
 
 

 

Dear Mr Lewis, 

On behalf of residents and supporters of Residents Against Glyders Expansion [RAGE], in addition to my 

letter dated 20 August 2021 regarding the new NPPF, please find our concerns that the additional 

documents from Appendix A of your 9 August 2021 communication that are applicable to HO11. 

SCG-016 Statement of Common Ground between Castle Point Borough Council and Vistry Group. 

Gas Pipeline and Green Belt Impacts Associated with Allocation HO11 – Land off Glyders June 2021 

This statement of Common Ground between CPBC and Vistry, concerning the gas pipeline, dated June 

2021, includes a map of HO11 dated March 2021 which shows provision for the pipeline, yet at the hearing 

on 25 May there appeared to be no knowledge of the existence of this pipeline, by either Vistry or CPBC. 

The response I received from CPBC about this matter was that “The pipeline was not included within their 

hearing statement concept master plan as it was not essential for that purpose.” I would consider that 

this matter was crucial to the concept from a public health and safety concern in addition to the potential 

disruption of services. Despite the reluctance to include this matter in the hearing concept, I would have 

expected it to have been included when specifically raised by me. 

Furthermore, point 10 states: “CPBC and VG are aware of the requirements to consult with appropriate 

organisations such as the National Grid as part of the planning application process, and prior to 

development.” Aware of the procedure, they may well be, but according to Cadent/National Grid on 24 

May, no communication from either party had been received regarding this site. Yet Vistry maintain that 

“The illustrated location of the gas infrastructure has been informed by details provided by Cadent”, 

presumably before March 2021. Somebody is not telling the truth here. 

Point 12. The construction of “sustainable drainage measures required for the development ….. located 

within the eastern protrusion of the HO11 site” make no allowance for heavy plant machinery to 

transverse the pipeline to gain access to this area via Glyders, again introducing the high risk of fracture 

to the gas pipeline. This encroachment into the green belt of the drainage reservoir, further erodes the 

green belt and expands the development plot size. 

The existing well-established hedgerow that dissects HO11 will be destroyed resulting in loss of flora and 

fauna as well as an astronomic loss of biodiversity which is an essential element of green belt 

development, to provide a net gain and this cannot possibly be achieved. 

DV-009 PPE Addendum Scenario Viability Testing HO11 (and HO31) 

To be honest, this document could be in hieroglyphics as its obvious intention is to totally confuse which 

it does in profusion. For example, just what this Table A.1 means is way beyond my, or the vast majority 

of the public’s, comprehension: 

 



Apparently, “The results in Table A1 (which replicates DV-005Table 6.1) show that the impact of a steep 

slope and a tank for surface water management purposes is unlikely to result in any viability concerns for 

site allocation HO11 (Benfleet 30 houses). This is based on the retested site typology that closely reflects 

this allocation.” What I do understand from this statement is the inclusion of the word “unlikely” which 

to me casts doubt on its viability and thereby causes concern. 

This same word is repeated in the conclusions at point 16. “The viability appraisal findings presented in 

this technical note finds that the additional site costs that may be required at sit allocations HO11 

(Benfleet 30 houses) and HO31 (Canvey Island 50 units), would be unlikely to put at risk the delivery of 

either of these two sites.” But they could therefore result in risk of delivery. 

The Technical Note (page 5) that accompanies this report, again contains ridiculous statistics. For 

example, there will be 18 private units comprising 5.04 2-bed houses, 7.74 3-bed houses and 5.22 4-bed 

houses? I struggle to conceive just what 5.04 2-bed houses would look like! 

Apart from the confusion generated by this report, it appears that the average development costs will be 

in the region of £300-£400k per property which would result in sale prices in excess of £500k so fail to see 

how any of these properties would constitute affordable housing. 

A biodiversity net gain of £30,540 is proposed, yet, as has been previously explained, the destruction of 

the hundreds of existing trees, shrubs and wildlife cannot possibly provide any sort of gain. It can only 

replace a fraction of what already exists, which cannot be considered as any sort of gain. 

 

These additional points, render the Castle Point Draft Local Plan even more unsound. 

 

Yours sincerely 

Robert Baillie 

30 August 2021 

 




