


Chapter 14: Meeting the Challenge of Climate Change, Flooding and Coastal Change 
 
I am not convinced that the drainage measures proposed by the Council and developer will mitigate for 
the loss of the existing green infrastructure on the HO11 site.  The HO11 site lies within a Critical 
Drainage Area.  The natural vegetation on the slope absorbs much (not all) of the rain that falls here.  
Where will this all go when the site is concreted over? 
 
The proposed sewerage drainage can only tap into the existing system.  As it is, this sewer struggles to 
cope.  Adding ‘around’ 30 houses will surely overwhelm it.  For this reason, I find HO11 unsound. 
 
 
Examination Documents submitted since the opening of the hearing 
 
DV-009 
 
The document states that this site ‘was not one of the sample of tested site allocations’.  Surely given 
the viability concerns that you have raised, this should have been carried out?  Again, talk of it being 
‘unlikely to result in any viability concerns for site allocation HO11 (Benfleet 30 houses)’ doesn’t 
exactly sound like a firm commitment to me.  The ‘Technical Note’ is somewhat difficult for a lay-
person like me to understand, but I am surprised to see that there are no starter homes being included in 
this proposed development.  I am also somewhat surprised that a GBP10M development only has a 
contingency of GBP169K.  That doesn’t sound particularly ‘viable’ to me.  Presumably, if the 
contingency is fully utilised, any excess will be added to the house prices, calling into question the data 
contained within this document.  I, along with many others, fail to see how this site will be viable. 
 
SCG-016 
 
The diagram does not appear to include the existing hedgerow which the Council pledged to do so in 
the inspection hearings.  Please raise this matter with the Council and developer. 
 
The document states that ‘CPBC and VG are aware of the requirement to consult with appropriate 
organisations such as the National Grid…’.  So, we have a major gas pipeline within this development 
site and still the Council and developer have not contacted the National Grid!  This concerns me greatly.  
The fact that the Council appeared to tell you a half-truth when the matter was raised by Mr. Robert 
Baillie during the inspection hearings was not lost on me.  Clearly, despite their claim that the National 
Grid had been consulted, it has not.  This worries me greatly and gives you an idea of what we, as 
resident, are dealing with here.  I find the whole matter very embarrassing and calls into question the 
soundness of the entire Plan. 
 
No amount of work can ever ‘preserve the openness of the Green Belt, in accordance with paragraph 
146 of the NPPF.’  Visit the site yourself, drive down Essex Way or look at the site from any part of 
the higher ground and it will tell you that this is impossible.  The site will be highly visible and in my 
humble opinion will be a blot on the landscape. 
 
The document states that ‘It may be necessary for sustainable drainage measures to be provided on 
adjacent Green Belt land to the east of the site, such measures may be above or below ground and 
appropriate engineering works may be required. Due to the Green Belt designation on the adjacent land 
such measures are required to be compatible with the Green Belt and maintain openness.’  I read this 
as saying that potentially more of the existing Green Belt may need to be utilised to meet the 
requirements of the development.  This is a working farm.  So, more farmland will be happily 
sacrificed?  Is this not the developer seeking to make the site ‘viable’ knowing that without the use of 
this extra land they cannot make the numbers add up?  Again, how can ‘openness’ be maintained?  The 
site couldn’t be any more open than what it is now. 
  



The document also states that ‘Alongside demonstrating that sustainable drainage measures can be 
implemented to manage flood risk on this site, measures should also be undertaken to ensure land 
stability is achieved and the development does not pose a risk to neighbouring or nearby properties. The 
NPPF directs that assessments of land stability should be carried out by a competent person and the 
developer is responsible for ensuring that the development is safe in relation to land stability.’ 
 
I agree with this, and would ask what evidence there is to support that these studies have been carried 
out?  This slope suffers from very serious landslips, subsidence is an issue already with surrounding 
properties and previous applications have been rejected by the Secretary of State - with the reason given 
that the land is ‘unsuitable for development’.  What has changed?  What assurances will be given to the 
existing homeowners that the development will not cause them problems in the future?  For this reason, 
I again find HO11 unsound. 
 
 
During the hearings reference was also made to the restricted access to this site.  I see that the Council 
and developer are unwilling or unable to include your suggestion that access is made via Essex Way 
and not through Glyders.  Why is that?  The proposed access will be horrendous.  One parked car in 
these narrow roads and there will be gridlock.  Glyders and the surrounding roads will not be able to 
cope with the volume of heavy vehicles required.  For this reason, I believe that HO11 is again unsound.  
This, like so many of the constraints unique to this site still have not been satisfactorily addressed by 
CPBC and/or VG.  They seem unwilling or unable to do so. 
 
I believe that these points further render the Castle Point Local Plan totally unsound. 
 
 
Robert Lillis 




