annual 
meetings of the River Ash Catchment partnership metings where all 
persons having an interest in the River Ash should attend. 

PROPOSE 132 12 
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Policy Policy Name Page Resident comment (verbatim) Theme Id Resident 
Id 

Line 
Id 

(blank) Text comment 70 The third paragraph provides an inappropriate description of the land, it is agricultural land, 
privately owned with two footpaths identified and does have several natural features, fauna 
and wildlife. It is not a community playground. 

PROPOSE 144 13 

(blank) Text comment 66 Typo re Presumption "against" rather than "again" PROPOSE 144 14 

PV1 Priority Views 88 This is an important policy which I support. Careless addition of properties either close to 
the village boundary can have a serious detrimental effect on the amenity. 

SUPPORT 48 15 

PV1 Priority Views 88 We strongly support the designation of this view as a priority View. SUPPORT 143 16 
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Residents comments – Other policies 
 

Policy Policy Name Page Resident comment (verbatim) Theme Id Resident 
Id 

Line 
Id 

ET1 Economic 
Development 

54 Quote. Last sentence. ... 'congested High Street' Serious consideration must be given to this busy 
narrow part of High Street which is all used for turning 

OTHER 159 1 

CFLR1 Unclassified 
Roads 

90 Enforcement of the current road restrictions would provide the required tranquillity and safety 
enjoyed in former years. 

OTHER 144 2 

ET2 Visitor 
Economy 

55 It also conflicts with East Herts District Plan 2018.The East Herts District Plan 2018 equally provides 
support or rural businesses and the rural economy through its planning policies. It states that small 
employment development can help sustain the rural economy and achieve a wider range of local 
employment opportunities. It can enhance the vitality of villages and reduce the need to travel. 
Proposals must however be in scale with the location. This means that larger proposals are more 
likely to be considered favourable in Group I villages (ie Much Hadham). 
Policy GBR2 Rural Area beyond the Green Belt -maintains that as a valued countryside resource 
that outdoor recreation will be permitted provided it is compatible with the character and 
appearance of the rural area. 
Policy ED2 Rural Economy - supports in principle sustainable economic growth in rural area and 
the creation of new employment generating uses where they are appropriately and sustainably 
located and do not conflict with other policies in the Plan. 
Policy DES2 Landscape Character - outlines that development proposals must demonstrate how 
they conserve, enhance or strengthen the character and the distinctive features of the district's 
landscape. A Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment and/or Landscape Sensitivity and Capacity 
Assessment should be provided for those proposals that have a potential adverse impact on 
landscape character. 
Policy DES3 Landscaping - states that development proposals must demonstrate how they will 
retain, protect and enhance landscape features which are of amenity and/or biodiversity value. 

POLICY 169 3 
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Policy Policy Name Page Resident comment (verbatim) Theme Id Resident 
Id 

Line 
Id 

ET2 Visitor 
Economy 

55 Point II of the above policy states that applications for commercial holiday homes/lodges,mobile 
caravan/lodges, touring caravan sites and caravan storage sites will not be supported. In this 
respect we consider Point II to be unduly negative and contrary to the National Planning Policy 
Framework (February 2019) which sets out the Government's planning policies and how they are 
expected to be applied. To expand upon this, the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) is all 
for supporting a prosperous rural economy. 

Paragraph 83 states: 
"Planning policies and decisions should enable: 
a) the sustainable growth and expansion of all types of business in rural area, both 
through conversion of existing buildings and well-designed new buildings; 
b) the development and diversification of agricultural and other land-based rural businesses; 
c) sustainable rural tourism and leisure developments which respect the character of 
the countryside/ 
Paragraph 84 states that planning policies and decisions should recognise that sites to meet local 
business and community needs in rural areas may have to be found adjacent to or beyond existing 
settlements, and in locations that are not well served by public transport. 

POLICY 169 4 

ITC1 Infrastructure, 
etc 

52 Would it be possible to include the provision of vehicular electric charging points in any new 
developments both private and public. 

PROPOSE 144 5 

ET1 Economic 
Development 

54 I think there should be some policy for small scale economic development in the village, for 
example co working space for people in the village with high speed broad band. If the workspace is 
for local people it wouldn't necessarily increase traffic but could be a valuable community resource 
for small local start up business or existing businesses that work from home etc. 

PROPOSE 84 6 

ET2 Visitor 
Economy 

55 I am not in favour of the holiday accommodation described in para II and so agree with this 
statement. However, there appears to be a contradiction between the goal in the opening 
paragraph of the section on Local Economy, Employment and Tourism and this policy. If "more 
opportunities for overnight stays" are to be encouraged, but there should be no commercial 
holiday homes/lodges, mobile caravan/lodges, etc, I do not know where the overnight stays 
would be accommodated? Is the policy intended to encourage the use of existing properties for 
B&B/AirBnB accommodation? If so, I would support this policy but think it should be stated 
expressly. 

PROPOSE 13 7 
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Policy Policy Name Page Resident comment (verbatim) Theme Id Resident 
Id 

Line 
Id 

ET2 Visitor 
Economy 

55 Both the NPPF and the East Herts District Plan 2018 are supportive of a prosperous rural 
economy. It is therefore felt that Point II of Policy MH ET2 should be changed to enable such 
opportunities to be considered on their merits against the various checks and balances in place. 
Suggested alternative wording to Point II is outlined as follows: 

 

'Applications for commercial holiday homes/lodges, mobile caravans/lodges, touring caravan 
sites and caravan storage sites will be supported where identified needs are not met by existing 
facilities in rural centres providing such proposals would not be to the detriment of the 
surrounding landscape and the natural environment or conflict with other policies within the 
plan. Such proposals shall also need to adhere to Policy MH ETI relating to Economic 
Development' 

PROPOSE 169 8 

ET2 Visitor 
Economy 

55 Comments exactly as per resident 169. PROPOSE 170 9 

ET2 Visitor 
Economy 

55 Comments exactly as per resident 169. PROPOSE 171 10 

ET2 Visitor 
Economy 

55 Comments exactly as per resident 169. PROPOSE 172 11 

ET2 Visitor 
Economy 

55 Comments exactly as per resident 169. PROPOSE 173 12 

ET2 Visitor 
Economy 

55 Comments exactly as per resident 169. PROPOSE 174 13 

ET2 Visitor 
Economy 

55 Comments exactly as per resident 169. PROPOSE 175 14 
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Residents comments – Miscellaneous 
 

Policy Policy Name Page Resident comment (verbatim) Theme Id Resident 
Id 

Line 
Id 

Other Other matters N/A I am extremely annoyed by this pressure obtaining my email address and acting as though they 
are an ‘authority’ on this proposal 
Many readers of their emails would be of a similar mind. (It is understood this was a complaint 
about an email sent by Moor Park Heritage Group) 

OTHER 1 1 

Other Other matters N/A Whilst applauding the focus on smaller housing, particularly the community homes, which 
'balances' the number of executive style homes constructed in recent years, there are no policies 
or recommendations to restrict the size of home extensions. 
Over the last few years, many modest homes have been sold and converted into expensive 
houses that are way beyond the means of many, including most local families, The net result is 
an ever decreasing number of smaller housing stock particularly outside the village boundary. 
EHC district plan policy HOU11 covers extensions and HOU 13 covers annexes) 

OTHER 56 2 

Other Other matters N/A As a purely editorial note: I can't find a map showing a key to all of the footpaths by number, e.g. 
"footpath 25" . The map on page 99 would be sufficient, but does not have numbers for the 
footpaths. (A map of all public footpaths is available online - please contact the Clerk in the first 
instance for more details. It is too large to incorporate legibly into the NP) 

OTHER 77 3 

Other Other matters N/A Page 51 Agree with Speed indicator project but have the residents seen any results to date from 
the Highways Authority? 
Not an issue for the NP. The PC's traffic working party have the responsibility of reporting on 
results) 

OTHER 144 4 

Other Other matters N/A (page 16 map) Is Hadham Cross in the correct location - I thought it was the foot of Kettle Green 
Lane? 
(you are right but this is how it is shown by Ordnance Survey) 

OTHER 158 5 

Other Other matters N/A 54 in 16 years. Please do not rush and put all applications in at once. (It is for 
landowners/developers to decide when to submit a planning application) 

OTHER 168 6 

MP Multiple 
policies 

 We do not feel able to comment on MH5 (Hopleys) and MH6 (Moor Place Gate south), but both 
seem to have inflamed local passions and produced considerable heat. Both of these proposals 
appear to have polarized this village's inhabitants and you will already have had many comments 
about those proposals. (It is our challenge to provide light rather than heat!) 

OTHER 201 7 
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(blank) Text comment 16 We support the principle that the 2007 Village Development Boundary be amended to meet the 
housing needs of the Village. However, we have commented on some of the proposed 
amendments shown in Fig 3 (see below). (comments are considered under the relevant site 
policies) 

OTHER 203 8 

Other Other matters N/A I appreciate the time and effort Much Hadham NPSG have put in to develop the plan and 
recognise this is a difficult task even for experienced professionals. Limited reference is made to 
developments that have occurred adjacent to the boundaries considered by this plan. Previous 
evidence suggests that trying to stop or slow down developments adjacent to the parish will not 
happen. I therefore question whether the planning objective to really restrict development to 
the village is achievable or realistic. While mention is made to Great Hadham Golf course 
development, the nearer Ash Valley Golf course is completely forgotten about. The likely longer- 
term impact both these facilities may have on the local planning needs to be considered. The 
viability of these businesses as golf courses is already questionable and both have the potential, 
because of their brown field status, to become housing developments or used for other 
purposes. The developments in neighbouring villages such as at Widford, Hunsdon, Stortford 
Fields and Gilston Garden Village (aka Harlow North) will have an impact on the area's 
infrastructure. This is not considered in the plan. There is a danger the cumulative effect of all 
these will degrade the quality of not only the village but the surrounding areas. The 
neighbourhood plan must be considered in context with the planning in the surrounding area. 
We should not speculate about the future of the golf courses, which have continued to trade 
through the economic cycle. Nor should we speculate in the NP about the impact of developments 
elsewhere in the district, as it doesn't lead to any planning policy conclusions. We should only deal 
with the facts, the consultation results and the national and district policies in arriving at 
conclusions for our own policies. 

POLICY 142 9 

(blank) Text comment 15 Much Hadham is a linear village (it is one of the longest in England) - that is part of its charm and 
makes it "so special". By attempting to focus developments within a central part of the village is 
contrary to linear "planning language”. This linearity gives the village an atypical identity and 
gives most villagers the opportunity of easy access to countryside. The alternative to sustainable 
development closer to the centre of the village would be linear extension, which involves more car 
travel and eventual coalescence with neighbouring villages, with a loss of identity. 

POLICY 142 10 
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Other Other matters N/A Decision making in preparing the plan has been driven by the offer of a small amount of land at 
Moor Place Gate for community housing. This has been to the exclusion of a number of 
alternatives which are clearly available. If viable alternatives within or adjacent to the village 
boundary were available, we would have used them. The Pre-Submission consultation did not 
identify any further such sites. 

PROCESS 70 11 

Other Other matters N/A Firstly, I have had difficulties completing this on line and have just lost a lot of comments. I know 
of other residents who have had the same problem. Some have given up! Others don't like 
having to give their names and addresses ! This was not necessary at this stage. Having 
completed the form how do I know its sent and you have it ? (Apologies if the online response 
process was not clear enough. Names and addresses are a statutory requirement for this formal 
consultation) 

PROCESS 70 12 

Other Other matters  2 Poor Detailed Site Specific Assessment : Having moved too quickly from 'strategic' to site 
specific the Draft Plan relies too much on simply saying it is a policy document and for example 
"Site owners and developers will have to comply with the policies if their applications are to be 
successful" ( July 2019 Parish Magazine). This may generally be supportable with a box ticking 
sustainability appraisal as shown in supporting documents to the draft plan ( eg SEA Screening 
Report) . Such a document and appraisal is indeed needed. But, in order to have reasonable 
certainty on sensitive sites you do need to analyse in more detail the physical constraints and 
conduct a more robust sustainability assessment BEFORE a site is allocated. 

so 
a) On Moor Place Gate the NPSG should have independently assessed the traffic impact 
especially as existing traffic problems are well known in the village ( and indeed shown in earlier 
public consultations on the plan It is a simple planning exercise to show what kind of junction 
you would need to have to support this development. and whether this is viable. I don't think it 
is. 
Also on Moor Place Gate it is clear that the NPSG have not investigated the legal nuances of 
"public nuisance" which cannot be handled through a simple planning condition (and section 106 
agreement etc) as proposed under MH H6 para 11 (k). 
Finally given the sensitivity of the design of the site some simple drawings should surely have 
been presented . This is especially the case as this scheme is now more than three years in 
gestation, and indeed that , following widespread public comments, the Parish Council at its 
meeting in January 2019 recorded : " Cllr Hunt and Thompson highlighted that there would be 
perspective drawings , including wire line drawings, of Moor Place Gate to show the proposed 

PROCESS 122 13 
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   scale and massing of the development " Why has this formal undertaking by the Parish Council 
not been fulfilled ? 
The site has been dropped from the Plan 

   

Other Other matters  3 Since late 2017 Very Poor Public Participation : Initially the NPSG did some excellent public 
participation work. Then from October 2017 ( save for one event in June 2018 ) it largely went 
into its own bubble and adopted a 'box ticking" approach without real public engagement and 
effectively pushing its one strategic option . Standing orders and basic procedures , with public 
accountability , were ignored ; few open meetings of the NPSG were held ; requests for 
information were not replied to ( which subsequently the Parish Council accepted 
maladministration on its part) ; and there is continuing wider evidence in public documents of a 
push to one strategic option without engagement on viable alternatives. More worrying is the 
fact that the NP Consultation Statement in its draft form has never been presented to an open 
meeting of the Parish Council or the NPSG . Indeed, it has never been formally approved in any 
forum. In particular the recording of a public event on 14 June 2018 has never been formally 
approved and many residents simply do not feel that the recording is satisfactory and accurate. 
It is of course too late to turn back to this now ! 
Strongly rebut the notion that the Steering Group went into "a bubble" and there was a lack of 
public accountability. Once the consultations were complete, the next months were spent on the 
not inconsiderable task of drafting a NP (and its Summary), a Basic Conditions statement, a SEA 
screening report and a Consultation Report. Monthly public updates were provided at PC (when 
the public were invited to ask questions and make comments) and the parish magazine and the 
NP website also carried updates. The issue of a failure to respond to a residents' letter on a timely 
and full basis was a matter for the PC, not the Steering Group. 

PROCESS 122 14 

Other Other matters  b) Hill House : It is stated ( page 12 of the abbreviated version) that a masterplan showing a 
possible layout has "received support throughout the consultation process". I find this very 
surprising and indeed am aware of a number of nearby residents who do not agree. There are 
also basic problems on access, egress, parking ( with is already a major issue here), retention of 
trees, etc that have not been looked at properly. Further has the school been fully involved in 
the ideas for among other matters a "school parking drop off". On the face of it, this drop off 
area could be a good idea but it should have been tested as well , possibly in a wider traffic 
appraisal in relation to proposals for Moor Place Gate. The plans for Hill House were quite clearly 
labelled as indicative , simply to demonstrate that the site, although currently unavailable, could 

PROCESS 122 15 
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   be developed at some future point, subject to future master planning. The level of sketch plan 
detail will be reduced to reinforce this. 

   

Other Other matters  GENERAL 
Whilst a lot of commendable work has gone into the production of this draft neighbourhood 
plan . I cannot support it and indeed will oppose it on the most simple and basic of planning 
grounds. 
1 poor Strategic Assessments : The different strategic options that are available have not been 
tested, evaluated and presented as options to the public . Rather the NPSG has too quickly 
closed down alternative viable options, and then turned too quickly to site specific decision 
making. There are many examples of this in the background to the production of the document ( 
as shown on Parish Council minutes and in the Parish Newsletter) where the NPSG has pushed 
one strategic option. For example ; I do not agree with statements under FAQ that " Without 
Moor Place Gate ,there would be no plans for new affordable housing for parish residents for at 
least  the next 14 years" . Under FAQ also stated is "There could be a NP without Moor Place 
Gate but that would mean no new community housing in the village to at least 2033" . I agree 
with the first part "There could be a NP without Moor Place Gate" but to say "that would mean 
no new community housing in the village to at least 2033" is simply misleading. No suggestions 
have come forward for how affordable housing could be delivered, other than as community 
housing at Moor Place Gate. After the consultation a landowner offered a different site within the 
Moor Place Park estate for affordable housing but this suffers all the same disadvantages 
together with no pedestrian access to it. 

PROCESS 122 16 

Other Other matters N/A I handed in my written response to the parish Secretary earlier today, the last day for the receipt 
of consultations. It is now 11.30 at night and my attention has been drawn to the Parish 
Magazine for October received by me yesterday. This statement by Cllr Hunt again shows that in 
his view there is no alternative to MH H6 unless another site comes forward , and it reads as 
though the outcome on MH H6 is predetermined. My previous comments on the Plan are thus 
reinforced. Lets hope the wider Parish Council can see sense and respond appropriately to 
comments raised. Certainly when external parties see what has gone on they will be concerned 
about how this has all been handled and hopefully will amend the plan appropriately . Or, maybe 
the wider Parish Councillors will listen to representations that have been made? It should be 
remembered that it is the parish council that has endorsed and published the Pre-Submission 

PROCESS 122 17 
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   consultation, which was rigorously prepared following the standard approach for neighbourhood 
plans. 

   

Other Other matters N/A The MPHG has a number of concerns about the process used to produce the Neighbourhood 
Plan. Our key concerns are:- Limited weight given to residents' views in the site assessment 
process: residents' views were only given a weighting of 25% in the final rankings. We do not 
believe that there is widespread support for statements such as this in the site assessment for 
Moor Place "There would be almost no impact on the village heritage / historic assets." - 
Inadequate communication of the change in the proposed housing sites between the 
consultations in September 2017 and June 2018- No consultation on the change in proposed 
sites proposed in June 2018, beyond suggesting improvements, despite the inclusion of the site 
that received by far the most opposition in the previous consultation. 
The 25% weighting given to public opinion was part of the approved process passed at a public 
meeting. It is relatively unusual to give a weighting in site assessments to public opinion, which 
indicates how far we went to ensure that the community could influence site choices before the 
formal consultation stage. The only change to sites between Sept 2017 and June 2018 was the 
popular addition of the Bull , which was fully communicated. 

PROCESS 143 18 

(blank) Text comment 6 Every district has a different interpretation of 'sustainability', that deliberately vague, grey area 
that civil servants created in the NPPF, to give local planning officers wriggle-room to say 'no'. 
Perhaps the Much Hadham PC could get a clear definition from EHCC for how they intend to 
interpret this catch-all word going forward into the 2020's. Will planning applications be 
considered on a merit basis, or just on quotas? Will there be any consistency between regions, 
say, West Herts chiming with East Herts on this ambiguous word, whilst totally different to say 
East Kent or East Sussex planning authorities. 

PROPOSE 25 19 

Other Other matters N/A I don't know if it falls within the remit of neighbourhood planning but there is no mention of 
climate change, which seems likely to be an increasingly important challenge over the period 
covered by the plan. Is there any opportunity to define policies that would help existing residents 
reduce their carbon footprint? One example might be the provision of charging points for 
residents who do not have access to off-street parking. 

PROPOSE 130 20 

(blank) Text comment 13 The plan rightly identifies the village has had significant development, the plan needs to consider 
how the housing stock has developed recently. Developments at the lower part of Windmill Way 
in the 2000s and the further development at Miller’s View in 2010s received no mention. 

PROPOSE 142 21 
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(blank) Text comment 4 The population being stable for the last century makes no reference to population densities 
within Much Hadham. Much Hadham has developed significantly since the 60's (when 
considerable social housing was built in Windmill Way) as mentioned later in section 3.4. Section 

1.1 implies a static village without development - this is not true. 

PROPOSE 142 22 

(blank) Text comment 7 While it is understood that this is a neighbourhood plan within the confines of the parish 
boundaries, it makes little reference to the wider planning issues going on in East Herts and West 
Essex. The neighbourhood plan must be considered in context with the major developments 
going on in the surrounding area. The relevance of the district and neighbourhood plans need to 
be clarified in this document. For example, the final sentence in the last paragraph in section 1.6 
needs more clarification as this appears to contradict a later statement in section 3.2 concerning 
the "legally binding" status of the plan. 

PROPOSE 142 23 

(blank) Text comment 10 “sustainability” is a central theme in the NP and has been used as a key criterion for assessing 
potential housing sites but is not defined in the document. It would be helpful to provide a 
definition and explanation of how it has been applied in the assessment process. 

PROPOSE 143 24 

(blank) Text comment 7 Fully agree with the final part of the second paragraph as it is the Planning authority that 
approves or not an application, however by inclusion in the Neighbourhood plan the site profiles 
of the identified sites are raised. My view is that the second part of this paragraph should be 
separated from the rest of the paragraph and that it is clearly stated that each site, if brought 
forward, would be treated as a separate planning application subject to public consultation. 

Equally, it is an opportunity to advise residents that other sites could come forward with planning 
applications which are not within the plan. 

PROPOSE 144 25 

(blank) Text comment 5 I would like to firstly congratulate the volunteer neighbourhood planning team and the 
professional advisers for the excellent plan that has been produced.The amount of work involved 
in any such planning process is vast and there can be confidence in the depth of evidence that 
has been brought together inthe plan to demonstrate that it contains a robustness that can be 
supported in principle. I would, however, like to offer some comments towards the plan which 
the Neighbourhood Planning Team may wish to take into consideration or not. The first of these 
is that residents should be made fully aware that the plan is and will remain subject to any 
changes within the NPPF and the East Herts District Plan, both of which are likely to alter at any 
time within the period up to 2033 and as such would suggest greater emphasis and clarity in the 
opening paragraphs of the plan. 

PROPOSE 144 26 
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(blank) Text comment 14 Paragraph 2 "whilst meeting local housing demands", is there a recent local housing needs 
survey which provides evidence for this statement? 

PROPOSE 144 27 

(blank) Text comment 9 Paragraph 2 should this not include the retention of rural bus services? PROPOSE 144 28 

(blank) Text comment 9 Paragraph 4 should this not include the Fire Station and service, critical to particularly St 
Elizabeth's and Ferndale? 

PROPOSE 144 29 

(blank) Text comment 10 Point D,subject to both NPPF and Local District Plan 
(this section includes the Vision and Aims so it is inappropriate to insert limiting conditions) 

PROPOSE 144 30 

(blank) Text comment 13 The extension to Windmill Way is not included in the recent developments,this was an extensive 
development of 27 units; social, joint equity, private. 

PROPOSE 144 31 

Other Other matters N/A I am impressed by the overall quality, content and completeness of the Neighbourhood Plan and 
thank all involved for the considerable time and effort spent in its creation. I hope, as a result of 
your efforts, this important document will allow the parish to develop in a sustainable way to the 
benefit of all its members. 

SUPPORT 43 32 

Other Other matters N/A In general agreement with the other policies described in the Summary Document. 
Thank you all for all your hard work. 

SUPPORT 59 33 

Other Other matters N/A The above comments aside, I would like to thank everybody who has worked on the NP for the 
extraordinary amount of work, commitment and time that this excellent, comprehensive and 
well-produced document represents. With these changes, I hope the NP will be adopted 
successfully & will protect the beautiful parish of Much Hadham for many years to come. 

SUPPORT 77 34 

Other Other matters N/A Fully support and thank the Steering Group for their hard work on behalf of the village. SUPPORT 94 35 

Other Other matters N/A Well done very good neighbourhood plan SUPPORT 112 36 

Other Other matters N/A I again want to congratulate the planning team for the unenviable task they have undertaken and 
the huge amount of work that has gone into producing the Plan. I hope that some of the 
comments I have made are taken in the constructive way in which they are intended and that the 
plan can now move forward to a conclusion. I will however reiterate that this is a plan for the 
medium term and that there are likely to be further demands on all Group 1 villages in the future 
both from National and Local Plans. 

SUPPORT 144 37 

Other Other matters N/A Thank you for a very detailed and interesting document. It is good to know that the integrity of 
the historic buildings and the countryside views are to be preserved in this beautiful village. 

SUPPORT 155 38 
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Other Other matters N/A I would like to comment on all the planning put forward within the village. 
My first question is who are these homes being built for or is it just for profit for the developer? 
Does the developer live within the village? 
Next as far as affordable housing is concerned unless the builder/developer sell these property at 
a realistic price, not at the inflated price the few commuters to London, with their over inflated 
pay can afford, then no local person taking a wage within the area will 
ever be able to afford to purchase a home within the village. 
Next there are many new builds left empty and not sold within East Hertfordshire and the 
Stevenage area perhaps these should be sold before more open spaces, trees and land are 
decimated. 
I am well aware of the East of England Assembly and their decision a number of years ago to 
build over most of the South East, maybe we have built enough and need to step back and look 
at the destruction already caused by those who are making huge profit out of demise of the 
English Country Side no longer a green and pleasant land? (As this response is anonymous, it is 
excluded from consideration) 

 0  

 


