


(Flats at 90 High Road are an absolute eyesore- agreed by all residents I have spoken
to, no one understands how these plans were passed)
Flooding caused to residents gardens from new builds (Flats at Bread and Cheese
Hill)
Trees that were protected and should have been maintained have been removed
(Houses at Solby Farm) This has lead to existing residents being overlooked and loss
of privacy.

Given the Council have not demonstrated they can apply these basic needs to
developments, the plan is unsound, until such a point they have demonstrated they
understand and will follow the NPPF.

 

Para 8- environmental objective (in relation to HO11 specifically), building on this site is
visible on the ‘gateway’ to Benfleet (Essex Way) and will therefore destroy part of the
areas natural beauty. The site itself is a haven for nature with a large Badger population,
which has been recorded by Essex badger protection, so the biodiversity simply cannot be
improved by building on this site.

Given the proximity of the site to Essex Way and Canvey Island, increases population in
this area (and the mass expansion included in the local plan for Canvey Island), will
inevitably lead to increased pollution in this area, which due to daily commuter traffic is
already creating a ‘pocket of dirty air’ which will negatively impact the air quality,
environment and peoples health. HO11 currently has a dense tree population including
immature oak trees, which act as a carbon offset- so the impact of the development and the
removal of trees will exacerbate the air quality issues.

Councils suggestion to remove the words ‘where possible’ does not make sense and does
not provide a resolution- therefore, this area needs more attention from the Council.

 

Para 11- There is not enough evidence in the plan to support the alignment of growth and
infrastructure, so again the Councils response is not adequate and the plan is not sound.
Further back by para 96 below where the IDP produced by the Council has no committed
funding and the delivery is expected within 6 to 10 years, despite the need being before the
expansion of housing in the area.

 

Para 22- relates to significant extensions to existing towns. The plan is suggesting ‘around’
5000 new homes in Castle Point in the next 15 years.

The number of households in 2019 (per Essex Joint Strategic Needs Assessment, this is the
latest I can see) was approximately 36k and the population was approximately 90k. Which
is on average 2.5 people per household.

Adding ‘around’ 5000 homes to this, is a 14% increase in households and therefore
occupants in a 15 year period.

How the council do not see this as being significant to a population/ town is inconceivable
and should definitely require a 30 year view.

The Councils response to this is insufficient and needs to be re-addressed.



 

Para 73- relates to large numbers of new homes. The Council considers the plan accords
with these amendments. This does not align with the response to para 22, where they stated
it was not applicable.

Given the traffic hotspots in Castle Point (Canvey Way, Essex Way, Sadler’s Farm,
Rayleigh Weir) there is very little choice of transport. Buses are infrequent and the
journeys would take too long in traffic to be viable for most people as part of a commute,
roadways including main roads are narrow and dangerous for cyclists and there is
insufficient space to create cycle paths.

Part C) ensure appropriate tools such as mater plans- these have not been created for the
sites and are an important step in ensuring the local plan is fit for purpose. The Council
have not commented on this.

Part e) states to consider whether appropriate to establish green belt around the sites. Given
the majority of the sites are on greenbelt, this clearly hasn’t been considered and should be
revisited.

 

Para 96- to ensure faster delivery of other public service infrastructure.

The infrastructure delivery plan (IDP) states Castle Point has not adopted a CIL charging
schedule- why is this, the Council have not explained?

Funding sources have been loosely identified but there appears to be no financial viability
assessment and no funding actually secured or received, therefore the delivery cannot
possibly delivered at an appropriate point e.g. ahead of the housing development/
population increase driven by the local plan (of which, some building will be starting as
soon as approved).

The IDP shows delivery between 6 and 10 years, but this won’t meet the needs of residents
and does not comply with the NPPF.

This IDP also contains a high number of ‘?’ and ‘TBC’, therefore it does not appear to be a
complete or final document and is not sufficient evidence in addressing the NPPF.

 

Para 128/129- local planning authorities should prepare design guides consistent with the
principles set out in the National Design Guide. Council response ‘matter for outside the
local plan’ I disagree, it’s paramount that this is reviewed and implemented ahead of the
approval of a new local plan.

 

Para 131- lack of evidence of enforcement on this in current development, council
resolution should be more specific as to how this will be managed.

Footnote 50- Council should make clear examples of justifiable and compelling reasons to
ensure transparency, consistency and ultimate accountability on them for delivery.

 






