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COWENTS:
I wish to nake the follow ng objections regarding this application

My wife and | have lived in Hurst for over thirty years. Qur two
sons went to school here. Miuch has changed in those years
particularly with regard to flood risk and traffic density, both of
whi ch have increased visibly in the last ten years.

Previ ous | nspectors have stated that Hurst is unsuitable for mgjor
devel opnent as currently defined in the National Planning Policy
Framework (NPPF). In order to qualify as a nedi um or mni nor

category the area of the proposed devel opnent nust be below 1
hectare. In order to conply with this requirenent this proposa
clains a site area of 0.96-hectares. This is a cynical play on the
rules where a

t hree- quadrant hol e strangely appears in the centre of the plot. Is
this a case of Enmmental Planning Permission - a sort of planning
permission with holes init?

If this strange hol e has no planni ng perni ssion, then presumably no
pi pes, cables, paving or other construction can pass over or under
it. Inreality, of course, this area would be used |ike any other
part of the plot, nmaking a nockery of the 0.96-hectare subm ssion

Al'so, in order to neet the 1-hectare rule the Attenuation Pond is
situated outside the defined Red Line area. Does this nean that it
cannot be connected by pipework as there is no planning perm ssion
beyond the Red Line area? O course it does not. This pond woul d be
incorporated in the plot, again nmaking a nockery of the 0.96-hectare
submni ssi on.

The Attenuation Pond will require a flow control valve, typically a
vortex device to nodulate the onward water flow Wilst these
devices are sinple and reliable they do require occasi ona

i nspection/ nai ntenance. |If the pond is not within the scope of

pl anni ng perm ssion how wi Il such mai ntenance be fornul ated and
enf or ced?

In other words, this is not a nediumor mnor developnent. It is a
maj or devel opnent covering considerably nore than 1-hectare, and as
such shoul d not have been submitted for Pernission in Principle
under current NPPF rul es.

The Suppl enentary Statenent on Flood Ri sk (SSFR) Para 3. 1.2,

states, "...run off [surface water] would be stored, controlled and
rel eased at rates less than existing greenfield rates.” This
carefully

controlled flowis then going into a drainage ditch system which the
report declares is blocked. See Paras 3.3.3/4/5.

The SSFR suggests that "...WBC as the LLFA work in partnership with
the Environnent Agency and Local residents to ensure that riparian



awar eness i s acknow edged and understood."” Wy has nobody thought of
such a sinple, elegant solution to flood risk before?

This application is a blatant attenpt to brush aside fl oodi ng
concerns and to play the systemin order to obtain planning
perm ssion. It should be rejected accordingly.

Janes Kiddie



