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AGENDA
THIS MEETING IS OPEN TO THE PUBLIC (Please note that this meeting will be webcast
http://www.braintree.gov.uk/meetings

Date: Tuesday, 26th March 2013
Time: 6.00pm
Venue: Committee Room 1, Causeway House, Braintree CM7 9HB
Membership:
Councillor D L Bebb

Councillor Lady P Newton

Councillor G Butland

Councillor W D Scattergood

Councillor A V E Everard

Councillor C Siddall

Councillor M C M Lager

Councillor M Thorogood

Councillor J M Money

Councillor R G Walters (Chairman)

Members are requested to attend this meeting, to transact the following business:PUBLIC SESSION
1.

Apologies for Absence

2.

Declarations of Interests. To declare the existence of any interests relating to items on
the Agenda having regard to the Code of Conduct for Members and having taken
appropriate advice (where necessary) before the meeting.

3.

Minutes. To approve as a correct record the Minutes of the meeting of the Local
Development Framework Sub-Committee held on 13th December 2012. (Copy
previously circulated).

4.

Question Time. (See paragraph on Page ii of the Agenda).

5.

Site Allocations and Development Management Plan Draft for Consultation
Inset Plans for COGGESHALL, EARLS COLNE, EARLS COLNE AIRFIELD,
FEERING and KELVEDON. To consider the attached report. (Page 1) (An
Appendix is enclosed for Members of the Sub-Committee only, but it may be
viewed on the Council’s web site)

6.

Open Spaces Action Plan - 2013 Update. Report attached (Page 29). (An
Appendix is enclosed for Members of the Sub-Committee only, but it may be
viewed on the Council’s web site).
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7.

Urgent Business. To consider any matter, which in the opinion of the Chairman,
should be considered in public by reason of special circumstances (to be
specified) as a matter of urgency.

8.

To agree the exclusion of the public and press for the consideration of the
following item for the reasons set out in Part 1 of Schedule 12(A) of the Local
Government Act 1972.
At the time of compiling the Agenda, there were no items for inclusion in this part of the
Agenda.

PRIVATE SESSION
9.

Urgent Business. To consider any matter, which in the opinion of the Chairman, should
be considered in private by reason of special circumstances (to be specified) as a matter of
urgency.
A PEACE
Member Services Manager

The last page of this Agenda is numbered 32.
QUESTION TIME
Immediately after the Minutes of the previous meeting have been approved there will be a period
of up to 30 minutes when members of the public can speak. Members of the public wishing to
speak should contact the Council's Member Services Section on 01376 552525 or e-mail
alison.webb@braintree.gov.uk prior to the meeting. Members of the public can remain to
observe the whole of the public part of the meeting. The Council's "Question Time" leaflet
explains the procedure and copies of this may be obtained at the Council’s offices at Braintree,
Witham (library) and Halstead (library).
Contact Details
If you require any further information please contact Alison Webb on 01376 552525 or e-mail
alison.webb@braintree.gov.uk
Health and Safety
Any persons attending meetings at Causeway House are requested to take a few moments to
familiarise themselves with the nearest available fire exit, indicated by the fire evacuation signs.
In the event of a continuous alarm sounding during the meeting, you must evacuate the building
immediately and follow all instructions provided by a Council officer who will identify him/herself
should the alarm sound. You will be assisted to the nearest designated assembly point until it is
safe to return to the building.
Mobile Phones
Please ensure that your mobile phone is switched off during the meeting.
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Webcast Please note that this meeting will be webcast.
Agendas, reports and minutes for all the Council's public meetings can be accessed via the
internet at http://www.braintree.gov.uk/meetings
Braintree District Council welcomes comments from members of the public in order to make its
services as efficient and effective as possible. We would appreciate any suggestions regarding
the usefulness of the paperwork for this meeting, or the conduct of the meeting you have
attended.
Please let us have your comments setting out the following information
Meeting Attended

…………………………………………………….

Date of Meeting

…………………………………………………….

Comments……………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

iii

Minutes
Local Development
Framework SubCommittee
26th March 2013
Present:
Councillors
D L Bebb
G Butland
A V E Everard
M C M Lager
J M Money
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Present
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

Councillors
Lady Newton
W D Scattergood
C Siddall
M Thorogood
R G Walters

Present
Yes (until 7.15pm)
Apologies
Yes (from 6.07pm)
Apologies
Yes

DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST
INFORMATION: The following interests were declared:
Councillor M C M Lager declared a non-pecuniary interest in Agenda Item 6 – Open
Spaces Action Plan – 2013 Update as he was a Member of Witham Town Council
which owned, or leased assets referred to in the Plan.
Councillor Councillor Lady Newton declared a non-pecuniary interest in Agenda Item 5
– Draft Site Allocations and Development Management Plan - Inset Plans for
Coggeshall, Earls Colne, Earls Colne Airfield, Feering and Kelvedon as she knew the
owner of the Dutch Nursery, West Street, Coggeshall which was referred to in the
report.
In accordance with the Code of Conduct Councillors remained in the meeting and took
part in the discussion when the matters were considered.
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MINUTES
DECISION: The Minutes of the meeting of the Local Development Framework SubCommittee held on 13th February 2013 were confirmed as a correct record and signed
by the Chairman.
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QUESTION TIME
INFORMATION: Fourteen statements were made. Details of the people who spoke at
the meeting are contained in the Appendix to these Minutes.
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Principally, these Minutes record decisions taken only and, where appropriate, the
reasons for the decisions.
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SITE ALLOCATIONS AND DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT PLAN DRAFT - INSET
PLANS FOR COGGESHALL, EARLS COLNE, EARLS COLNE AIRFIELD, FEERING
and KELVEDON
(Councillor T J W Foster (District Council Ward Councillor for Kelvedon) attended the
meeting and spoke on this item and, in particular, site FEE10, Feering).
INFORMATION: Mrs E Dash, Planning Policy Manager, presented a report on the
preparation of the Site Allocations and Development Management Plan and the Draft
Village Inset Plans to be included within it. The report included proposed Village Inset
Plans for Coggeshall, Earls Colne, Earls Colne Airfield, Feering and Kelvedon.
A Site Allocations and Development Management Plan was required to set out land
allocations and policies, against which future planning applications for development in
the District would be determined over the period to 2026. The Plan had to be in
accordance with the Council’s Core Strategy which set out the overall strategy for future
development in the District and the number of dwellings for which land should be
allocated, details of which were set out in the report.
Public consultation on the draft Site Allocations and Development Management Plan
had taken place between 9th January and 22nd February 2013. The report summarised
the representations which had been received and set out the Officers comments on
these, including additional sites which had been proposed. The report recommended
the inclusion of sites within the ‘Submission Draft’ of the Site Allocations and
Development Management Plan which would be published for a six week period. Any
representations submitted during that time would be considered by an Inspector
appointed by the Planning Inspectorate to examine the soundness of the Plan.
DECISION: That, subject to the draft Site Allocations and Development Management
Plan being approved in its entirety by the Council for public consultation:That the draft Village Inset Plans for Coggeshall, Earls Colne, Earls Colne Airfield,
Feering and Kelvedon, and the specific recommendations set out in the report relating
to these settlements, be approved, subject to the recommendations relating to
Coggeshall and Earls Colne being amended as follows :Coggeshall
1. That site COG20HAlt - Land at Walford Way, Coggeshall be allocated as a residential
site of over 10 dwellings in the Site Allocations and Development Management Plan,
with an estimated capacity of an additional 20 dwellings.
2. That the housing allocation at COG12H – Land at East Street, Coggeshall be
retained.
3. That the allocation at COG11HAlt – Vicarage Fields, land rear of West Street,
Coggeshall be amended from formal recreation to informal recreation.
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4. That proposals for COG21X - The Dutch Nursery, West Street, Coggeshall be
investigated and a report submitted to a future meeting of the Local Development
Framework Sub-Committee.
5. That site COG13HAlt – Land at West Street, Coggeshall adjacent to No. 78 West
Street be allocated as a housing site for 10 or more dwellings based on the option for a
capacity of 40 dwellings, including 16 affordable units, on 3.0 hectares with a car park of
18 spaces for Nos. 60-78 West Street, a B1 employment area and open space.
6. That the garden of The Old Vicarage, West Street, Coggeshall be designated as
Visually Important Space.
7. That no other alternative sites in Coggeshall (i.e. apart from COG20 HAlt – Land at
Walford Way, Coggeshall and COG13HAlt – Land at West Street, Coggeshall) be
allocated.
Earls Colne
1. That, subject to consultation with Earls Colne Parish Council and Essex County
Council Historic Environment Section, the area proposed for residential development at
EAR1H(N) be enlarged, to ensure sufficient space for a suitable design which respects
properties in Halstead Road and to accommodate a modest extension to the GP
Surgery Car Park, subject to confirmation that this would be acceptable to the Highways
Authority.
2. That the proposed development boundary at EAR1H(N) and (S) - Land to the South
of Halstead Road, Earls Colne be amended to exclude the area of informal recreation
from the development boundary.
3. That consideration of site EAR3H – Land off Station Road, Earls Colne be deferred.
4. That the new proposed site EAR22X – Land to the rear of Springtrees, Tey Road,
Earls Colne be not allocated for residential development of 10 or more dwellings.
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OPEN SPACES ACTION PLAN - 2013 UPDATE
INFORMATION: Consideration was given to the 2013 update of the Open Spaces
Action Plan.
The Open Spaces Action Plan outlined proposals for the provision and enhancement of
open spaces in the Braintree District to which financial contributions sought from
developers under the Open Spaces Supplementary Planning Document could be
allocated.
The Action Plan was kept under continuous review and had been subject to extensive
revision during 2012, including consultation with Parish and Town Councils and District
Councillors.
In discussing this item, Councillors referred to inaccuracies in the Action Plan regarding
some site descriptions. It was agreed that the Action Plan should be updated to correct
these errors and that the revised Plan should be submitted to Cabinet for approval. It

51
For further information regarding these Minutes please contact Alison Webb, Member Services
on 01376 552525 Ext. 2614 or E-Mail alison.webb@braintree.gov.uk

was agreed that once final approval had been obtained, the revised Plan should be
circulated to Councillors.
DECISION: That it be RECOMMENDED to Cabinet that the 2013 Update to the Open
Spaces Action Plan, as amended, be approved.
Local Development Framework Process – Site Allocations Consultation and Publicity
A Member of the Sub-Committee drew attention to concerns expressed by members of
the public during the meeting about the Local Development Framework site allocations
process and the adequacy of publicity. The Chairman agreed that this issue should be
discussed at a future meeting of the Sub-Committee.

The meeting commenced at 6.00pm and closed at 8.20pm.

Councillor R G Walters
(Chairman)
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APPENDIX
LOCAL DEVELOPMENT FRAMEWORK SUB-COMMITTEE
26TH MARCH 2013

PUBLIC QUESTION TIME

Details of Questions Asked / Statements Made During Public Question Time
1. Statements Relating to Item 5 - Site Allocations and Development Management Plan
Draft for Consultation - Inset Plans for Coggeshall, Feering, Kelvedon, Earls Colne and
Earls Colne Airfield (General Statements)
(i)

Statement by Mr Jim Konig,107 Bridport Way, Braintree

(ii)

Statement by Mr Joseph Greenhow, 5A Patches Yard, Cavendish Lane,
Glemsford, Suffolk

2. Statements Relating to Item 5 - Site Allocations and Development Management Plan
Draft for Consultation - Inset Plans for Coggeshall, Feering, Kelvedon, Earls Colne and
Earls Colne Airfield
Coggeshall
(i)

Statement by Mr Gary Cole for Mr Scot Yeates (address not available)

(ii)

Statement by Mr Winter, Agent for Dutch Nursery, West Street, Coggeshall

(iii)

Statement by Mr Edward Gittins, Edward Gittins Assocs, Unit 5, Patches Yard,
Glemsford, Suffolk (Site COG 13) (Agent for Supporter of site)

(iii)

Statement by Mr Philip Howarth, The Cart Lodge, West Street, Coggeshall

(v)

Statement by Mr Oliver King, c/o Rob Riding, Pegasus Group, Pegasus House,
Querns Business Centre, Whitworth Road, Cirencester, Gloucs

Feering
(i)

Statement by Mr Mark Talbott, 126 Feering Hill, Feering

(ii)

Statement by Councillor Tom Foster, Braintree District Council Ward Member –
Kelvedon
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Kelvedon
(i)

Statement by Mr Edward Gittins, Edward Gittins Assocs, Unit 5, Patches Yard,
Glemsford, Suffolk (Site KEL1MAlt) (Agent for Supporter of site)

(ii)

Statement by Mr David Delamain, 16 Brockwell Lane, Kelvedon

Earls Colne
(i)

Statement by Mr John Wilson (address not available)

(ii)

Statement by Mr Michael Smith, JCN Design, 2 Exchange Court, London Road,
Feering

(iii)

Statement by Mr Andrew Carne, 25 Halstead Road, Earls Colne

ii
For further information regarding these Minutes please contact Alison Webb, Member Services
on 01376 552525 Ext. 2614 or E-Mail alison.webb@braintree.gov.uk

Local Development Framework Sub-Ctte
26th March 2013

Report upon Representations to Draft Site Allocations
and Development Management Plan Draft for
Consultation 2013 relating to Coggeshall, Feering,
Kelvedon, Earls Colne and Earls Colne Airfield.
Corporate Priority:
Report presented by:
Report prepared by:

Agenda No: 5

Building a Prosperous District. A Better Place.
Eleanor Dash and Juliet Kirkaldy
Eleanor Dash, Emma Goodings and Juliet Kirkaldy

Background Papers: Braintree District Core Strategy
2011. National Planning Policy Framework.
Braintree District Site Allocations and Development
Management Plan - Draft for Consultation 2013.
Responses to Public Consultation (on line in Planning
Policy Consultation Portal on Braintree Council website
under Planning Policy). Braintree Annual Monitoring Report
2012.
Options:
To approve, or not to approve, changes to the Draft Site
Allocations and Development Management Plan set out in
this report, or to make further changes to the Draft Plan.

Public Yes

Key Decision: No

Executive Summary:
The report sets out the context of the Site Allocations and Development Management
Plan (ADM) in terms of housing numbers as set out in the adopted Core Strategy. It also
sets out some specific information in relation to the proposed sites in the Key Service
Villages and details the levels of growth that these villages have had in the recent past.
The report then goes on to discuss the representations which have been received on the
villages of Coggeshall, Feering, Kelvedon and Earls Colne and Earls Colne Airfield. It
sets out a summary of the representations, including those from the Parish Councils and
other key stakeholders and officer comments on those representations. Where additional
sites have been proposed in these villages these are also set out. The report makes
recommendations on each of the villages to be included in the Submission Draft ADM.
There will be a recommendation to Council to approve the draft Site Allocations and
Development Management Plan in its entirety.

Decision:
To approve the inset plans and recommendations as set out in the report for the villages
of Coggeshall, Feering, Kelvedon, Earls Colne and Earls Colne Airfield.

Purpose of Decision:
To approve allocations to be included in the draft Site Allocations and Development
Management Plan, which will be included in the Submission Draft of the Plan.
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Corporate Implications
Financial:

Costs of preparing the Site Allocations and Development
Management Plan
The Site Allocations and Development Management Plan
Legal:
cannot be adopted unless it is found to be sound by the
Planning Inspectorate. It will be the basis for future planning
decisions.
The Council’s policies should take account of equalities and
Equalities/Diversity
diversity and will be subject to an equalities impact
assessment.
Providing housing, employment, open space and
Customer Impact:
infrastructure and protecting the countryside and the
environment.
Impact on environment of sustainable policies and
Environment and
sustainable design of housing.
Climate Change:
Consultation/Community Consultation with the public and stakeholders between
10.1.13 and 22.2.13.
Engagement:
That the Draft Site Allocations and Development
Risks:
Management Plan may not be found sound when it is
examined by the Planning Inspector.
Emma Goodings
Officer Contact:
Local Plans Manager
Designation:
2511
Ext. No.
emmgo@braintree.gov.uk
E-mail:

1. Background
1.1The Council is preparing the Site Allocations and Development Management Plan
(ADM) to set out land allocations and policies, which will be used to determine future
planning applications in the District, over the period to 2026.
1.2 The Council has already prepared a Core Strategy, which sets out the overall
strategy for future development in the District and aims to concentrate future growth
in sustainable locations and to promote the development of previously developed
land and urban regeneration. The Core Strategy sets out the overall numbers of
dwellings for which land should be allocated over the period to 2026 and the Site
Allocations Plan must be in accordance with the Core Strategy.
Table 1 District Housing Provision and Minimum Number of Dwellings
Required as at April 2012
Core Strategy Location

Braintree excluding
Growth Location
Braintree NW Growth
Location
(West of Panfield Lane)
Witham excluding Growth
Locations

Core Strategy
Minimum Number
of Dwellings
Required
1300

Number of Net
Dwellings
Provided 2009April 2012
555

Number of
Dwellings
Required April
2012- 2026
745

600

0
Phased 2018-2026

600

800

204

496
(Takes account of
+100 at SW growth
location)

2

Witham SW Growth
Location
(North of Hatfield Road)
Witham NE Growth
Location
(Off Forest Rd in Parish
of Rivenhall)
Halstead
Key Service Villages
(Coggeshall, Earls Colne,
Sible Hedingham,
Kelvedon, Hatfield
Peverel and Silver End.)
Other Villages
Total
Source ADM Table 1.

600

0
Phased 2017-2026

600+100=700

300

0
Phased 2021-2026

300

300
600

124
99

176
501

300
4800

197
1179

103
3621

Table 2 Sites with Planning Permission as at April 2012 and remaining
minimum number of dwellings to be allocated.
Core Strategy
Location

Number of
dwellings required
2012-26
745

Braintree excluding
growth
location
Braintree NW Growth 600
Location
Witham excluding
496
growth locations
Witham SW growth
700
location
Witham NE growth
300
location
(Parish of Rivenhall)
Halstead
176
Key Service Villages 501
Other Villages
103
Total
3621
Source: Annual Monitoring Report 2012.

Sites with planning
permission April
2012
429

Remaining
minimum dwellings
required
316

0

600

253

243

0

700

0

300

110
88
168
1048

66
413
0
2638

1.3 The Draft Site Allocations Plan allocates the following housing sites, of 10 or
more dwellings, in the Key Service Villages, with an estimated capacity as shown in
the following table:Table 3 Allocated Housing Sites and Estimated Capacity
Key Service Village

Site Location

Coggeshall
Earls Colne
Earls Colne
Earls Colne

COG12H Cookfield East St
EAR1H Rear of Halstead Rd
EAR3H Station Rd
EAR21H Harold Sims House

Hatfield Peverel
Hatfield Peverel

HAT14H The Vineyards
HAT 17H Sorrells Field
3

Estimated housing
capacity
12
30
48
13 Permission granted Oct
2012
30
40

Kelvedon

KEL6CD works and garage
off Station Rd
Premdor/Rockways
SIL6RG Crittall Works/
Finishing Company
SIL7H Car park Sheepcotes
Lane

Sible Hedingham
Silver End
Silver End
Total

32 part of a comprehensive
development area
230
80
12
527

Source ADM Appendix 1

1.4 The remaining minimum number of dwellings required to be allocated in the Key
Service Villages, as shown in Table 2 was 413 dwellings. The draft housing
allocations shown in the Consultation Draft of the Plan provided an estimated 527
dwellings. There is no specific housing requirement for each individual key service
village, only a combined minimum of 600 dwellings for all of the key service villages.
1.5 Some of the objections to the plan have objected to the amount of housing being
proposed on the grounds that housing is not required in a particular Key Service
Village because there has been a lot of development there previously. This does not
take account of the need for new housing to meet the needs for new households, or
for affordable housing in those settlements. Table 4 sets out the 2011 Census
population for each Key Service Village and the number of dwellings that have been
previously provided in these villages over different timescales, to provide a context
for the growth now being proposed up to 2026.
Table 4
Settlement

2011 Census
Population

Dwelling
Completions
10 years
2002-12

Dwelling
completions
15 Years
1997-2012

Dwelling
completions
20 years
1992-2012

Coggeshall
Earls Colne
Hatfield Peverel
Kelvedon
Sible
Hedingham
Silver End
Feering
Great Yeldham

4727
3693
4376
3587
3994

87
157
31
59
120

155
169
46
99
173

246
197
94
207
200

3861
2035
1844

91
27
11

107
43
82

157
58
147

(Dwelling completions 1986-1992 are gross; from 1992 net figures were used)

1.6 This report is considering the representations concerning Coggeshall, Feering,
Kelvedon, Earls Colne and Earls Colne Airfield. Although Feering is not a Key Service
Village, a housing allocation was included in the draft plan as Feering is a sustainable
location with access to the A12 and railway station at Kelvedon and local employment at
Threshelfords Business Park. This report will be making recommendations on the
inclusion of sites within the Submission Draft ADM which will be recommended for
approval by the Council. Subject to that approval it will be published for a six week period.
Public representations on the soundness of the plan made during that period will be
submitted to the Planning Inspectorate together with the Submission Draft Plan. The
Planning Inspectorate will examine the soundness of the Plan later this year.
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Public Consultation
1.7 The public consultation on the draft ADM took place between 9th January and 22nd
February. On the first two days of the consultation site notices were placed at all
residential sites of 10 or more dwellings and on new employment allocations. These
included a map of the proposed site, the date and location of the nearest public exhibition
and details of where to find out more information and how to respond to the consultation.
1.8 The Council also held a series of 12 public exhibitions in the District between the 15th
January and the 7th February, which were located in the Main Towns, Key Services
Villages and Great Yeldham. These were very well attended with a total of around 880
attendees across the 12 exhibitions. An unmanned display was also available at Braintree
and Witham libraries for the duration of the consultation period and at Halstead library
from the 8th to the 22nd of February.
1.9 Several Parish Councils also arranged their own meetings to discuss the proposals for
their areas.

2. Coggeshall
Representation objecting to the proportion and amount of housing proposed in
Coggeshall, compared to other Key Service Villages
Housing Sites in Key Service Villages KSV
Key Service Village
No. of dwellings
Coggeshall
28
Earls Colne
91
Hatfield Peverel
80
Kelvedon
32
Sible Hedingham
242
Silver End
92
Small Sites
74
Total
639

% KSV Growth
4.4
14.2
12.5
5.0
37.9
14.4
11.6
100.0

2.1 The previous table demonstrates a significant imbalance between the quantum of
housing to be allocated in each Key Service Village. Sites identified in Coggeshall amount
only to 4.4% of the total growth compared to Sible Hedingham and Silver End, which each
contain large regeneration sites and will together provide 52.3%. Notwithstanding the
benefits of regeneration, growth in other KSV’s will be heavily constrained.
2.2 There are only 28 dwellings proposed over the whole plan period in Coggeshall, less
than 2 dwellings per year. This is tantamount to a total embargo on new development in
the village and is not consistent with its classification as a Key Service Village. Insufficient
to maintain and enhance existing village services and facilities. Question whether it is
appropriate to focus larger levels of growth in Earls Colne, Sible Hedingham and Silver
End (425 dwellings in total) none of which is well-related to primary roads or rail corridors.
Therefore seeking supplementary allocations in Coggeshall.
2.3 Village grew by 123 households between 2001-2011 (12 households a year).
Therefore anticipated to grow by 180 households over the next 15 years. Advocate
additional allocations to provide at least a further 152 dwellings.
Badly need new affordable housing/ Council homes for the young, single and old people.
Council homes would be preferred as commuters to London etc have mostly the means to
buy privately or use individual sites.
5

Officer Comments
2.4 This report recommends the inclusion of a brownfield housing site at Walford Way,
which would provide an additional capacity of 20 dwellings, which will provide new
affordable housing. The proposed housing in Coggeshall would increase to 48 dwellings.
(48 dwellings is 7.3% of a revised total of 659 dwellings in the Key Service Villages.)
The objection suggestion that there is a need for 180 households in Coggeshall over the
next 15 years is only a trend based calculation, which does not take account of the Core
Strategy evidence or policies.
Consultation Responses about Coggeshall
There were about 70 representations concerning Coggeshall.
2.5 General Representations
• Village infrastructure is at capacity; including schools (St Peter’s School already
over-subscribed), doctors (only 2 GP’s) and parking.
• Most of us would opt for refusing all development sites, but Government policy
means something will have to be adopted.
• Should more houses be allowed, when the Co-op application keeps being turned
down for a decent sized foodstore? 90% of residents want a large foodstore.
• Thank-you for keeping Co-op in present site at Doubledays Corner, next to public
car-park.
Proposed Housing Allocation COG12H East Street –estimated capacity 12
dwellings.
2.6 Representations Supporting COG12H East Street
• Logical extension and infill in East Street. Tree Preservation Order trees would still
be protected.
• Minimal effect upon Essex Way adjacent to site (may need to be fenced) and could
be enhanced. Site is not in flood plain.
• Development would not affect junction of East Street/St Peters Street and Feering
Road. Additional traffic from site would be minimal.
• Ample room for off-street parking on the site.
2.7 Representations Against COG 12H East Street
• Parish Council now objecting to COG 12H as no further need for additional
affordable housing, in light of proposed housing at Walford Way.
• Anglian Water has rated COG12H East Street as an amber site, with sewers
crossing the site. They have stated that infrastructure and or treatment upgrades
are required to serve proposed growth or diversion of assets may be required.
• Should use sites within envelope to meet housing need eg Garage site on East
Street. Officer comment- Garage site unsuitable for housing due to flood risk.
• Objection from Coggeshall Heritage Society. Development of COG12H could lead
to development of remainder of the field. Spoil entrance to village as many mature
trees grow along the side of the road. Objection on scenic grounds.
• Objection from Colne Stour Countryside Association - Walford Way will provide
sufficient housing.
• Close to/within a Conservation Area. Officer comment- The Conservation Area
boundary includes the site frontage.
• Attractive countryside. Access would be adjacent to Essex Way footpath. Effect
upon mature trees, (some with tree preservation orders), hedgerows, flora and
fauna, no ecological study has been done.
• Could overlook properties in Feering Road. Increase noise in quiet residential area.
• Flood risk from surface water running onto East Street, road flooded last winter,
adjacent stream, active springs. Lower end of site liable to subsidence. Adjacent to
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flood plain. Should consult Environment Agency.
• There are better sites in the alternatives.
2.8 Traffic issues
• This area already suffers from congestion and easing this does not appear to be
part of the plan.
• Increase in traffic near dangerous junction St Peters Rd/ East Street/Colchester
Road.
• Traffic from A120 travels over 30mph speed limit here.
• Potentially dangerous access; short-term during construction and long-term.
Accidents.
• Difficult to cross road to school. Narrow busy road on incline. No footpath on south
side of East Street at site and no room for one.
• Does not adjoin the existing bus route.
• Parking along wall of recreation ground.
• Drivers experience sudden transition from sunlight to tree-shaded darkness.
• Recent 6 dwelling development at Popes Leeze, East Street has already caused
on-street parking and refuse collection problems in East Street.
• In the event of planning permission for the Co-op, East Street is in danger of being
completely built-up, with a change in character and more traffic.
• No additional parking proposed as part of the site.
Officer Comments
2.9 Officers consider that the representations supporting COG12H East Street set out
valid reasons. The allocation of both this site and the site at Walford Way would provide
for the needs for housing and affordable housing in Coggeshall. Development of
COG12H East Street site would be subject to the protection of trees with tree preservation
areas and within the conservation area and to meeting ecological and biodiversity
requirements and protecting the Essex Way.
Essex Highways have not objected to this site on highway safety grounds and if the site
was allocated, they would be consulted on any planning application.
The Anglian Water objection would need to be dealt with by the developer.
COG20HAlt Walford Way
Officer Comments
2.10 A site at Walford Way was allocated in the 2005 Local Plan Review, but did not come
forward for development due to access problems. Part of this site was shown in the draft
ADM only as an alternative housing site, because it was not known whether this would be
deliverable, as it required some demolition of existing dwellings. However, there are now
definite proposals which demonstrate that the site could be deliverable. There is a current
planning application by Greenfields Community Housing 13/00189/FUL for demolition of
16 Unity flats and garages and erection of 36 affordable dwellings, including displacement
of garage parking to Vesta Close.
This would result in 20 additional dwellings, which would count towards the housing
provision proposed in Coggeshall. It is therefore considered that this brownfield site is
suitable for redevelopment and deliverable and should be allocated for housing.
Cog 13 Halt Land at Highfields West Street- 0.72 ha estimated capacity 12 dwellings.
2.11 Representations Supporting COG13HAlt
• The agent has submitted 2 illustrative layouts for this site: One option with a
capacity for 14 dwellings on 0.72ha on the frontage of West Street, with a car park
of 18 spaces for 60-78 West Street. A further option with a capacity for 40
dwellings, including 16 affordable units, on 3.0 ha with a car park of 18 spaces for
60-78 West Street and a B1 employment area and open space.
• Coggeshall needs some additional houses and this site is well placed. A gap fill
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•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

would enhance the aesthetics.
No surface water flooding risk, or close to flood plain.
No dangerous junction. On a straight road, wider than East Street at COG12.
Safe access can be provided. Adjoins the existing bus route. Existing footpaths.
Support for the off- street parking proposed. Parked cars along West Street provide
a hazard and often cause traffic to back up, making it unsafe for pedestrians and
drivers. Developer will provide traffic calming in West Street.
Would provide area of green-space to be transferred to Parish Council.
Additional green-space would be beneficial to the village.
Ecological study has found no adverse effects on flora and fauna.
Better balance to village than COG12.
Opposite vineyard. No impact on neighbours.
Prefer layout with houses looking over the road, rather than with back to the road.
Council should press for more forest tree and hedgerow planting, including at
COG13HAlt.

2.12 Representations Against COG13HAlt and COG6HAlt larger site at Highfields off
West Street
• Intrusion into countryside. Infilling of a significant open gap would create ribbon
development along West Street. Harmful to rural setting of the village and of the
conservation area.
• Archaeological interest.
• Suggested car park will not reduce on-street parking as people park within sight of
their dwellings. Bus route- existing congestion.
• Objection on scenic grounds- The public footpath across the top of this ex-football
pitch gives wonderful views across the vineyard, river and valley to the south.
• Increase traffic on West Street.
• Closer to Paycockes than COG12.
• High quality agricultural land. Could lead to further extension and undesirable
development in future up and around Highfields. COG6HAlt- harmful impact on a
protected lane.
• Could affect setting and curtilage of Highfields Farm Grade 2 listed building.
• Proposed development will give rise to an increased risk of flooding to West Street.
West Street drainage already inadequate, eg. flood May 2012. Consultation with
the Environment Agency is required.
• The Parish Council gave up the vicarage fields which were used by the community,
why do they need more open space here?
Officer Comments
2.13 Officers consider that the reasons why the site should not be allocated, which are set
out in the representations against COG13HAlt and COG6HAlt, are valid.
2.14 Representation Opposed to All Alternative Housing Sites
• The Council's housing supply figures indicate that there is an adequate supply of
dwellings in the district for the plan period.
• These would be harmful to the character of the village, as a small market town with
a rural setting.
• It would place pressure on inadequate local faculties, including the primary and
secondary schools, doctor’s surgery and community bus service.
• Adverse impact on the highway network.
• Impact on nature conservation.
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2.15 Representations Supporting COG1MAlt Land off Tey Road
• Owned and maintained by Marks Hall Estate, a registered charity.
• 1.46 ha greenfield site. Not at risk of flooding, or covered by spatial landscape
protection. Public footpath follows southern site boundary to A120.
• 2010 promoted for mixed use B1 offices and housing.
• In 2011 officers commented that access from Tey Road difficult due to width of the
road and direct access from A120 unacceptable. Proximity to A120 could have
adverse noise and pollution impacts. Allocation not supported by officers.
• Site recently assessed by highways consultants Intermodal Transportation Ltd who
conclude that additional traffic movements associated with a development of say
40-50 dwellings would be incompatible with the local road infrastructure. It is also
acknowledged that development could not extend to edge of A120 due to noise and
light pollution from traffic. Proposals for COG1 therefore reduced to 10 units
(including 4 affordable units.)
• Draft site layout with access from eastern end of Tey Road. Highway reduces to a
public footpath here and would need to be revised to a shared highway space.
Screen planting to mitigate noise from A120.
Officer Comments
2.16 The reduced scale of this site is not supported, as proximity to the A120 could have
adverse noise and air quality pollution impacts on dwellings in this location, despite
proposed screen planting. Sufficient houses have been allocated elsewhere to meet
housing requirements.
2.17 Representations Supporting COG4 HAlt Land at Tilkey Road
• Owned and maintained by Marks Hall Estate, a registered charity.
• 13.26ha Land off Tilkey Road between northern edge of Coggeshall and the
bypass.
• Part of site is a Local Wildlife site and part within flood zone 3. In 2011 officers
opposed allocation of the site as a large greenfield site, which could accommodate
approximately 300 dwellings and stated that this scale of development would have
an adverse impact on the character of this historic village and is not supported.
• Acknowledge that whole site is too large to comply with Core Strategy. Dispute that
a sensitively designed scheme would be harmful to historic core of the village.
Proposals now reduced to an 0.8ha strip of land fronting the western side (Officer
comment- this is the eastern side) of Tilkey Road proposed for approximately 20-25
dwellings, including 8-10 affordable units in line with current policy, together with
public open space to the front and a single access to Tilkey Road.
Officer Comments
2.18 This is not supported as it would extend development along the eastern side of Tilkey
Road, in a single line of development. This would also add to the traffic movements along
narrow Tilkey Road. Sufficient houses have been allocated elsewhere to meet housing
requirements.
Representations supporting COG9HAlt north of Robinsbridge Road
2.19 Development boundary for Coggeshall is not most appropriate strategy when
considered against reasonable alternatives. Proper review of boundary would allow
COG9HAlt to come forward.
Representations Against COG9HAlt
2.20 Essex Wildlife Site objection, potential for serious adverse impacts on Tilkey Road,
Coggeshall Local Wildlife Site Bra206, contrary to policy ADM51. NPPF places
responsibility on planning authorities to conserve and enhance biodiversity.
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NPPF (para.182) requires Plan should enable delivery of sustainable development.
Officer Comments
2.21 Officers support wildlife objections to this site and sufficient houses have been
allocated elsewhere.
Representations Supporting COG10HAlt West Street
2.22 This site is within private ownership and is identified for formal recreation. The
landowner has stated that if COG9HAlt north of Robinsbridge Road were to come forward,
then COG10HAlt West Street (allocated for formal recreation) would be enhanced for
sport and recreation for the benefit of the community.
Officer Comment
2.23 COG9HAlt north of Robinsbridge Road is not supported by officers.
2.24 Representations Against COG11HAlt Vicarage Fields land rear of West Street
• Amend formal recreation Vicarage Field to informal recreation to reflect its usage.
• Proposed alternative development for housing would give rise to increased risk of
surface water drainage/ flooding to West Street. Consultation with Environment
Agency required. (Previously rejected applications due to run-off.)
• Area has a nature reserve- newts and rare butterfly.
• Development for housing would cause loss of land allocated for formal recreation.
• Harm to conservation area. Go build in Bradwell.
• Further development on West Street would cause unacceptable additional traffic.
• Listed cottages in West Street, Paycockes is of historic importance.
Officer Comments
2.25 Officers agree with comments proposing allocation for informal recreation and
opposing development for housing.
New Site Proposals
2.26 Garden of the Old Vicarage, West Street
• Should be visually important space, as it forms the setting to the Old Vicarage.
• West Street Vineyard and field west of 78 West Street should be visually important
space, as it is an important break in development and views across the river valley.
• Land west of Dampier Road should be protected as visually important space, or
informal recreation: This is a small area of public open space linked to Tilkey Road
and Hitcham Road via a public footpath, used for informal recreation.
Officer Comments
2.27 The Vineyard and field west of 78 West Street are both protected as part of the
countryside outside the development boundary and therefore do not need to be
additionally protected as Visually Important Open Space.
2.28 The Dutch Nursery, West Street, Coggeshall
• The Dutch Nursery is an established family business trading for more than 50
years. With fierce competition, trading has been difficult and a complete
modernisation, redevelopment and restructuring of the business is necessary in
order to compete with the current markets, and so that the Garden Centre can
serve local needs.
• Request that the area of the Dutch Nursery is included within the development
boundary for Coggeshall, which will allow flexibility for growth of the Nursery site to
meet local needs and current marketing trends of mixed development.
• We anticipate the Garden Centre will grow and the site will have associated uses
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including car parking, landscaped areas, retail, business units, restaurant/café and
residential.
Officer Comments
2.29 None of this site would be appropriate as a housing site, as it does not adjoin the
development boundary and sufficient provision has been made for housing elsewhere in
the village. An expansion of the garden centre or employment units could be investigated,
to assess potential impacts on the village including landscape and traffic issues.
Recommendations
1. To allocate site COG20HAlt Walford Way as a residential site of over 10 dwellings
in the Site Allocation and Development Management Plan, with an estimated
capacity of an additional 20 dwellings.
2. To retain the housing allocation at COG12H East Street.
3. To amend the allocation at COG11 from formal recreation to informal recreation.
4. To investigate proposals at the Dutch Nursery and to report back to the LDF Sub
Committee on these.
5. Not to allocate any other alternative sites in Coggeshall (i.e. apart from COG 20 H
Alt Walford Way).

3. Feering
There have been around 151 representations concerning Feering.

3.1 FEE 10 – Land at Inworth Road (south of Kings Gardens)
(Gross site area Ha: 1.99. Residential site)
3.2 The draft Site Allocations and Development Management Plan for Feering (see map 7)
identified FEE 10 (land at Inworth Road) as a residential site for 10 or more dwellings.
Summary of objection representations
3.3 General
• Feering is not a Key Service Village
• Development in Feering is against the Feering Parish Plan which was subject to
public consultation
• Feering is a small village and it should be kept that way. Development will lead
to a loss of the village atmosphere and character
• The site is located outside of the village envelope
• Development is proposed on Greenfield site. There are Brownfield sites which
are preferable
• Development will set a precedent for adjoining parcels of land
• The target of 300 dwellings for ‘other villages’ as identified in the Core Strategy
can already be met by other proposals in the District
• There is no demand in Feering for the amount of housing shown. There are
already vacant properties in the area
• There is a lack of jobs in the area
• The Council has not reasonably considered alternatives FEE4HAlt and
FEE9MAlt and therefore the plan fails the test of ‘justified’ as set out in the
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National Planning Policy Framework
3.4 Transportation/Highway
• Development will cause additional traffic in Feering and Kelvedon. Traffic
congestion already occurs on Inworth Road. Improvements to Inworth Road
must be considered before any development in the village. Traffic has increased
26.5% between 2007 and 2011 at peak times in Inworth Road and its junction
with Feering Hill
• The junction at Inworth Road/Feering Hill is inadequate
• The A12 junction at north east of Feering should be made two-way before
development is considered
• The cumulative impact of planned development in Tiptree and the detrimental
effect on road infrastructure in Feering should be considered
• A new link from Tiptree to the A12 should be created
• There is currently no public footpath along Inworth Road
• The bridge at the bottom of Kelvedon Road (B1023) is narrow and in need of
repair, as is the road surface
• There are no pedestrian crossings over the busy London Road to the local
school
• Kelvedon railway station is at capacity – trains to London are overcrowded
• Flooding occurs on Inworth Road
3.5 Services/Facilities
• Feering Primary School and Honywood Secondary School are at capacity
• There are a lack of facilities and services in Feering - no doctors, banks, post
office or shop and very limited bus service. Residents drive to Kelvedon to use
facilities
3.6 Environmental
• Development will cause increasing noise and air pollution on Inworth Road
• Loss of biodiversity/wildlife
• Loss of agricultural field
• Field is used by dog walkers and for recreation
• There are drainage issues on the site
• The Sustainability Appraisal and Strategic Environment Assessment demonstrates
that the site is not within an accessible distance to natural green space and it would
not maintain or enhance the quality of existing surrounding landscape
• The residential properties at Kings Gardens backing onto FEE 10 have their
lounges on the upper level overlooking FEE 10
3.7 Summary of support representations – (the majority of these comments have
been submitted by the promoter for FEE10 (land at Inworth Road)
•

•
•
•

Although FEE10 is not located in a Key Service Village, it is located near to
Kelvedon which is (providing local shops/services and a railway station) and
therefore is considered a sustainable village which could accommodate some minor
development up to 2026. As identified in the Core Strategy, there is a minimum
housing provision of 300 dwellings in the ‘other villages’ to be phased between
2009 and 2026.
FEE10 is located opposite an Essex County Council approved funded scheme for a
footway extension on Inworth Road. The Braintree District Council Highways Panel
has allocated £120,000 for the footway extension.
Junction improvements at Inworth Road/Feering Hill/London Road/Rye Mill could
be delivered as part of the development.
FEE10 is adjacent to the existing settlement boundary of Feering, is well enclosed
by the existing vegetation and with supplementary planting it will not have an
impact upon the countryside.
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•
•
•
•

There are easy links to the bus routes, village centre, primary school and other
community facilities.
There is capacity within the highway network to accommodate an increase in
vehicles.
The site is deliverable in flood risk and drainage terms and benefits from easy
connection to existing networks for all utility providers
Highway assessment submitted by agent for FEE10 concludes, ‘proportional impact
of this development proposal on existing link flows is not significant’.

3.8 Parish Council representations
• Feering is not a Key Service Village.
• The Feering Parish Plan, published in December 2012, detailed results on a survey
completed by residents about their village. The overwhelming response to the
question regarding Housing and Development is that it should be very limited with
no more than 50 houses in the next 20 years, or approximately 3 houses built per
year within that time-frame.
• FEE10 – would further exacerbate traffic issues on Inworth Road, and Gore Pit
junction. With further developments proposed at Tiptree and West Tey the
accumulation of traffic would cause a dangerous traffic situation. Traffic has
increased by 26% over the last ten years. There is no footway for pedestrians. The
site is of archaeological importance and is located outside of the village envelope.
There is a lack of infrastructure to support development, lack of shops/medical
services and a school that is at full capacity. Feering Parish Council do not support
inclusion of FEE10 (land at Inworth Road) and ask that it is removed.
3.9 Highways representations
• The agent for FEE10 (land at Inworth Road) submitted a highway assessment to
accompany their representation to the consultation. This assessment included a
plan indicating an ‘approved and funded’ footway extension between Bidlake and
Feering Hill. The plan also indicates a pedestrian refuge on Inworth Road and a
proposed footpath along the site frontage. (see plan 9)
• Officers asked colleagues at Essex County Council Highways to review the
highway assessment and they have raised an objection to the proposed site due to
the lack of pedestrian connections from the site to Feering Hill.
3.10 Anglian Water representations
• FEE10 has been categorised overall as ‘red’ (major constraints to the provision of
infrastructure and/or treatment to serve the proposed development) with particular
concerns regarding waste water treatment works/surface water network capacity.
3.11 Essex County Council (education) representations
• The additionally proposed dwellings in Key Service Village and Other Villages may
potentially have a significant impact on a local school’s ability to accommodate the
extra pupils generated, both in terms of the physical capacity of buildings and the
need to provide school transport. In addition to provision of new additional schools,
it is likely that some remodelling and extension of existing schools will be required
to accommodate changing pupil numbers in parts of the District. Proposals to meet
the operational needs of schools should be positively supported through an
additional new policy in the document, to read, ‘Policy ADM38A-Existing Education
Provision – the remodelling and expansion of primary and secondary schools will
be supported to meet local need’.
3.12 Health Authority representations
• The Site Allocations and Development Management Plan needs to include
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supporting text and policies, to ensure necessary health care mitigation measures
are identified and secured, before development proposals can proceed’. They are
also seeking for a new policy ‘Health Impact Assessments (HIA) to be submitted
with planning applications for all residential developments of 50 dwellings or more
and all non-residential developments of 1,000m2 or more’.
Officer Comments
3.13 Feering is not identified in the adopted Core Strategy as a Key Service Village.
However, because of its location with good road and public transport connections and
local employment it is considered to be a sustainable location, which could
accommodate some minor development up to 2026. As identified in the Core Strategy,
there is a minimum housing provision of 300 dwellings in the ‘other villages’ to be
phased between 2009 and 2026 (although this need has already been met through
development since 2009 and current planning approvals in other villages.)
3.14 A Parish Plan is an opportunity for local people to make known how they would
like their community to be developed. Although Parish Plans do not have any formal
status and cannot override adopted planning policy, the District Council should take
into consideration the views of local people and organisations in drafting statutory
planning documents.
3.15 From the responses received to the draft plan consultation it is evident that the
Parish Council and local residents value the Feering Parish Plan which was published
in December 2012 following a public workshop and a householder questionnaire.
Officers held a meeting with the Parish Council in October 2011 to discuss the sites
that had been submitted for consideration which was prior to the findings of the
householder questionnaire being known and the Parish Plan being published. The
Parish Plan concluded that, ‘most of the residents like the village as it is and consider it
important to retain our identity as a separate village…A view was expressed that a very
small amount of development over the next 20 years may be acceptable, this would be
somewhat less than 50 houses in that timescale, which equates on average to less
than 3 dwellings developed each year. However, 66% of respondents supported no
development at all, and expressed very clear views that an expansion of the village
envelope would not generally be welcome and would materially change the village
environment for the worse’.
3.16 Development boundaries are periodically reviewed to determine if they should be
amended, for example to accommodate additional development to meet housing
requirements. The development boundaries are being reviewed as part of the Site
Allocations and Development Management plan process.
Although funding has been secured for the extension of the footpath, on the opposite
side of Inworth Road to the site, there are still third party land issues to be resolved.
The land required for the footpath extension is in the ownership of 8 properties along
Inworth Road. All of these properties will need to agree to provide a section of their
land to enable the extension of the footpath to be provided. As negotiations are
ongoing with the landowners, officers are concerned about deliverability of the
footpath, which would be required to provide a sustainable development if FEE10 were
to be identified in the submission plan. Officers therefore consider that FEE 10 should
be removed due to the concerns regarding deliverability of the footpath. There is also a
lack of an existing footpath on the west side of Inworth Road and the developer has not
identified this as part of the site proposals.
3.17 Essex County Council, including the education department was consulted on the
draft Site Allocations and Development Management Plan. If capacity issues are
identified in the local schools, the education authority will seek financial contributions
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from developers towards funding additional school places when a planning application
is submitted. The health authority may seek funding from developers towards
additional health provision and the highway authority may also seek funding towards
highway and public transport improvements.
3.18 FEE10 (land at Inworth Road) is not located within an area at risk of flooding.
Policy CS8 ‘Natural Environment and Biodiversity’ of the adopted Core Strategy
promotes the use of Sustainable Drainage Systems (SUDs) wherever possible to
reduce flood risk, promote groundwater recharge, enhance biodiversity, and provide
amenity benefit.
3.19 Anglia Water has raised concerns about the capacity of FEE10 (land at Inworth
Road). Policy CS8 of the adopted Core Strategy states, ‘it must be ensured that the
capacity of waste water treatment and foul sewerage infrastructure is not exceeded…
developers must engage in discussions with water and sewerage providers at the
earliest opportunity to provide evidence with their planning application that there is
capacity for their proposals’. The developer would need to discuss these concerns with
Anglian Water to ensure that a viable solution could be determined.
3.20 The promoter for FEE10 (land at Inworth Road) has submitted an archaeological
assessment, which summarises that the site has ‘moderate archaeological potential for
remains of the Roman and Saxon periods’. Essex County Council Archaeology,
monitor all planning applications for their likely impact on archaeological remains. If
archaeological remains are considered likely to be onsite a condition is usually
attached to a planning decision requiring investigation before development or ground
works can take place. The draft Site Allocations and Development Management Plan
proposes a policy ‘ADM 69 – Archaeological, Evaluation, Excavation and Recording’.
3.21 The Sustainability Appraisal and Strategic Environment Assessment identifies
FEE 10 (land at Inworth Road) as a negative for ‘suitable accessible natural green
space’ (SANG). It has received a negative score because it is located some distance
from areas of SANGS in the three main towns.

Alternative sites
3.22 Summary of objection representations for FEE4HAlt/FEE9HAlt (North and
South side of London Road)
• See general comments under FEE10 regarding transport concerns/ environmental
impact/ lack of services and infrastructure which have been made generally to all
sites submitted in Feering.
3.23 Summary of support representations for FEE4HAlt/FEE9HAlt (London Road)
• FEE4HAlt and FEE9MAlt are located nearer to the primary school and are therefore
more sustainable. The Council appears to have simply assessed these sites in their
entirety, concluding that they are too large to be considered as a minor extension.
However, the Council has not considered whether smaller development options
within these wider areas could provide a more sustainable development than the
proposed site FEE10. The Crown Estate has submitted 2 options for both FEE4
and FEE9 ranging from 40 to 84 dwellings. (See map 10) Both sites either side of
the London Road abut the existing built edge of the settlement and would be well
contained behind existing development. Frontages onto the B1024 London Road
from where safe new access points can be created. The Crown Estate's sites have
good existing pedestrian links and offer far better potential to deliver improved
connections and crossing facilities on Coggeshall Road, near the school and
London Road to encourage sustainable patterns of development and walking and
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cycling.
Officer Comments
3.24 As stated above, although Feering is not a Key Service Village it is considered a
sustainable location, which could accommodate some development.
3.25 FEE 4HAlt (South side of London Road) – Part of this site (0.6ha estimated dwelling
capacity is 15) (see map), fronting the B1024 London Road, could provide a logical infill
between existing built development and would form an infill of the development boundary.
This is a considerably smaller area than that submitted by the Crown Estate for options of
41 (1.40ha) and 81 units (2.81 ha).
There is an existing pedestrian footpath along the northern side of the carriageway. This
will provide pedestrian connections to the local primary school, community centre and
open space reducing the reliance on the car. There are bus stops located on London
Road near to the site which provide direct links to Kelvedon and the railway station.
The larger areas proposed by the Crown Estate (for options of 41 and 81 units) are not
considered to be acceptable by officers, as these would unnecessarily protrude into the
open countryside, and there are no clear boundaries as to where the development
boundary could be drawn.
3.26 FEE 9MAlt (North Side of London Road) – The proposed access to this site off the
B1024 London Road is in close proximity to the A12 northbound slip road. The submitted
transport and access statement suggests the provision of a footway through the existing
cemetery, with a pedestrian crossing at Coggeshall Road to provide a pedestrian link with
the primary school. This proposed footpath link through the cemetery would be
inappropriate as it would disturb the tranquillity of the cemetery. Development of this site
would extend development along London Road towards the A12. This area of open
countryside has a strong sense of rural character which contributes to the setting of the
historic core of Feering north of the railway line and therefore is considered inappropriate
for development.
3.27 Summary of objection representations for FEE8MAlt (The Street, Wills Green) /
FEE6HAlt (Hanover Bridge, Wills Green)
• FEE8MAlt and FEE6HAlt are distant from the bus route in Feering. There is poor
access from these sites to services and facilities.
• FEE6HAlt a petition has been received in support of excluding this site from the
plan from local residents of Wills Green. Concern is raised about additional traffic
and visual impact on the countryside.
3.28 Summary of support representations for FEE8MAlt (The Street, Wills Green)
• FEE8MAlt is a better option for development based on the Sustainability Appraisal
and the Strategic Environmental Assessment and fits in with the natural settlement
pattern of the village.
Officer Comments
3.29 These sites are situated some distance from existing services and facilities in
Feering/Kelvedon and therefore would be an unsustainable location for further
development.
3.30 Summary of objection representations for FEE3DAlt (Land at Feering/Kelvedon
between railway/River Blackwater, east of Coggeshall Road) FEE5HAlt (Land to rear
of Vicarage, Feering Hill), FEE11HAlt (Land at Kelvedon Bridge, Feering)
• FEE3DAlt, FEE5HAlt and FEE11 are located in flood zone and should therefore not
be developed.
• Essex Wildlife Trust – FEE3DAlt concern is raised about proximity to Coggeshall
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Hall Farm Local Wildlife Site (BRA225). A buffer zone and mitigation measures
would be required.
Officer Comments
3.31 These sites are situated almost wholly within the flood zone therefore would be
unsuitable for most types of development.
3.32 Summary of objection representations for FEE 7 (Land to west of Marks Tey)
• A large development has already been identified in Marks Tey this will increase the
impact of traffic.
Officer Comments
3.33 This site is part of a proposed new settlement (minimum of 5,000 new dwellings), of a
growth location size and would need to be considered during a review of the Core
Strategy.

Additional sites submitted for consideration (received during
consultation)
3.34 No additional sites have been submitted in Feering for consideration.

3.35 Other representations received
•
•

Identify Feering cricket club pitches accurately
Identify Feering Marsh as a Local Wildlife site

Officer Comments
3.36 Officers agree that the Feering cricket club pitches should be accurately drawn on the
submission plan.
3.37 Feering Marsh is already identified on the draft plan as a Local Wildlife site.

Recommendations
1. To remove allocation FEE10 Land at Inworth Road (south of Kings Gardens)
2. To allocate part of FEE4 London Road as a ‘residential site of 10 or more
dwellings’
3. To accurately identify Feering cricket club pitches
4. Not to allocate any other alternative sites in Feering

4. Kelvedon
4.1 The draft Site Allocations and Development Management Plan for Kelvedon identifies
a care home extension (KEL2ACH) St Dominic’s Care Home, Church Street, a
comprehensive development area for mixed use (KEL6CD), Station Road, employment
area (KEL8E), Station Road and an employment area (KEL11E), London Road.
4.2 We have received around 34 representations concerning Kelvedon.
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4.3 Summary of objection representations
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Kelvedon and Feering suffer from traffic problems and need a junction with the A12
on Feering to Tiptree Road
Until slip roads are constructed onto the A12 no more houses should be built in
Feering, Kelvedon or Tiptree
Traffic is likely to increase with further development proposed in Tiptree
Many properties do not have off- street parking with parking restrictions proposed
Employment needs to be provided and protection should be offered to existing
industrial areas to ensure that Kelvedon does not become a dormitory village
Kelvedon lacks infrastructure/services and facilities.
The village does not have the services to cope with all the extra people
Increased pressure on local schools and health services.
Further development near the station (KEL6CD) Station Road will only add water
run- off and with river levels rising it is already too high much of the time

4.4 Parish Council representations
• The Parish Council considers that Kelvedon, Feering and Tiptree should not be
developed further until the existing A12 junctions are improved. At this stage
Kelvedon Parish Council only supports the Draft Plan.
4.5 Anglian Water Representations
• KEL6CD (Station Road) has been categorised overall as ‘red’ (major constraints to
the provision of infrastructure and/or treatment to serve the proposed development)
with particular concerns regarding waste water treatment works/surface water
network capacity.
Officer Comments
4.6 Anglian Water has raised concerns regarding waste water treatment and surface
water network capacity of KEL6CD (Station Road). Policy CS8 states, ‘it must be
ensured that the capacity of waste water treatment and foul sewerage infrastructure is
not exceeded… developers must engage in discussions with water and sewerage
providers at the earliest opportunity to provide evidence with their planning application
that there is capacity for their proposals’. The developer would need to discuss these
concerns with Anglian Water to ensure that a viable solution could be determined.
4.7 Network Rail Representations
• KEL1MAlt (London Road) this alternative development site allocated for mixed use,
if developed, would undoubtedly have an impact on the usage of two level
crossings in its proximity, Church Street and Sniveller’s Lane.
• As a result of increased patronage, Network Rail could be forced to reduce train
line speed in direct correlation to the increase in vehicular and pedestrian traffic
using a crossing. This would have severe consequences for the timetabling of
trains and would also effectively frustrate any future train service
improvements. This would be in direct conflict with strategic and government aims
of improving rail services.
Officer Comments
4.8 It is recognised that traffic and parking is a significant problem in the village
particularly problematic on the High Street and at the High Street/ Station Road
junction. However, the costs of providing a new link/slip road onto the A12 from Inworth
Road are significant and could not be funded from development in the villages.
4.9 The provision of local employment opportunities is important in promoting
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sustainable communities. The draft plan proposes to allocate two existing areas of
employment in Kelvedon to protect them for this purpose and provide local
employment opportunities. KEL8E (Station Road) and KEL11E (London Road near
A12 junction).
4.10 Essex County Council, including the education department were consulted on the
draft Site Allocations and Development Management Plan. They stated that, ‘the
additionally proposed dwellings in Key Service Village and Other Villages may
potentially have a significant impact on a local school’s ability to accommodate the
extra pupils generated, both in terms of the physical capacity of buildings and the need
to provide school transport. In addition to provision of new additional schools it is likely
that some remodelling and extension of existing schools will be required to
accommodate changing pupil numbers in parts of the District. Proposals to meet the
operational needs of schools should be positively supported through an additional new
policy in the document, to read, ‘Policy ADM38A-Existing Education Provision – the
remodelling and expansion of primary and secondary schools will be supported to
meet local need’.
4.11 If capacity issues are identified in the local schools, the education authority will
seek financial contributions from developers towards funding additional school places
when a planning application is submitted. The health authority stated that, ‘the Site
Allocations and Development Management Plan needs to include supporting text and
policies to ensure necessary health care mitigation measures are identified and
secured, before development proposals can proceed’. They are also seeking for a new
policy ‘Health Impact Assessments (HIA) to be submitted with planning applications for
all residential developments of 50 dwellings or more and all non-residential
developments of 1,000m2 or more’. The health authority may seek funding from
developers towards additional health provision and the highway authority may seek
funding towards highway and public transport improvements.
4.12 KEL6CD (Station Road) is not located within a flood zone. Policy CS8 ‘Natural
Environment and Biodiversity’ of the adopted Core Strategy promotes the use of
Sustainable Drainage Systems (SUDs) wherever possible to reduce flood risk, promote
groundwater recharge, enhance biodiversity, and provide amenity benefit.
4.13 Officers are not recommending that the alternative site KEL1Malt London Road
should be allocated; Network Rail’s objections would therefore not apply to the plan.
Alternative sites
4.14 Summary of objection representations for site KEL1MAlt (London Road)
• This site is too large and will have a detrimental impact on the traffic and local
facilities and services
4.15 Summary of support representations for site KEL1MAlt (London Road)
• KEL1MAlt location (London Road) – the agent is proposing a smaller area of 5.5ha
to provide 80 dwellings, community/youth centre/open space and 6.2 ha country
park (please see map 15)
• KEL6CD (Station Road) is not considered sufficient to meet the needs of the
existing population. Without a reasonable level of housing land availability the
Kelvedon plan will be unsound. The provision of 80 dwellings is considered to be in
conformity with Kelvedon being allocated as a Key Service Village.
Officer Comments
4.16 KEL1MAlt – although this is a smaller area submitted by the agent, it would still
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require a significant extension of the existing development boundary, and there are no
clear boundaries as to where this could be drawn to form a natural extension of the
existing development boundary. The development would protrude into the open
countryside, towards the railway line and would have a detrimental visual impact on the
landscape. The Settlement Fringe Landscape Capacity Study (which forms part of the
evidence base) identifies this area as having high landscape character sensitivity overall,
due to good structure of semi- natural vegetation and its historic contribution to the setting
of Kelvedon, which has always bordered farmland. Medium visual sensitivity due to open
nature of many views, but with limited visibility from the wider landscape and medium to
high landscape value, due to proximity to Kelvedon conservation area; numerous listed
buildings; and public footpath and bridleway. Overall, this area is identified as having low
capacity. Capacity levels are indicators of the likely amount of change, in terms of built
development, which a particular landscape setting area can accommodate without having
unacceptable adverse effects on the character of a landscape, or the way that it is
perceived, and without compromising values attached to it.
4.17 Summary of objection representations for KEL2ACH (Land at St Dominics,
Church Street)
• Object to additional care home being built at St Dominics, not supported by local
residents. Existing extensions have caused disruption, loss of privacy and devalued
local homes.
4.18 Summary of support representations for KEL2ACH (Land at St Dominics,
Church Street)
• KEL2ACH (Land at St Dominics residential care home). The agent is proposing a
larger area to be allocated at the rear of the existing care home as a site for
provision of extra care housing (sheltered housing) to be used in operated in
conjunction with the care home. It is not considered necessary to extend the
development limits to include the site and leaving the extra care housing site
outside the development limits, but allocating it for this specific form of development
would ensure that the site could not come forward for open market housing, or
other form of non specialist development.
Officer Comments
4.19 KEL2ACH – the draft Site Allocations and Development Management plan already
identifies an extension to St Dominics residential care home. This area proposed was
subject to an appeal 08/00095/FUL which was dismissed as the site was outside the
development boundary and therefore contrary to the adopted Local Plan Review 2005.
However, the Planning Inspector did state in his appeal decision that development of this
area would cause ‘no significant harm to character of countryside or the area generally’.
4.20 However, the agent is proposing a significantly larger area be allocated, than that
currently identified on the draft plan. There is concern that this larger area will have an
impact on the adjoining historic conservation area and the setting of the almshouses,
Church Street which are Grade 2 Listed. This area is also identified in the Settlement
Fringe Landscape Capacity Study as having low capacity to accommodate development
due to it having high landscape character sensitivity with its historic contribution to the
setting of Kelvedon, which has always bordered farmland. Officers do not support this
larger area proposed to be allocated as a care home and consider that the existing
proposed extension within the development boundary should be retained in the
submission plan.
4.21 Summary of objection representations for KEL3MAlt (Land at Coggeshall Road
– south of Observer Way)
• Currently farmland providing local public footpaths and is a haven for wildlife.
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Development of the site will impact on the views of fields.
4.22 Officer Comments
KEL3MAlt - is a large site (10.24ha) and could not be considered as a minor extension to
the development boundary. Although it would be in close proximity to the railway station, it
would be some walking distance from the school and services in the village of Kelvedon.
The site is also located within an area designated as having ‘medium to high sensitivity’ to
change in the Landscape Character Assessment.
4.23 Summary of objection representations for KEL4Halt (Land at Brockwell Lane)
• KEL4HAlt – Essex Wildlife Trust object due to the close proximity to Brockwell
Meadows Local Wildlife Site.
• KEL4HAlt – a planning application has been submitted for the site contrary to
planning principles and the application should be refused.
• Development of flood zones should not be allowed.
• The alternative sites proposed destroy the character of Kelvedon and Feering.
• The greenbelt areas make the villages more attractive.
Officer Comments
4.25 KEL4HAlt - is a small site, which is partially within the flood plain. Inclusion of this site
within the development boundary would have an impact on the open views across to
Brockwell Meadows. KEL4HAlt is identified in the Landscape Character Assessment as
having medium to high sensitivity to change due to its strong rural character and medium
to high value due to proximity to nature reserve (Brockwell Meadows).
4.26 Additional sites submitted for consideration (received during consultation)
• Seven Seas Works Site, (0.45ha) Coggeshall Road (please see map 16). The site
is currently used for working stone/marble. The owner would like to relocate on a
light industrial/retail park in the locality as she finds it a disadvantage working in
isolation. The site has been submitted for consideration as residential site of 10 or
more dwellings.
Officer Comments
4.27 The eastern part of the site is located partially within the flood zone, and therefore
this area would be unsuitable for development.
4.28 The site is located some distance from the existing services and facilities in Kelvedon
village and would therefore be an unsustainable location for residential development. This
would not form a natural extension of the development boundary. Although there is built
development on the site at present with the industrial buildings, it is not to the extent or
density that would be created by a residential development of 10 or more dwellings which
would inevitably have a detrimental visual impact on the open countryside.
4.29 Other representations received
• An area of designated formal recreation in the 2005 plan (northwest of London
Road, between Church Hall Farm and bungalow next to garage) does not appear in
this draft.
Officer Comments
4.30 This area is identified on the existing proposals map of the Local Plan Review 2005
as an area of formal recreation. However, the land is not in the ownership of the Council,
or Parish Council and there is no intention to develop the site as a formal recreation. As
there is no prospect of this being deliverable, it has not been identified as an allocation in
the Site Allocations Plan.
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Recommendations
1. To retain the care home allocation at KEL2ACH, St Dominic care home, Church
Street.
2. To retain the comprehensive development area for mixed use KEL6CD, Station
Road.
3. To retain the employment areas for KEL8E, Station Road and KEL11E, London
Road.

5. Not to allocate any other alternative sites in Kelvedon
6. Earls Colne
5.1 Earls Colne has two residential housing allocations of ten or more identified at land to
the south of Hastead Road, EAR1H and land off Station Road, EAR3H. Both sites also
include significant areas of informal open space.
5.2 Around 30 comments have been received on Earls Colne.
EAR1H land to the south of Halstead Road
5.3 This site has been spilt into a northern housing allocation measuring 0.7ha which
would utilise the existing field access onto Halstead Road and a southern housing
allocation which could be accessed from Thomas Bell Road and measures 0.4ha. The
draft document is proposing to allocate the rest of the field (2.2ha) as informal recreation
land which would be given to the Parish Council as part of any S106 agreement.
5.4 Summary of Representations to sites at EAR1H land to the south of Halstead
Road
• Greenfield site outside the village envelope
• The views between the properties on Halstead Road are very important to the
Conservation Area and we have previously had a planning application refused because
it did not maintain this view.
• The village cannot support any new housing, it has already had the Atlas Works
redevelopment
• Thomas Bell Road was not designed to support additional traffic
• The view from my bungalow will be destroyed by this proposal
• Loss of wildlife and habitat on the site
• Bungalows should be developed on the site and social housing for the over 55’s
• The recreation area should include a football pitch and play space for the under 12’s
• New parking area for doctor’s surgery should be included and access should be via the
new access road and the existing access off Nonancourt Way closed off to all but
pedestrian and disabled access.
• The north and south housing areas should not be linked to create a rat run.
• The informal recreation area should be moved to outside the development boundary
• Support housing in small numbers providing doctors and schools can cope
5.5 Promoters response to the Draft Document
• Supports the allocation of EAR1H but is concerned that the best use is not being made
of the most sustainable and accessible site in the village and consider that the
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•
•
•
•
•

allocation should be increased to around 90 dwellings.
The allocation of the two sites is not supported by a robust and comprehensive
assessment
Unlikely to be viable for a development of 30 dwellings to fund the provision and
maintenance of the open space.
A design of 90 dwellings would provide family homes and a significant proportion of
affordable housing.
90 dwellings would also support new open space areas and new parking and access to
the doctors which could not realistically be supported by 30 dwellings.
An indicative masterplan for 90 dwellings has been submitted.

Parish Council
5.6 Members would wish any development to include an extension to the car park of the
Pump House Surgery, as well as extensions to the rear gardens of the properties on
Halstead Road. Any development should include a sizeable, contiguous community
recreation area, similar in size and ratio, housing:recreation area, to the north of Station
Road proposals.
Anglian Water
5.7 The site scores Red in the Anglian Water RAG rating due to the Waste Water
Treatment works capacity but it is noted that the flow could be pumped into the Halstead
catchment, especially if the two Earls Colne sites are combined.
Essex County Council Historic Environment
5.8 The regularity and gaps between the houses on Halstead Road contribute to the
rhythm of the housing, and both building and gaps are important to the character of this
area within the conservation area. Development behind this line of dwellings would
compromise the perceived gaps between the houses and this has the potential to disrupt
the rhythm of the housing and therefore character of the conservation area. Reservations
are therefore raised about the possibility for appropriate development in this location that
would not result in harm to the setting and character of the conservation area.
Officer Comments
5.9 The Conservation Area boundary runs around the north and east of this site and
careful design will be required to protect the Conservation Area. This is particularly true of
EAR1H(N) where it is in close proximity to the existing properties in Halstead Road, which
whilst not listed, make an important contribution to the historic environment as highlighted
by the advice from Essex Historic Environment. It may be that providing extended back
gardens to the properties fronting Halstead Road together with careful design and layout
of the development to the rear may alleviate this issue, but it is considered that further
advice needs to be sought from the Historic Buildings Advisor.
5.10 The Parish Council and a number of local residents are supportive of increasing the
car parking for the Doctors Surgery. Some additional land is therefore being
recommended to be included in the development boundary which could include some
additional housing and the extension to the Doctor’s Surgery Car Park. It may also allow
more flexibility in design to deal with the issues around the impact on the Halstead Road
properties as highlighted above.
It is noted that this area now includes a substantial protected tree and this will need to
remain as part of any development.
5.11 The developers concerns regarding the small number of housing proposed for the
site is noted, but it is not considered that the proposed full residential development of the
site will meet the needs of the village and will be achievable in highways terms. The Parish
Council are only supportive of the scheme due to the area of informal recreation which
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they will receive and which the development is intended to provide to the Parish Council
and not fund its maintenance in perpetuity.
5.12 If the space for informal recreation space associated with this development is
provided to the Parish Council as part of this development it is unlikely to be developed for
housing, however it is recommended in this report that the boundary should be redrawn to
exclude this area (see new proposed map 23).
EAR3H, land off Station Road and adjoining informal recreation
5.13 At present the proposal is to allocate 2ha of residential development at the northern
end of the site and 1.8ha of informal recreation space to the southern end of the site.
5.14 Summary of Objections to site EAR3H
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

New growth should be directed to Towns
Greenfield site outside of the development boundary
Development will lead to a loss of views of the Colne Valley
The loss of wildlife and habitat from the site
Do not believe this proposal protects and enhances the landscape capacity as set out in
the Core Strategy
A 1987 planning application was refused on this site as it was outside the village
envelope and in an area of special landscape value
Will spoil walks and areas for children to play
Not in accordance with the Essex Structure Plan
Protect the village from development as this was originally land for the community

5.15 Promoters response to the Draft Document
• Fully support the allocation of this site and its inclusion within the development
boundary
• The recreation area will be gifted to the Parish Council to serve the village
• The access from Station Road used at present by the golf club and residential home
(which is owned by this landowner) will be utilised and has been assessed by a
highways engineer.
• A draft masterplan has been produced and is attached.
Parish Council comments on EAR3H
5.16 Members were pleased to have had the opportunity to meet with the developers and
their initial plans are in accordance with most of their wishes. They would wish there to be
a sizeable, contiguous, informal recreation area to be provided for the community and for
any development to be in keeping with the Village Design Statement and other properties
in the vicinity of the proposals.
Anglian Water
5.17 The site scores Red in the Anglian Water RAG rating due to the Waste Water
Treatment works capacity but it is noted that the flow could be pumped into the Halstead
catchment, especially if the two Earls Colne sites are combined.
Essex County Council Historic Environment
5.18 There is no objection to the allocation of the site for informal recreation. I would like
to point out the necessity for this landscape to remain appropriate in character to the
approach of the grade II listed house with which it is associated.
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Officer Comments
5.19 The site has a number of protected trees and groups of TPO’s on the site boundaries
and one in the proposed recreation area to the south. There is also a line of vegetation in
the centre of the site which has recently been protected by a TPO, and has an associated
pond which is important wildlife habitat. These features will need to be protected and
therefore a road going through the middle of the TPO area, as shown on the draft
Masterplan, will not be supported. The northern part of the site, which is currently
proposed to include the residential element of the development, has a distinctly more rural
feel and falls away to the rear towards the river, whilst the southern part of the site is more
closely linked with existing residential development in the village.
5.20 In order to better protect the setting of the Colne Valley and the protected trees and
vegetation which are on the site, it is proposed to switch the informal recreation to the
northern part of the site and move the residential allocation to the south of the site which
will have a better relationship with the existing built development of the village. This will
also protect the TPO vegetation line in the middle of the site from damage by road as only
footpaths links would be provided to the rear of the site. There are several other TPO trees
on the site which will also need to be protected. This would lead to an allocated residential
area which is approximately 0.2ha smaller than the present residential allocation so it is
likely there would be a reduction in the number of dwellings that could be achieved on the
site. However it would allow for a larger area of informal recreation for the village.
5.21 In addition any design must ensure that the trees around the edges of the site are
protected and that all areas of existing woodland cover are linked together, rather than
becoming isolated pockets.
5.22 Summary of Other Comments on Earls Colne
• Brownfield sites should be chosen over greenfield sites
• Earls Colne has grown by 10% in the last 10years when the national average is 7% so
what justification is there for a further 5% increase
• BDC are proposing a 2.5% increase in the overall population of the District so why is
there 5% proposed for Earls Colne.
• BDC are providing a surplus of housing and therefore these sites could be removed and
BDC would still meet its housing targets
• Traffic in the village and on Halstead Road is already very busy
• No broadband in the village
• Colchester A & E is over capacity
• Won’t the proposed recreation areas be seen as ‘obvious infill’ in the future?
• Additional people will place further strain on facilities in Earls Colne
• The landowners of EAR4E support its allocation as an employment site
• Support the non allocation of EAR7HALT as it can only be accessed via an unmade
lane and it is not all a brownfield site as listed
• Support development of EAR7HALT as it is furthest from the Colne Valley
• The site owner of EAR11HALT wishes the land to be allocated because it is surrounded
by development, has better access and is less intrusive then site EAR3H.
• The site owner is promoting the allocation of EAR15HALT as the site is private garden
which already has access from Tey Road and has a large single storey building in it
• Strongly object to an allocation for a gypsy site at EAR16ALT Peeks Corner
Officer Comments
5.23 Earls Colne is a Key Service Village and whilst it has had 157 completed new
dwellings in the last 10 years it is considered a suitable location for new growth as it is well
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served to meet day to day needs. Essex County Council and the Health Authority have
been fully consulted on the proposals and have not raised any objections. A contribution to
provide new facilities may be requested as part of the planning application.
5.24 Essex County Council highways raise no objections to the proposals subject to the
necessary visibility splays being provided and a detailed Transport Assessment would
need to be submitted as part of a future planning application.
5.25 Both sites will be requested to discuss with Anglian Water the Waste Water
Treatment Capacity, to ensure that a viable solution to this issue can be achieved.
5.26 It is not considered that information submitted by the landowners of alternative sites
is sufficient to overturn the decisions which were made by the LDF Sub Committee on the
7th December 2011 to not include these sites in the development boundary.
New sites submitted for consideration in Earls Colne
Land to the rear of Springtrees, Tey Road, Earls Colne
(see attached map 22)
5.27 This site incorporates site EAR17HALT which had previously been submitted and not
carried forward. The site is approximately 1.2ha and could provide for approximately 35
dwellings. The landowner has suggested that the site could be suitable for low level eco
homes, particularly starter homes/ those for first time buyers.
5.28 The area is a logical extension of Lowerfields, keeping new development close to the
existing village. There are two possible access points either onto Lowerfields (where the
end of the end appears to have been left open for this reason) and an access lane
adjoining the owners property, both of which would eventually feed out onto Tey Road.
5.29 Tey Road is narrow and often has cars parked on it. The road narrows to less than 2
way width as it passes a pinch point of existing buildings near its junction with the A1124.
Whilst the junction is wide, visibility from the junction, particularly turning right out of Tey
Road, is limited due to the bend in the road. If this site were to be considered for
allocation, highways advice would be sought on the access points and on the impact that
additional traffic could have on the Tey Road junction.
5.30 The site is close to but not adjacent to the Conservation Area and appears to have no
other constraints. There is a footpath along the south eastern edge of the site which would
need to be maintained but this could also enhance connectivity of the site to both the
village and the countryside.
Officer Comments
5.31 Overall this is considered a good site for new housing development, but the two sites
already identified in Earls Colne provide more community benefit in the form of much
needed publically owned recreation land and are closer to the main areas of shops and
services. Additional development in this area would also lead to more cars using Tey
Road which is not two way for its entire length.

Recommendations
1. To enlarge the area proposed for residential development at EAR1N to ensure
sufficient space for a suitable design which respects the Halstead Road properties
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and to accommodate an extension to the GP Surgery Car Park, subject to
confirmation that this would be acceptable by the Highways Authority.
2. To amend the proposed development boundary at EAR1H, land to the south of
Halstead Road, to exclude the area of informal recreation.
3. To amend the allocation of EAR3H to include residential development of 10 or
more to the southern end of the site and to allocate the northern part of the site as
informal recreation, subject to further discussion with the Historic Buildings
Advisor on the impact of development.
4. To not allocate the new proposed site to the rear of Springtrees for residential
development of 10 or more dwellings.

6. Earls Colne Airfield
6.1 Five comments have been received on Earls Colne Airfield.
6.2 Summary of Representations
• Object to any development which will increase lorries using the B1024
• The B1024 is too narrow and lorries passing each other are damaging the verge.
6.3 Landowner Comments EAR9A/BE
• Support in part the allocation of the land but wish that two changes should be
made.
• To include a larger site area incorporating the area currently marked as ‘Farm’ on
the map which is presently excluded, to ensure a comprehensive development of
the business park can take place.
• That the land be allocated for B1, B2 and B8 which gives the flexibility necessary to
support development
6.4 Landowner Comments EAR5E/13E
• Support the allocation of sites EAR5E/13E
• Have submitted a landscape and visual impact assessment to show that the
development is capable of being screened from wider views where it is not already.
6.5 Highways Agency
The junction of the A120 will need to be upgraded to adequately accommodate large
vehicles before permission is granted to any development, which would result in significant
increase in right turns by HGV's at the junction.
6.6 Essex Wildlife Trust
Concerns about the impact of development on Markshall Woods Local Wildlife Site
(Bra181). A buffer zone, mitigation measures and protected species surveys would be
required to accompany any proposals. A management plan for the woodland should be
secured through planning obligations.
6.7 Parish Council Comments
Members would wish any substantial further development of the Airfield site to include
improvements to the B1024 Coggeshall Road from the Airfield access road to the junction
of the A120. This section of road is subject to safety improvement request currently being
considered by the Braintree District Highways Panel.
Officer Comments
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6.8 Map 26 attached shows the additional area that is requested to be included within site
EAR9A/BE. It is considered that whilst the current residential property is well screened it
would make sense for this area to be included within the business park development
boundary. This will take the boundary of the business park up to the Local Wildlife site
behind, providing a natural barrier to any further expansion. As per the response from
Essex Wildlife Trust mitigation of the impact development on the Local Wildlife Site will
need to be included within future planning applications.
6.9 The concerns of both residents and the Parish Council are noted regarding the HGV
traffic on the B1024 and it is considered that contributions may be sought from the
planning applications on this land for improvements to both the road and its junction with
the A120.
Recommendations
1. To amend the development boundary at Earls Colne Airfield to include the full
area of EAR9A/BE.
2. To amend the allocation of area EAR9A/BE and its extension to B1, B2, B8 uses.
3. To approve the Earls Colne Airfield Inset Map 21

7.1 Following on from the recommendations as set out in this report, Table 5, below, sets
out the proposed revisions to the allocated housing sites and capacities in the Key Service
Villages. Changes are highlighted in bold in the table
Table 5 Proposed Revisions to Allocated Housing Sites and Estimated Capacity
relating to Coggeshall and Earls Colne.
Key Service Village

Site Location

Coggeshall
Coggeshall
Earls Colne

COG12H Cookfield East St
COG20H Walford Way
EAR1H Rear of Halstead
Rd
EAR3H Station Rd
EAR21H Harold Sims House

Earls Colne
Earls Colne
Hatfield Peverel
Hatfield Peverel
Kelvedon
Sible Hedingham
Silver End
Silver End

HAT14H The Vineyards
HAT 17H Sorrells Field
KEL6CD works and garage
off Station Rd
Premdor/Rockways
SIL6RG Crittall Works/
Finishing Company
SIL7H Car park Sheepcotes
Lane

Total

Estimated housing
capacity
12
20 additional
35
40
13 Permission granted Oct
2012
30
40
32 part of a comprehensive
development area
230
80
12
544
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AGENDA
THIS MEETING IS OPEN TO THE PUBLIC (Please note that this meeting will be webcast)
http://www.braintree.gov.uk/meetings

Date: Thursday, 11th April 2013
Time: 6.00pm
Venue: Committee Room 1, Causeway House, Braintree CM7 9HB
Membership:
Councillor D L Bebb

Councillor Lady P Newton

Councillor G Butland

Councillor W D Scattergood

Councillor A V E Everard

Councillor C Siddall

Councillor M C M Lager

Councillor M Thorogood

Councillor J M Money

Councillor R G Walters (Chairman)

Members are requested to attend this meeting, to transact the following business:PUBLIC SESSION
1.

Apologies for Absence

2.

Declarations of Interests. To declare the existence of any interests relating to items on
the Agenda having regard to the Code of Conduct for Members and having taken
appropriate advice (where necessary) before the meeting.

3.

Minutes. To approve as a correct record the Minutes of the meeting of the Local
Development Framework Sub-Committee held on 26th March 2013. (Copy to
follow).

4.

Question Time. (See paragraph on Page ii of the Agenda).

5.

Site Allocations and Development Management Plan Draft - Inset Plans for
HALSTEAD, SIBLE HEDINGHAM, GREAT MAPLESTEAD, SHALFORD,
SHALFORD CHURCH END and PANFIELD. To consider the attached report.
(Page 1) (An Appendix is enclosed for Members of the Sub-Committee only, but it
may be viewed on the Council’s web site)

i

6.

Urgent Business. To consider any matter, which in the opinion of the Chairman,
should be considered in public by reason of special circumstances (to be
specified) as a matter of urgency.

7.

To agree the exclusion of the public and press for the consideration of the
following item for the reasons set out in Part 1 of Schedule 12(A) of the Local
Government Act 1972.
At the time of compiling the Agenda, there were no items for inclusion in this part of the
Agenda.

PRIVATE SESSION
8.

Urgent Business. To consider any matter, which in the opinion of the Chairman, should
be considered in private by reason of special circumstances (to be specified) as a matter of
urgency.
A PEACE
Member Services Manager

The last page of this Agenda is numbered 27.
QUESTION TIME
Immediately after the Minutes of the previous meeting have been approved there will be a period
of up to 30 minutes when members of the public can speak. Members of the public wishing to
speak should contact the Council's Member Services Section on 01376 552525 or e-mail
alison.webb@braintree.gov.uk prior to the meeting. Members of the public can remain to
observe the whole of the public part of the meeting. The Council's "Question Time" leaflet
explains the procedure and copies of this may be obtained at the Council’s offices at Braintree,
Witham (library) and Halstead (library).
Contact Details
If you require any further information please contact Alison Webb on 01376 552525 or e-mail
alison.webb@braintree.gov.uk
Health and Safety
Any persons attending meetings at Causeway House are requested to take a few moments to
familiarise themselves with the nearest available fire exit, indicated by the fire evacuation signs.
In the event of a continuous alarm sounding during the meeting, you must evacuate the building
immediately and follow all instructions provided by a Council officer who will identify him/herself
should the alarm sound. You will be assisted to the nearest designated assembly point until it is
safe to return to the building.
Mobile Phones
Please ensure that your mobile phone is switched off during the meeting.

ii

Webcast Please note that this meeting will be webcast.
Agendas, reports and minutes for all the Council's public meetings can be accessed via the
internet at http://www.braintree.gov.uk/meetings
Braintree District Council welcomes comments from members of the public in order to make its
services as efficient and effective as possible. We would appreciate any suggestions regarding
the usefulness of the paperwork for this meeting, or the conduct of the meeting you have
attended.
Please let us have your comments setting out the following information
Meeting Attended

…………………………………………………….

Date of Meeting

…………………………………………………….

Comments……………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
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Minutes
Local Development
Framework SubCommittee
11th April 2013
Present:
Councillors
D L Bebb
G Butland
A V E Everard
M C M Lager
J M Money
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Present
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

Councillors
Lady Newton
W D Scattergood
C Siddall
M Thorogood
R G Walters

Present
Yes
Yes
Yes
Apologies
Yes

DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST
INFORMATION: The following interest was declared:
Councillor W D Scattergood declared a non-pecuniary interest in Agenda Item 5 – Site
Allocations and Development Management Plan - Inset Plans for Halstead, Sible
Hedingham, Great Maplestead, Shalford, Shalford Church End and Panfield as she
knew some land owners and objectors in respect of sites at Great Maplestead and Sible
Hedingham.
In accordance with the Code of Conduct, Councillor Scattergood remained in the
meeting and took part in the discussion when the matters were considered.
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MINUTES
DECISION: The Minutes of the meeting of the Local Development Framework SubCommittee held on 26th March 2013 were confirmed as a correct record and signed by
the Chairman, subject to paragraph 2 of the Decision relating to Earls Colne contained
in Minute 67 being amended to read as follows (all other paragraphs of the Decision
remain unchanged):Earls Colne
‘2. That the proposed development boundary at EAR1H(N) and (S) - Land to the South
of Halstead Road, Earls Colne be amended to exclude the area of informal recreation
from the development boundary, as shown on Map 23 contained within the Appendix to
the Agenda and entitled ‘Proposed Submission Inset Map Earls Colne West - Earls
Colne and White Colne West – Draft Site Allocation Plan Revised’’.
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QUESTION TIME
INFORMATION: Seventeen statements were made. Details of the people who spoke
at the meeting are contained in the Appendix to these Minutes.
Principally, these Minutes record decisions taken only and, where appropriate, the
reasons for the decisions.
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SITE ALLOCATIONS AND DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT PLAN DRAFT - INSET
PLANS FOR HALSTEAD, SIBLE HEDINGHAM, GREAT MAPLESTEAD, SHALFORD,
SHALFORD CHURCH END AND PANFIELD
(Councillor Hylton Johnson (District Council Ward Councillor for Hedingham and
Maplestead) attended the meeting and spoke on this item and, in particular, site SIB9X,
Sible Hedingham).
(Councillor John Skittrall (Vice-Chairman of Sible Hedingham Parish Council) attended
the meeting and spoke on this item and, in particular, sites SIB9X and SIB10X, Sible
Hedingham).
(Councillor Peter Haylock (Chairman of Great Maplestead Parish Council) attended the
meeting and spoke on this item and, in particular, site GRM5, Great Maplestead).
INFORMATION: Mrs E Dash, Planning Policy Manager, presented a report on the
preparation of the Site Allocations and Development Management Plan and the Draft
Inset Plans to be included within it. The report included proposed Inset Plans for
Halstead, Sible Hedingham, Great Maplestead, Shalford, Shalford Church End and
Panfield.
A Site Allocations and Development Management Plan was required to set out land
allocations and policies, against which future planning applications for development in
the District would be determined over the period to 2026. The Plan had to be in
accordance with the Council’s Core Strategy which set out the overall strategy for future
development in the District and the number of dwellings for which land should be
allocated, details of which were set out in the report.
Public consultation on the draft Site Allocations and Development Management Plan
had taken place between 9th January and 22nd February 2013. The report summarised
the representations which had been received and set out the Officers’ comments on
these, including additional sites which had been proposed. The report recommended
the inclusion of sites within the ‘Submission Draft’ of the Site Allocations and
Development Management Plan which would be published for a six week period. Any
representations submitted during that time would be considered by an Inspector
appointed by the Planning Inspectorate to examine the soundness of the Plan.
DECISION: That, subject to the draft Site Allocations and Development Management
Plan being approved in its entirety by the Council for public consultation:-
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That the Inset Plans and recommendations as set out in the report for the town of
Halstead and the villages of Sible Hedingham, Great Maplestead, Shalford, including
Shalford Church End and Panfield be approved, subject to the recommendations
relating to Halstead, Sible Hedingham and Shalford, including Shalford Church End,
being amended as follows :Halstead
1.

That the proposed Halstead Bypass be deleted from the Proposals Map and from
Policy ADM49 as this is un-funded and therefore undeliverable within the Plan
period.

2.

That the draft Care Home site allocation at HTR3SH - Blamsters, Mount Hill,
Halstead and the reference to it in Policy ADM6 be retained.

3.

That Policy ADM36 - Comprehensive Development Area - Land to the East of the
High Street, Halstead be amended as follows:‘Land East of Halstead High Street between The Centre and Factory Terrace is
allocated as a Comprehensive Development Area for mixed-use development,
which could include residential, retail, B1 employment, open space and
community uses.
A development brief will be required for the whole site prior to redevelopment,
which should address the following issues:Satisfactory vehicular and service access to the site
Satisfactory pedestrian access to the High Street and other adjoining streets
Appropriate provision for shoppers parking of open space
Retention of protected trees and habitat for protected species
Protection of the setting of listed buildings and enhancement of the conservation
area
Retention of at least one air raid shelter
Protection of views into the site, including those from across the valley.’

4.

That the boundary of housing site HTR6H - New Street, Halstead be amended to
exclude the footpath access to the public gardens from New Street from the site
and to designate this footpath access as part of the public gardens informal
recreation.

5.

That the layout of HAS11H - Central Park, Halstead be discussed with the site
promoters to agree the layout of the site, the area of the site to become part of
the river walk, and footpath links from the site.

6.

That the town development boundary along Hedingham Road, Halstead near to
Ashlong Grove be amended so that the boundary follows the road rather than
being set back from the road by about five metres.

7.

That no changes be made to the development boundary for Halstead, and none
of the alternative sites, or new sites proposed for Halstead in representations
and referred to in the report, be allocated.
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Sible Hedingham
1.

That consideration of site SIB9X – Land to the rear of the former Swan Public
House, Swan Street, Sible Hedingham be deferred and Officers requested to
consider and report back to the Sub-Committee on any options which may be
available which could bring about improvements to the building and the
environment on the basis of these being cost neutral with no financial gain.

2.

That site SIB10X - Land at Alderford Maltings, Alderford Street, Sible Hedingham
be not allocated as a residential site of 10 or more dwellings.

3.

That Molly’s Wood, off Hulls Mill Lane, Sible Hedingham be allocated as a
community woodland/orchard.

4.

That land between Swan Street and Grays Hall Meadow, Sible Hedingham be
allocated as visually important open space.

Shalford and Shalford Church End
1.

That consideration of site SHA7HAlt - Land at White Court, Braintree Road,
Shalford Church End be deferred to enable further information to be submitted to
a future meeting of the Sub-Committee on the proposed land use designation for
the site, including the line of the development boundary, and informal recreation
and visually important space allocations.

2.

That the extent of the educational use allocation at Shalford Primary School,
Shalford Church End be amended to include the whole of the school grounds, as
shown on Inset Map No. 51 – Shalford Church End – Revised contained within
the Appendix to the Agenda.

3.

That no alternative sites be allocated in Shalford and Shalford Church End.

4.

That the line of the development boundary between 1 Fox Cottages and
Gables, Shalford Church End be amended to reduce and straighten the
boundary as shown on Map ‘Shalford Church End – Revised v2’ circulated at
the meeting and published on the Council’s web site.

The meeting commenced at 6.00pm and closed at 8.30pm.

Councillor R G Walters
(Chairman)
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APPENDIX
LOCAL DEVELOPMENT FRAMEWORK SUB-COMMITTEE
11TH APRIL 2013
PUBLIC QUESTION TIME
Details of Questions Asked / Statements Made During Public Question Time
1. Statements Relating to Item 5 - Site Allocations and Development Management Plan Inset Plans for Halstead, Sible Hedingham, Great Maplestead, Shalford, Shalford
Church End and Panfield
Halstead
(i)

Statement by Mrs Jane Giffould, 20 Weavers Row, Halstead

(ii)

Statement by Ms Eileen Penn, Halstead 21st Century Group (address not
available)

(iii)

Statement by Mrs Judith Slater, Red House Barn, Morris Green, Sible
Hedingham

(iv)

Statement by Mrs Pauline Hennessey, c/o Mark Jackson Planning, Gateway
House, 19 Great Notley Avenue, Great Notley, Braintree

(v)

Statement by Mr Will Hales, Paul Hales Associates, Goslings Farm, Sheepcotes
Lane, Bradwell

(vi)

Statement by Mr Dave Pleasance, 5 Greenbanks, Halstead

Sible Hedingham
(i)

Statement by Mr Andrew Prill (address not available)

(ii)

Statement by Mr Adrian Buckingham, 2 Gainsford End Road, Toppesfield

(iii)

Statement by Councillor John Skittrall, Vice-Chairman of Sible Hedingham Parish
Council.

(iv)

Statement by Councillor Hylton Johnson, Braintree District Council Ward Member
for Hedingham and Maplestead

Great Maplestead
(i)

Statement by Mr Ian Johnson, Pink Cottage, Purls Hill, Great Maplestead

(ii)

Statement by Mr Martin Elms, Hunters Wood, Church Street, Great Maplestead
i
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(iii)

Statement by Mr David Money, Chairman of Village Design Statement Team,
Catkins, Toldish Hall Road, Great Maplestead

(iv)

Statement by Mr Mark Jackson, Mark Jackson Planning, Gateway House, 19
Great Notley Avenue, Great Notley, Braintree, (Agent)

(v)

Statement by Councillor Peter Haylock, Chairman of Great Maplestead Parish
Council

Shalford and Shalford Church End
Statement by Mrs Jo Mayo, 1 Fox Cottages, Church End, Shalford
Panfield
Statement by Mr Chris Loon, Springfields Planning and Development, 15 Springfields,
Great Dunmow
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Local Development Framework Sub Ctte
11th April 2013
Report on Representations to Draft Site Allocations and Agenda No: 5
Development Management Plan Draft for Consultation
2013 relating to the Main Town of Halstead, the Key
Service Village of Sible Hedingham and the Other
Villages of Great Maplestead, Shalford and Shalford
Church End and Panfield
Corporate Priority:

Report presented by:
Report prepared by:

Securing appropriate infrastructure and housing growth;
protecting our environment; supporting business;
providing green space; promoting safe and healthy living.
Eleanor Dash and Alan Massow
Eleanor Dash, Emma Goodings, Juliet Kirkaldy and Alan
Massow

Background Papers: Braintree District Core Strategy
Public Report: Yes
2011. National Planning Policy Framework.
Braintree District Site Allocations and Development
Management Plan - Draft for Consultation 2013.
Responses to Public Consultation (on line in Planning
Policy Consultation Portal on Braintree Council website
under Planning Policy). Braintree Annual Monitoring Report
2012.
Options: To approve, or not to approve, changes to the
Key Decision: No
Draft Site Allocations and Development Management Plan
set out in this report, or to make further changes to the Draft
Plan.
Executive Summary
This report sets out the context of the Site Allocations and Development Management
Plan (ADM) in terms of housing numbers as set out in the adopted Core Strategy. It also
sets out some specific information in relation to the proposed sites in the key Service
Villages and details the levels of growth that these villages have had in the recent past.
The report then goes on to discuss the representations which have been received on the
town of Halstead and the villages of Sible Hedingham, Great Maplestead, Shalford and
Panfield It sets out a summary of representations, including those from the Town or
Parish Councils and other key stakeholders and officer comments on those
representations. Where additional sites have been proposed in these villages these are
also set out. The report makes recommendations on each area to be included in the
Submission Draft ADM.
There will be a recommendation to Council to approve the draft Site Allocations and
Development Management Plan in its entirety.
Decision:
To approve the inset plans and recommendations as set out in the report for the town of
Halstead and the villages of Sible Hedingham, Great Maplestead, Shalford, including
Shalford Church End and Panfield.
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Purpose of Decision:
To approve allocations to be included in the draft Site Allocations and Development
Management Plan, which will be included in the Submission Draft of the Plan.
Corporate implications
Financial:

Costs of preparing the Site Allocations and Development
Management Plan
Legal:
The Site Allocations and Development Management Plan
cannot be adopted unless it is found to be sound by the
Planning Inspectorate. It will be the basis for future planning
decisions.
Equalities/Diversity
The Council’s policies should take account of equalities and
diversity and will be subject to an equalities impact
assessment.
Customer Impact:
Providing housing, employment, open space and
infrastructure and protecting the countryside and the
environment.
Environment and
Impact on environment of sustainable policies and
Climate Change:
sustainable design of housing.
Consultation/Community Consultation with the public and stakeholders between
Engagement:
10.1.13 and 22.2.13.
Risks:
That the Draft Site Allocations and Development
Management Plan may not be found sound when it is
examined by the Planning Inspector.
Officer Contact:
Designation:
Ext. No.
E-mail:

Emma Goodings
Local Plans Manager
2511
emmgo@braintree.gov.uk

1. Background
1.1 The Council is preparing the Site Allocations and Development Management
Plan (ADM) to set out land allocations and policies, which will be used to determine
future planning applications in the District, over the period to 2026.
1.2 The Council has already prepared a Core Strategy, which sets out the overall
strategy for future development in the District and aims to concentrate future growth
in sustainable locations and to promote the development of previously developed
land and urban regeneration. The Core Strategy sets out the overall numbers of
dwellings for which land should be allocated over the period to 2026 and the Site
Allocations Plan must be in accordance with the Core Strategy.
Table 1 District Housing Provision and Minimum Number of Dwellings Required as at
April 2012
Core Strategy Location

Braintree excluding
Growth Location
Braintree NW Growth

Core Strategy
Minimum Number
of Dwellings
Required
1300

Number of Net
Dwellings
Provided 2009April 2012
555

Number of
Dwellings
Required April
2012- 2026
745

600

0

600

2

Location
(West of Panfield Lane)
Witham excluding Growth
Locations

Witham SW Growth
Location
(North of Hatfield Road)
Witham NE Growth
Location
(Off Forest Rd in Parish
of Rivenhall)
Halstead
Key Service Villages
(Coggeshall, Earls Colne,
Sible Hedingham,
Kelvedon, Hatfield
Peverel and Silver End.)
Other Villages
Total
Source ADM Table 1.

Phased 2018-2026
800

204

496
(Takes account of
+100 at SW growth
location)
600+100=700

600

0
Phased 2017-2026

300

0
Phased 2021-2026

300

300
600

124
99

176
501

300
4800

197
1179

103
3621

Table 2 Sites with Planning Permission as at April 2012 and remaining minimum
number of dwellings to be allocated.
Core Strategy
Location

Number of
dwellings required
2012-26
745

Braintree excluding
growth
location
Braintree NW Growth 600
Location
Witham excluding
496
growth locations
Witham SW growth
700
location
Witham NE growth
300
location
(Parish of Rivenhall)
Halstead
176
Key Service Villages 501
Other Villages
103
Total
3621
Source: Annual Monitoring Report 2012.

Sites with planning
permission April
2012
429

Remaining
minimum dwellings
required
316

0

600

253

243

0

700

0

300

110
88
168
1048

66
413
0
2638

1.3 The Draft Site Allocations Plan allocates the following housing sites, of 10 or
more dwellings, in the Key Service Villages, with an estimated capacity as shown in
the following table (updated to reflect decisions made at LDF Sub Committee 26th
March re Coggeshall and Earls Colne):-
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Table 3 Allocated Housing Sites and Estimated Capacity
Key Service Village

Site Location

Coggeshall
Coggeshall

COG12H Cookfield East St
COG13H Land at Highfields
West Street
COG20H Walford Way
EAR1H Rear of Halstead Rd
EAR3H Station Rd
EAR21H Harold Sims House

Coggeshall
Earls Colne
Earls Colne
Earls Colne
Hatfield Peverel
Hatfield Peverel
Kelvedon

HAT14H The Vineyards
HAT 17H Sorrells Field
KEL6CD works and garage
off Station Rd
Premdor/Rockways
SIL6RG Crittall Works/
Finishing Company
SIL7H Car park Sheepcotes
Lane

Sible Hedingham
Silver End
Silver End

Estimated housing
capacity
12
40
20 additional
35
40
13 Permission granted Oct
2012
30
40
32 part of a comprehensive
development area
230
80
12

Total
Source ADM Appendix 1

1.4 The remaining minimum number of dwellings required to be allocated in the Key
Service Villages, as shown in Table 2 was 413 dwellings. The draft housing
allocations shown in the Consultation Draft of the Plan provided an estimated 527
dwellings. There is no specific housing requirement for each individual key service
village, only a combined minimum of 600 dwellings for all of the key service villages.
1.5 Some of the objections to the plan have objected to the amount of housing being
proposed on the grounds that housing is not required in a particular key service
village because there has been a lot of development there previously. This does not
take account of the need for new housing to meet the needs for new households, or
for affordable housing in those settlements. Table 4 sets out the 2011 Census
population for each key service village and the number of dwellings that have been
previously provided in these villages over different timescales, to provide a context
for the growth now being proposed up to 2026.
Table 4
Settlement

2011 Census
Population

Dwelling
Completions
10 years
2002-12

Dwelling
completions
15 Years
1997-2012

Dwelling
completions
20 years
1992-2012

Coggeshall
Earls Colne
Hatfield Peverel
Kelvedon
Sible
Hedingham
Silver End

4727
3693
4376
3587
3994

87
157
31
59
120

155
169
46
99
173

246
197
94
207
200

3861

91

107

157

4

Feering
Great Yeldham

2035
1844

27
11

43
82

58
147

(Dwelling completions 1986-1992 are gross; from 1992 net figures were used)
Public Consultation

1.6 The public consultation on the draft ADM took place between 9th January and 22nd
February. On the first two days of the consultation site notices were placed at all
residential sites of 10 or more dwellings and on new employment allocations. These
included a map of the proposed site, the date and location of the nearest public exhibition
and details of where to find out more information and how to respond to the consultation.
1.7 The Council also held a series of 12 public exhibitions in the District between the 15th
January and the 7th February, which were located in the Main Towns, Key Services
Villages and Great Yeldham. These were very well attended with a total of around 880
attendees across the 12 exhibitions. An unmanned display was also available at Braintree
and Witham libraries for the duration of the consultation period and at Halstead library
from the 8th to the 22nd of February.
1.8 Several Parish Councils also arranged their own meetings to discuss the proposals for
their areas.

2. Halstead
2.1 Halstead is one of the three main towns in the District.
Consultation Responses about Halstead
2.2 There were about 35 representations concerning Halstead. The objections and
comments that were made in these representations relating to proposed allocations are
set out in this report.
Halstead Bypass
2.3 Essex County Council recommends deletion of the A131 Halstead Bypass on the
Proposals Map and in policy ADM49. They state that it is not likely to be delivered during
the plan period, as it does not accord with the strategic, countywide, or Haven Gateway
priorities identified in the Local Transport Plan 2011, is not in any programme and no
funding source is currently identified, or available.
2.4 ECC officers have stated that ECC intend to formally abandon the route, which is
currently safeguarded and disclosed on land charges property searches. The ECC officer
request for abandonment is intended to be submitted for ECC member approval in May
2013.
2.5 Suffolk County Council has commented that it is important that transport impacts are
properly assessed. There is a need to consider the impact of the proposed Halstead
Bypass on strategic lorry routes through Sudbury. Suffolk County Council is concerned
that this proposed Bypass may encourage lorries travelling to and from Bury St Edmunds
to travel through Sudbury, rather than using the A12 and A14. This would exacerbate
congestion and air quality problems in Sudbury. These matters may not justify a policy
response, but they should be assessed before the County Council can take a view on the
soundness of these policies.
2.6 BDC Planning Policy Officers met Halstead Town Council on 5.3.13 to discuss the
5

representations that had been received on the draft plan. Their comments on issues and
sites are listed in this report. The Town Council support the allocation of a bypass on the
Proposals Map, despite the lack of funding and therefore deliverability for this proposal.
BDC Officer Comments
2.7 Officers have previously advised Members of the LDF Sub Committee that the Council
should not include infrastructure proposals in the Site Allocations Plan, which are not
deliverable. The Plan is not intended to show infrastructure proposals that are considered
to be desirable, but only those that are deliverable. Safeguarding road proposals which
are not deliverable and revealing these in land charge property searches could lead to
blighted properties. The route that is identified on the Proposals Map, is the route that was
put forward by ECC in the 1990's. This route is misleading, as it has not been assessed in
terms of its cost-effectiveness and there has been no detailed route survey undertaken. It
is likely that if a bypass were to be funded in the future, that the route's cost effectiveness
would be assessed at that time and a new route selected. The retention of this route on
the proposals map, with no available funding, is therefore doubly misleading to residents
of Halstead and surrounding villages. Essex County Council officers intend to recommend
that the County Council should formally abandon the route. If the Council does not remove
the bypass from the draft plan, there is likely to be a further objection from ECC to the
bypass being shown in the plan. The Planning Inspector who examines the soundness of
the Site Allocations Plan later this year is likely to recommend that the District Council
removes the bypass from the proposals map as it is undeliverable. Although Officers
recognise the support in Halstead for a bypass, as there is no current funding for the
proposal, officers therefore advise that the bypass should be removed from the draft plan.
Proposed Specialist Housing Allocation HTR 3SH Blamsters Mount Hill Halstead
2.8 This greenfield site of 2.47ha size has been allocated as a site for special needs
housing. It is proposed to develop 8 units for people with learning difficulties and 8 units
for people with a physical /sensory disability or for vulnerable older people supported
living.
2.9 Representations opposing the allocation
Including one from Acorn Avenue Residents Association
 Agricultural land outside envelope.
 Partially farmed due to steepness and unfarmed area is a haven for wildlife.
 Valley- falling from 73 to 51 metres. Drains towards Greenbanks and Monklands
Court. Development could cause surface water flooding- Monklands previously
flooded.
 Development would be overlooked by properties in Acorn Avenue.
 This would extend ribbon of development south of the town.
 Precedent for further urban sprawl into countryside.
2.10 Care Provision Issues raised in representations
 There are several empty care homes in Halstead, including boarded-up site at
Halstead Hospital.
 Attwoods Care Home adjacent has a large empty property with a swimming pool,
which should be brought into use first.
 ECC recently closed one of its specialist housing units and returned its occupants
to the community- indicates need for such specialist housing is declining.
 The Town Council does not support additional specialist care provision at
Blamsters and states that there is a Care Home available at Colchester Road, or
other opportunities in the town, which would avoid concentrating care uses in one
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location.
Many care homes are struggling, if development goes ahead these may be
converted to normal housing.
Council should be certain use is viable.
Isolated from community.
Draft policy states that site must be close to amenities and shops. This is a mile
from shops; difficult walk. No footpath that side of Mount Hill.
Location does not concur with sustainability objectives in Sustainability Appraisal
Figure 1.
Too large a group of specialist housing- almost a village of such accommodation.
Halstead infrastructure and public services are already overloaded.

2.11 Traffic issues
 Access to Mount Hill for development (and construction works) traffic and increase
in traffic on Mount Hill.
 Traffic speeds on Mount Hill; already regular community road speed checks.
 Already night time car engine disturbance from shift- work staff at Blamsters Farm
who park in Acorn Ave. Would also affect other nearby residents.
Representation from ECC Historic Buildings Officer
2.12 Blamsters Farm is a grade II listed building. Curtilage listed farm group.
Objection to any development on site shown on proposals map; it would harm the
farmland character and countryside setting of the listed farmhouse. There may be an
identified need for the proposed facilities in the region, but I do not believe that the need
for these to be located adjacent to the existing facilities has been demonstrated or justified
within the supporting information. Even if the location could be demonstrated as being
vital, I would not support the level or location of the development that has been proposed
on this site, on the grounds that the resultant loss of farmland setting would cause harm to
the significance of the listed building.
Officer Comments
2.13 The representations set out several valid reasons for deleting this draft allocation;
including its greenfield location at some distance from the town centre; the effect on the
setting of a listed building and upon agricultural land and the negative impacts of
concentrating specialist provision and other brownfield specialist care opportunities
elsewhere in the town within the development boundary.
Land East of Halstead High Street HAS 26CD
2.14 This is allocated as a comprehensive development area and policy ADM36 sets out
the need for a development brief, possible uses and the issues affecting the site. The
development of this site for a large retail store has recently been refused and officers
understand that the applicants do not intend to lodge an appeal against the refusal.
2.15 Representations include one from Halstead 21st Century Group.
2.16 The site is not suitable for development for following reasons: Air raid shelters important part of Halstead History regarding Courtaulds Factory
 Impact on conservation area.
 Effect on biodiversity of the site including bats
 Prominent site-wooded hillside, clearly visible, development would not be in
keeping with surroundings
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Development would have serious impact on traffic
Natural springs on the site- surface water run-off problems
Remove housing site- Government guidelines have changed since 2005 when site
was first put forward for development: Government now encouraging greenfield
development, glut of greenfield sites in Halstead, so no need to develop this one.
As so many other areas identified for housing, remove this site.

Alternative uses proposed
 Heritage/History Museum.
 Natural woodland/ reserve area.
 The town generally would favour the rejection of another new supermarket here
and support the creation of new residential properties with new recreational land.
 Site is only suitable for residential or residential/ open space development
Officer Comments
2.17 There is potential to develop this site for mixed uses (eg housing and employment),
rather than one large retail building, and to include some open space which could benefit
the residents of the site and the town centre. It should be developed in such a way to
retain protected trees and habitats and at least one air-raid shelter and to protect the
views of the site and character of the conservation area and settings of listed buildings.
The recent application demonstrated the need to provide suitable vehicular and pedestrian
access. A revised development brief will be essential to deliver these requirements and
incorporate the revised car parking standards. Revised wording for policy ADM36 based
upon these requirements is set out in the recommendations at the end of this report on
Halstead. It will not be necessary to alter the site allocation which is for a comprehensive
development area.
Hunwick Engineering Factory Lane West / Kings Road HAS9HAlt
2.18 This site (the Harrison Works) is allocated as an employment site in the draft Site
Allocations Plan.
The promoter of this site states that it should be allocated for housing for the following
reasons: Other housing sites in Halstead would only provide 176 dwellings for 2012 to 2026,
which is inadequate to maintain a vibrant community.
 Majority of housing allocations are on eastern fringe of the town, on predominantly
existing commercial land and where residents would be more inclined to use cars to
access town centre. Hunwick is 1.28 km from the town centre.
 The Hunwick Engineering Foundry will shortly re-locate its business to a modern
premises on Gosfield Airfield where planning consent has been granted to a new
industrial building (Consent 11/01485/FUL). The site has been recognised as an
employment area GOS1/6E.
 The Harrison Works site will shortly become a redundant factory site. The buildings
are no longer suitable for modern day working practices having been built from
1911 onwards. Their re-use as a similar large commercial site is unlikely, as access
to the site is prohibitive for any type of heavy goods vehicle.
 Redevelopment to residential would improve the living standards of adjoining
residents by removal of the incongruous heavy industrial use.
 It would also offer the opportunity to implement a complete one-way traffic system
resolving the problem of Factory Lane West being too narrow for two vehicles to
safely pass and further provide the fire brigade with a clear exit along Kings Road.
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2.19 The Town Council support the retention of Hunwicks for employment- with part of the
site to be used to widen the adjoining road/s if possible.
Officer Comment
2.20 The Hunwick site is situated in an area at risk of flooding and is therefore unsuitable
for residential development. It is also adjacent to other industrial uses located along
Factory Lane West/Kings Road, which could cause disturbance to residents if Hunwick
were developed for housing. Although it might not be suitable for further employment
uses, which require large delivery lorries, it could be used for light industrial uses, or
there could be potential to widen the road/s as part of the redevelopment of the site
following the relocation of Hunwick. The Council has an employment target set out in the
Core Strategy and needs to provide further employment as well as housing in Halstead
to provide sustainable development. Officers are therefore not recommending any
change to the current employment designation for this site.
HTR6H Former Senior Citizens Premises New Street
2.21 This is proposed in the draft plan as a housing site for approximately 10 dwellings.
Objections to allocation: Concerned that the proposed site includes the public path access to the park and
an area of the park itself.


New Street itself is a very narrow road consisting of mainly terraced housing with
no off- street parking and any further residential development would have a large
detrimental impact on an already overcrowded road.



The land should remain as recreational/community use of some kind.
Suggestion that it is premature to proceed with housing plans at New Street as the
land east of the High Street (the rejected Tesco site) has the potential to allow the
integration for dwellings with easy town centre access, whilst also rejuvenating
and renovating, the park land there - together with the air raid shelters. However it
was reassuring to be told that should the New Street site be progressed it would
be done so in an appropriately sensitive manner i.e. by preserving the trees and
the railings in light of its proximity to the park and the conservation area and the
return of the New Street site to the park land (as it was originally). The Halstead
Gardens, together with the work carried out by Halstead in Bloom, set Halstead
apart from other similarly sized towns and this is an ideal opportunity to build on
the good work that has already been done.

Officer Comment
2.22 The access to the public gardens from New Street adjacent to the former Senior
Citizens Centre (shown on the photograph in the Appendix) will be retained and should
therefore be excluded from the site boundary of the re-development of the Senior
Citizens Site. The Council is retaining the area north of the former Senior Citizens Centre
as recreation land.
HAS11HCentral Park, Colchester Road
2.23 This site is allocated for housing in the Draft Site Allocations Plan.
The Town Council noted the viability review comments on Central Park employment site
and continue to support the allocation of Central Park for housing, together with open
space on part of the site to form part of the River Walk.
Officer Comment
2.24 The site promoters would like to discuss the layout of the site and pedestrian linkages
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to it with planning officers. Officers need to identify the detailed boundary of the site
adjacent to the River Colne and where the site will join to the River Walk and other
footpath links required. This will clarify how much of the open space requirement for the
site is provided as an extension to the River Walk.
Visually Important Space (VIS) designation at Windmill Road, Halstead
2.25 Objection from Greenfields Community Housing stating that they would like to
provide affordable housing on part of the VIS. This will be considered together with all the
other Greenfield CH objections to VIS at a later meeting, after these objections have been
discussed with BDC housing officers.
Old Wood Yard Site, Fenn Road HAS7H and Fenn Road Depot HAS28H
2.26 These sites are allocated for housing in the draft Site Allocations Plan.
 Objection to both allocated housing sites from promoter of development of Hunwick
Engineering site, Factory Lane West /Kings Road.
 On- street parking in Fenn Road causes congestion and disruption to bus route.
Fenn Road depot provides much needed employment.
 These adjoin the largest business area in Halstead (Bluebridge Employment Area)
which could cause nuisance from noise, disturbance and pollution.
 Objection to HAS7T from promoter of Alternative site HAS25HAlt Cherry Tree
Close.
Officer Comments
2.27 The development of these sites will not lead to further on-street parking on Fenn
Road. They do not directly adjoin the Bluebridge employment area. The Council has
already identified an extension to the north of Bluebridge employment area which will
provide additional employment if Fenn Road depot closes in the future.
Alternative Site Proposals
2.28 These are identified on the Proposals Map as alternative sites outlined in red and are
not currently being proposed as site allocations. Comments have been submitted on these
alternatives, as part of the public consultation.
2.29 Concerns of Essex Wildlife Trust about HAS15HAlt (north of Ashlong Grove)
and HAS5HAlt (north of Churchill Avenue)
HAS15HAlt- Close proximity to Howe Meadow Local Wildlife Site.
HAS5HAlt- Proximity to Ramsey School Star Stile Mosaic Wildlife Site
Both developments would need a buffer zone, mitigation measures, and protected species
surveys to protect the Local Wildlife Sites.
Essex Wildlife Trust Objections to HAS8HAlt (Sloe Hill) and HTR7DAlt (Chapel Hill)
These are Local Wildlife Sites: Sloe Cottage Meadow and Chapel Hill Meadow. Objection
sets out details of wildlife species and reasons for protection of biodiversity.
Officer Comment
2.30 It is not proposed to allocate these alternative sites.
Representations concerning HTR1HAlt Mount Hill
2.31 This alternative site on the south side of Halstead is being proposed for housing.
 Supporting the draft plan and objecting to this alternative site.
 This agricultural land is off Mount Hill to the west and abuts Greenbanks on the
north. Housing on this site would create unacceptable overlooking for those
houses to the north of the site.
 Surface water problems which affect existing properties would be exacerbated.
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Flooding of properties downstream (Greenbanks and Monklands Court) would be
inevitable.
Access for a substantial number of vehicles would be impractical. Minor accidents
are frequent (recorded and unrecorded) and there has been one fatality in recent
years.
This proposed development site would also create a ribbon of development and
further urban sprawl impacting on the Conservation Area.
Existing and proposed infrastructure could not cope with the extra housing from a
site of this size.

Officer Comments
2.32 It is not proposed to allocate this alternative site.
HAS7H The Old Wood Yard site Fenn Road / Brook Street.
2.33 Site HAS7H has been allocated in the Draft Plan, which could provide approximately
30 dwellings.
2.43 The site promoter is objecting to the draft plan because it does not include the whole
of a larger site in their control, which would extend the site further to the east along Brook
Street. (Please see plan in Appendix).
They state that the site is a gap to the otherwise contained town edge and the whole of the
site could be allocated as originally proposed by them, without setting a precedent for
unsympathetic encroachment elsewhere.
In design terms, we believe it would create a more positive boundary to the settlement that
is sympathetic to the rural edge than the development of the western part of the site alone.
In addition, the development of the whole site could contribute to other community
benefits, including road improvements, affordable provision and the opportunity for a
community self- build scheme.
2.35 The Development Boundary to the north west of Third Way (ADM15) should be
redrawn to include the remaining land at Bluebridge Industrial Estate and then this land
should be identified as structural landscaping.
2.36 The Town Council did not support a larger site (estimated 45 dwellings) at the old
Wood Yard site Fenn Road.
Officer Comment
2.37 The current draft development boundary forms a logical line between the rear of the
Fenn Road depot to Brook Street. The area of the old wood yard site that has been
allocated on Brook Street Is opposite existing housing on the northern side of Brook
Street. Officers consider that the larger alternative site that is being proposed would not be
appropriate as it would extend development along the southern side of Brook Street into
the countryside.
HAS2HAlt West of Sloe Hill
2.38 The site comprises a 0.10 hectare plot of garden land situated on the south side of
Sloe Hill between the edge of the current Development Boundary and a ribbon of
established development to the immediate west. The Council agreed on 1.3.12 to include
part of the site within the development boundary, opposite the boundary on the other side
of the road, which was in line with the Town Council’s view.
2.39 These representations seek the inclusion of the whole of the site as originally
requested. (Please see plan of original site in Appendix). The site promoters state that it
appears that little consideration has been given to established and tight knit ribbon
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development to the immediate east. Nos. 29-37 Sloe Hill to the west of HAS2HALT
clearly forms part of the built- up area of the Town (as shown in the photograph in the
Appendix) and therefore warrant recognition within the Plan.
2.40 Furthermore, as indicated in their second photograph in the Appendix, the current
draft extension to the development boundary includes the majority of site HAS2HAlt and
would leave only a small gap between the defined edge of the settlement and the
established ribbon (approximately 25.0m to the west elevation of No 29). The site
promoters dispute that excluding this area of land from the Development Boundary would
retain any meaningful 'green area' on the edge of the Town as views from the public
domain are limited due established trees, telegraph poles and electricity infrastructure in
the foreground and the built form of NO 29. in the background.
2.41 The release of land as proposed would provide a new site for a limited housing
development that is well related to existing services and facilities in Halstead. The site
has good defensible boundaries and is within the 30.0mph speed limit which generally
denotes the extent of residential areas.
2.42 Current economic constraints on brownfield opportunities in the centre of Town
should be supported by a limited pool of smaller sites to ensure choice and competition
in the market for land, and to enable the Plan to respond positively to rapid change.
Officer Comments
2.43 The Council has already agreed to include part of this site within the development
boundary, taking a logical boundary opposite the development on the other side of the
road. This was in accordance with the Town Council’s views. The location of the 30mph
speed limit is irrelevant in planning terms. Officers do not consider that this site west of
Sloe Hill should be extended. The Council has identified both brownfield and greenfield
sites within Halstead in the draft plan, which will ensure that housing land is available for
development in the town.
HAS30HAlt Land fronting Wash Farm, Hedingham Road, Halstead
2.44 Land outside but adjoining the Town Development Boundary. The site forms part of
the former Wash Farm, which now comprises a courtyard of converted residential
buildings adjacent to the original farm house. A large two-storey house was also
constructed in 1984 on land directly behind Site HAS30HAlt .
2.45 The objection states that the Council’s current site allocation process in respect of
housing does not enable a review of Town Development Boundaries and Village
Envelopes unless for housing development of 10 units and above. As such, the process
discounts small sites, which could be developed with less than 10 dwellings.
Officer Comments
2.46 Although only sites large enough for 10 or more dwellings are specifically allocated
on the draft plan, the development boundaries for towns and villages have been and can
be amended to permit the development of smaller sites. The process does not therefore
exclude smaller sites from development.
2.47 The site promoter proposes to develop only part of the site towards the rear with a
single dwelling, or a semi-detached pair. The proposal would not diminish the area
between the development of Wash Farm and the housing in Ashlong Grove. The
officer report to the LDF Panel on 1 March 2012 assessed site HAS 30 as follows:
‘This site is situated to the front of Wash Farm in Hedingham Road; it is a small site
which could accommodate one dwelling. However, the site contains a number of trees
and the majority of the site is identified as a Tree Preservation Order Group, it is also
immediately adjacent to the Conservation Area. Given these constraints it is considered
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that development of this site would be detrimental to the character and appearance of
the surrounding area. Officers therefore agree with the views of the Town Council and
object to the allocation of this site’.
[NB -the Town Council view was: “object to the site as it is currently an attractive part of
the town”].
2.48 The objector states that the photographs attached in the appendix show that the site
does not have the verdant appearance indicated in the LDF Panel report. The Tree
Preservation Order ref. 20/88/TPO does not encompass “the majority of the site”, but
only around one third adjacent to the roadside. Although the site is currently devoid of
buildings, the site promoter states that there is documentary evidence of terraced
housing on the site.
2.49 The National Planning Policy Framework includes within its definition of Previously
Developed Land, “Land which is or was occupied by a permanent structure, including the
curtilage of the developed land”. In this context, rather than considering this as an open
site within the countryside, the site is more accurately previously developed land.
2.50 In conclusion, this small-scale development would be a logical infill between the
existing properties fronting Hedingham Road and Wash Farm, and the site is sufficient in
area to ensure that the tree line at the front of the site would be undisturbed. A slight
alteration to the development boundary to include this site would not have any adverse
impact, but would provide a beneficial use for this previously developed land.
Officer Comments
2.51 Officers views on this site are that the development boundary should not be
extended; taking into account the tree preservation order and adjacent conservation
area. The fact that there were previous buildings on this site, which have been
demolished, does not override these objections to development here.
2.52 This objection notes that the current development boundary along Hedingham Road
does not follow the line of the road, but is set back about 5 metres from the road. This is
an error as the boundary should follow the road.
HAS25HAlt Cherry Tree Close, Halstead
2.53 This land is outside and adjacent to the town development boundary and is currently
agricultural land.
2.54 An objection to the draft plan states that it allocates too much land in villages, which
are in the least sustainable locations in Braintree District for development. The site at
Cherry Tree Close is a natural extension to the existing residential development across
the street to the west and to the south. It is well-contained and should be allocated for
housing.
2.55 The HAS25 Site Specific Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment concluded that
the site is not visible in the wider landscape due to topography and strong eastern
vegetation at the top of the ridge. Residential development of the site would not affect the
visually sensitive open nature of the countryside to the east.
2.56 The site’s previous rejection as a housing allocation was based on a broad brush
analysis of the wider area surrounding this small site and failed to take into account the
minimal landscape impact that residential development of this site would actually have.
2.57 Site HAS25 which is well contained is in a better location for development than site
HAS7 to the east of Fenn Road, which is in open countryside and highly visible in the local
landscape. The allocation of HAS7 makes no sense when a better alternative is available.
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Officer Comments
2.58 An aerial photograph of this site is shown in the appendix which demonstrates that
the inclusion of this site would not be appropriate beyond the existing logical boundary
along Cherry Tree Close.
New Site Proposals
Halstead Sorting Office
2.59 Representation from Royal Mail
Whilst there are no plans to close or relocate the Halstead Delivery office (46 High Street),
Royal Mail seeks to improve business efficiency and would like delivery office to be
identified as suitable for potential redevelopment. Surrounded by retail and residential
uses. Objection to fact that it is not allocated for residential uses.
Officer Comments
2.60 This site lies within the town centre boundary and conservation area and part of the
site is within the primary shopping area. It is not specifically allocated for any uses and is
not large enough to be allocated for a residential site of 10 or more dwellings. If the
delivery office relocated in the future this site could be considered for alternative uses
including retail, residential or office uses without the need for a specific site allocation.
Proposed Allocation SE of Halstead 14.5 ha up to line of proposed Bypass
2.61 The draft East of England Plan identified a dwelling target of 6,600 for Braintree
District between 2011-2031 (330 dws per year). The Site Allocations and Development
Management Plan should align its figures with this plan, which only covers a period 5
years later. This higher number of houses could be apportioned around major towns in
District, particularly Halstead increasing Halstead allocation from 300 to 600. Include land
se of Halstead up to line of the proposed bypass (shown in Appendix).
Officer Comments
2.62 The Council has already identified sites for 280 dwellings in Halstead in the draft Site
Allocations Plan, which provides for the requirements set out in the Core Strategy. The
proposed large new sites to the south of Halstead up to the line of the bypass are not
required and would have a detrimental impact upon the countryside, agricultural land and
landscape setting of the town.
Field to the west of Hedingham Road opposite Homes of Rest.
2.63 Site promoter proposes this land should be included within the development
boundary and allocated for housing. (It is situated between the allotments and number 81
Hedingham Road.) The land is currently farmed, but its use is compromised by the fact
that the fields beyond the site lie within the flood plain. As such, the farmland is designated
Grade 3. The site would represent a sustainable location for further residential
development along Hedingham Road and form a logical extension of the existing road
frontage development.
Officer Comments
2.64 This would be an inappropriate extension to the development boundary on the
western side of Hedingham Road which has an open aspect adjacent to the allotments at
present.
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Recommendations
1. To delete the proposed Halstead Bypass from the Proposals Map and Policy
ADM 49, as this is unfunded and therefore undeliverable within the plan
period.
2. To remove the draft Care Home site allocation at Blamsters, Mount Hill, and
reference to this site in policy ADM6, to avoid the concentration of this type
of care on a greenfield site at some distance from the town centre.
3. To amend policy ADM36 Comprehensive Development Area-Land to the East
of the High Street, Halstead as follows:‘Land east of Halstead High Street, between The Centre and Factory Terrace,
is allocated as a Comprehensive Development Area for mixed-use
development, which could include residential, retail, B1 employment , open
space and community uses.
A development brief will be required for the whole site prior to
redevelopment, which should address the following issues:Satisfactory vehicular and service access to the site
Satisfactory pedestrian access to the High Street and other adjoining streets
Appropriate provision for shoppers parking of open space
Retention of protected trees and habitat for protected species
Protection of the setting of listed buildings and enhancement of the
conservation area
Retention of at least one air raid shelter
Protection of views into the site, including those from across the valley.’
4. To amend the boundary of housing site HTR6H New Street, Halstead to
exclude the footpath access to the public gardens from New Street from the
site and to designate this footpath access as part of the public gardens
informal recreation.
5. To discuss the layout of HAS11H Central Park with the site promoters to
agree the layout of the site; the area of the site to become part of the river
walk and footpath links from the site.
6. To amend the town development boundary along Hedingham Road,
Halstead near Ashlong Grove, so that the boundary follows the road, rather
than being set back from the road by about 5 metres.
7. To not amend the development boundary nor allocate any of the alternative
sites, or new sites proposed in representations in this report at Halstead.

3. Sible Hedingham
3.1 Sible Hedingham is a Key Service Village
5 representations have been received on Sible Hedingham
3.2 The former Premdor and Rockways Premises SIB2H/SIB2E
These sites are the subject of an approved Masterplan and the Inset Map shows the site
for residential development, specialist housing, visually important open space and
Business uses/community uses as per the Masterplan. An application has been submitted
for the Premdor part of the site and is currently awaiting determination.
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3.3 Coopers Yard off Swan Street, SIB7H
The site is in the development boundary and allocated as a residential site for 10 or more
dwellings. Planning permission was granted in 2011 11/000650/FUL for 12 dwellings.
3.4 Summary of representations received.
 The delivery of the Premdor site will take time and therefore more housing sites
should be proposed in the village
 Land near the vicarage, Prayors Hill should be allocated for open space, church car
park and housing.
 There is no reasonable prospect of the Tanner’s Dairy site coming forward for
employment and should be released for housing
 The Tanner’s Dairy site should be included within the development boundary and
allocated for residential use to ensure its regeneration
3.5 Parish Council views
 The existing village envelope should remain unchanged from previous LPR inset
map and residential development outside of the envelope should not be allowed;
 SHPC supports mixed use developments on SIB2A and SIB2B
(Premdor/Rockways),
 Therefore SHPC does not support alternative housing sites SIB1 (off Queen
Street); SIB4 (adjacent to 14 Swan Street); SIB5 (top of Hull’s Mill Lane); SIB6
(Prayors Hill) or any others;
 the former Tanner’s Dairy site should be allocated to B1 Business Use and Leisure
use only to help compensate for loss of previous employment here and on
Premdor;
 SHPC supports allocation of land at Brook Meadow for open space, but
recognises that redesignation may be necessary if there is a community need for
further parking;
 We should also like land on both sides of the road at corner of
Parkfield/Alexandra Road and the area around the substation allocated as open
space;
 In addition, Molly’s Wood, off Hull’s Mill Lane is a private open space which is
intended for permissive community use and should be allocated as a Community
Woodland and Community Orchard;
 Also, land at Oxford Meadow, given its long history of use as public open space
should be formally designated as such;
 significant infrastructure improvements in the village would be necessary to
accommodate further housing, this must include, but is not limited to, improvements
to public transport, roads, traffic management, education, retail and leisure facilities;
 for the avoidance of doubt, SHPC wishes to reserve the right to object to any
development which it considers unsuitable, even on unallocated sites.
3.6 Anglian Water
The proposed sites score Amber in the Anglian Water RAG rating due to the Waste Water
Treatment works capacity. However it is noted that the Premdor developer is liaising with
Anglian Water and a foul drainage strategy has been provided.
Officer Comments
3.7 There have been no objections received to either of the sites proposed in Sible
Hedingham, one of which has an existing planning permission and one which partly has a
planning permission being considered at present. Agree with the Parish Council that the
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other sites which have been proposed in Sible Hedingham are not appropriate.
3.8 The representations raised by the Tanner’s Dairy owners about the delivery of the site
for leisure or employment uses are noted but it is not considered that the site is suitable
for residential development due to its location, quite isolated from the development
boundary of the village. The plan period is up to 2026 and it is considered that there will be
opportunities for redevelopment of this site during that period.
3.9 The Parish Council has requested that Mollys Wood be allocated as a Community
Orchard/Community Woodland. This site is situated some distance from the village in the
countryside and already benefits from the countryside protection. However if the Parish
Council wish to the land to be allocated, this can be done. The woodland is not on the
area covered by the Inset Map for Sible Hedingham and so will be shown on the wider
Proposals Map. It will also need to be listed in policy ADM44 Community Orchards and
Community Woodlands. A map of the proposed area will be distributed at the meeting.
3.10 The Parish Council would also like to see the land on the eastern side of the
Parkfield/Alexandra Road junction to be allocated as Visually Important Open Space and
the land at Oxford Meadow to be allocated as informal recreation. Greenfields Community
Housing are proposing to redevelop their property Park Court on Parkfield in the future
which could include the open space and they presently have a planning application waiting
determination on land at Oxford Meadow. However it is proposed to protect the corridor of
open space from Swan Street to the Grays Hall Meadow as visually important open space
as shown in the appendix.

New sites submitted for consideration in Sible Hedingham
Land to the rear of the former Swan Public House, Swan Street SIB9X
(see appendix for map)
3.11 The landowner has submitted the site which benefited from planning permission in
1995 for a motel consisting of 12 chalets/bungalows, linked to the Swan Public house,
which he now wishes to be included within the development boundary in order that it can
be developed for housing. A previous planning application on this land has been
withdrawn. A planning application for the conversion of the former Swan Public House to
two residential properties is currently awaiting determination.
3.12 The site borders the Conservation Area and both the former Public House at the front
of the site and neighbouring properties are grade II listed. A narrow access point to the
land is available directly adjacent to the former Public House on to Swan Street.
3.13 The amendment to the development boundary measures approximately 0.38ha and
may be able to accommodate approximately 4 or 5 new dwellings, depending on the
scheme proposed.
Parish Council Views
3.14 SIB9X (land at the rear of the former Swan PH) and SIB10X (land at the rear of
Alderford Maltings) are both opposed. The reasons in connection with both sites are the
same namely they are outside the Village Envelope, in a Conservation Area and near
Listed Buildings.
Officer Comments
3.15 This part of the village narrows to frontage only development and the development
here would represent backland development which would unlikely to be seen from Swan
Street as the former public house fills the frontage of the site, apart from a narrow
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driveway access to the north of the former public house. There are also 2 listed
outbuildings to the rear of the public house which would need to be preserved and
negotiated past by vehicles. It is noted however that there is a similar backland cul-de-sac
development directly to the north of this site.
3.16 Whilst it is possible that an appropriate design for the site could be set out to ensure
the setting of the listed buildings were not compromised, it is not considered that the land
requires particular regeneration and Sible Hedingham already has the largest residential
allocation of all the Key Service Villages, as such the development boundary in this
location should not be changed.
Land at Alderford Maltings, Alderford Street, SIB10X
(see appendix for map)
3.17 The site wraps around and behind the cottages known as Alderford Maltings which
are accessed via a bridge over a ditch from Alderford Street. The plan submitted by the
developer proposes a total of 26 new dwellings on the site, including 8 affordable units of
a mix of sizes. The land is 1.6ha.
3.18 The site is partially located in the Conservation Area and is quite heavily vegetated at
present. The developer has submitted a landscape assessment and details of how
suitable access can be achieved to the site as part of their submission. The cottages at
Alderford Maltings and the properties fronting both Swan Street and Alderford Street in
this location are all grade 2 listed.
3.19 The Parish Councils views are as set out above.
Officer Views
3.20 The site is located on the edge of the village where it is mostly frontage development
on the main road. The site has a number of constraints, including the large number of
listed buildings bordering the site, its position partly in the Conservation Area and the
number of trees on the site (those of which in the Conservation Area are protected). Sible
Hedingham has the largest residential allocation of any of the Key Service Villages and as
such it is not considered that the site should be allocated for residential development.
Recommendations
1. To not include site SIB9X land to the rear of the former Swan Public House in
the development boundary for Sible Hedingham.
2. To not allocate SIB10X land at Alderford Maltings, Aldreford Street as a
residential site of 10 or more dwellings.
3. To allocate Molly’s Wood as a community woodland/orchard
4. To allocate as visually important open space land between Swan Street and
Grays Hall Meadow

4. Great Maplestead
4.1 The draft Site Allocations and Development Management Plan for Great Maplestead
identifies the existing area of formal recreation (off Monks Lodge Road) and amends the
development boundary to include land adjacent to Treeways (GRM 5), off Church Street.
4.2 We have received around 30 representations concerning Great Maplestead.
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GRM 5 – Treeways, Church Street
4.3 Summary of objection representations
 Development of this site would allow backfill development in a garden in the
countryside.
 Strongly object to new buildings on this site other than rebuild of Treeways
following fire damage.
 Village Design Statement consultation concluded that 79% of respondents
rejected inclusion of GRM5 within the development boundary and 21%
supported it.
 Great Maplestead is not a sustainable location for development. There is poor
infrastructure, road access, transport connections, no mains drainage and poor
internet service.
 The owners wishes to re orientate her rebuild conflicts with ADM11 (draft policy)
which states it should be positioned on or near to the original footprint. There is
sufficient capacity within the current envelope to allow for rebuilding of the
property on this site.
 There is nothing in policy which encourages extension of the village envelope
because of an odd shape.
 Great Maplestead is not a Key Service Village.
 Inclusion within the village envelope should be considered in conjunction with
the owner’s current planning application 13/00067/FUL (for a temporary
caravan) together this would create a huge potential development. These two
proposals are linked.
 Inclusion of this site within the village envelope will set a precedent as many of
the gardens in Church Street are outside the village envelope.
 The access to the site off Church Road is inadequate.
 The existing village envelope is this shape for a good reason to restrict backfill
development.
 For many years this has been open land, not built upon and adjoining farmland.
 In 1991, land south of GRM 5 was developed. Pressure from Great Maplestead
was such that the village envelope was redesigned to its present shape to
prevent further building or backfill.
 Great Maplestead is an ‘other village’. There is already an oversupply of 213
dwellings to meet the target for ‘other villages’.
4.4 Summary of support representations (these have been submitted by the agent
for GRM 5, Treeways)
 The request for realignment of the village envelope is based on logical inclusion
of a long established garden of the residential property Treeways.
 The Parish Councils assertion that there should be no new sites for housing in
the village does not accord with the Village Design Statement questionnaire.
 The National Planning Policy Framework advocates promotion of sustainable
development in rural areas, housing should be located where it will enhance or
maintain vitality of rural communities.
 Great Maplestead has a village hall/primary school and modest community
facilities.
 It would be in accordance with the framework to allow a small number of
additional dwellings in the village over the remaining plan period and that
Treeways GRM5 is capable of accommodating one or two new houses without
adverse impact upon the surrounding area.
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In response to the Village Design Statement questionnaire, the majority of
residents expressed a desire that there be more housing in the village. Of the
234 who provided a view, 182 residents answered that the village could
accommodate new housing.
Of all the sites put forward by proposers to the Council for consideration,
Treeways is the most logical in planning terms.
Proposal fully accords with recently adopted and up to date development plan
and that the proposal to realign the village envelope is entirely reasonable.
Rural housing can enhance and maintain the vitality of rural communities and
this proposal would provide that positive contribution to the village of Great
Maplestead and support the Councils overall housing delivery requirement.

4.5 Parish Council representations
 GRM5H, Treeways was included in the draft plan by the LDF Sub Committee
contrary to the decision of the Parish Council.
 The Parish Council sought public opinion on the proposition GRM1Halt (Long
Fen)/GRM5H (Treeways) through the parishioner questionnaire on the Village
Design Statement (VDS). A total of 250 respondents to the questionnaire.
GRM5 Treeways – 190 (79.8%) parishioners voted against proposed extension
to the village envelope, 48 (20.2%) voted in favour of proposed extension to
village envelope, 12 respondents declined to answer.
 Additionally, within the VDS parishioner questionnaire, parishioners were asked
to indicate their agreement/disagreement to the statement “The village envelope
should be retained within it’s current boundary.” The response was as follows: 189 Agreed (of which 141 Strongly Agreed); 38 Disagreed (9 Strongly
Disagreed), 23 did not respond.
 In the draft plan under Section 3.12 “…BDC has more than met it’s housing
supply target in recent years….” and Table 2 in Section 3 Housing, which
suggests that under the current proposals the housing stock for Other Villages
and Countryside will exceed target for 2012-2026 by 213 dwellings, it is difficult
to understand why the LDF Panel would wish to pursue any extension of the
village envelope in Great Maplestead for further development. As previously
advised Great Maplestead has contributed 7 dwellings since 2009 to the
housing stock, 4 since 2010.
 The Parish Council, after consulting with parishioners, reject the applications for
extension of the village envelope at all proposed sites including GRM5H. We
ask that the proposed extension at GRM5H currently included within the Site
Allocations Development Management Plan is removed, and that BDC respect
this decision as a well informed consensus opinion of parishioners and the
Parish Council.
Officer Comments
4.6 At the Local Development Framework Sub Committee held on 22 nd February 2012
Members agreed, ‘that the whole of site GRM5 – land adjacent to Treeways, Church
Street, Great Maplestead be included within the development boundary by the realignment of the village envelope’ contrary to officer recommendations which raised
concerns that it would be an unsustainable development as it lacked key facilities such
as a grocery store, doctors surgery.
4.7 Development boundaries are periodically reviewed to determine if they should be
amended, for example, to accommodate additional development to meet housing
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requirements. The development boundaries are being reviewed as part of the Site
Allocations and Development Management Plan process. Great Maplestead is
identified in the adopted Core Strategy as an ‘other village’. The Core Strategy
identifies a minimum of 300 dwellings between 2009 and 2026. 197 dwellings were
provided between 2009 – April 2012. Therefore, the number of dwellings required
between 2012 – 2026 is 103 dwellings. The amendment of the village envelope to
include GRM 5 (Treeways) would provide a small contribution towards meeting this
requirement up to 2026.
4.8 As can be seen from the aerial photo the amendment of the village envelope to
include GRM 5 (Treeways) would provide a continuation of the ‘hard’ boundary, which
has been created from the existing dwellings adjacent (most recently those at St Giles
Close) yet clearly defining the separation of the village from the surrounding
agricultural fields.
4.9 The entirety of some back gardens along Church Street have been deliberately
excluded from the development boundary to prevent inappropriate backland
development which would be out of keeping with the character and structure of the
village. However on both sides of the proposed extension to the development
boundary at GRM5, backland development is already present in the form of Treeways
itself and St Giles Close.
4.10 The agent’s representation to the consultation states that, ‘Treeways GRM5 is
capable of accommodating one or two new houses without adverse impact upon the
surrounding area.’ Officers consider that this is unlikely to place significant pressure
on existing services (such as the school) or cause an increase in traffic on local roads.
However, it should be noted that if the envelope were to be amended the actual
amount of dwellings to be provided would be determined at a planning application
stage and would need to comply with the adopted planning policies, relating to design,
highway access, impact on amenity, garden provision, parking provision etc.
4.11 The planning application 13/00067/FUL, ‘for temporary siting of a caravan’ which
has been referred to by objectors, has been withdrawn at the time of writing this report.
Alternative sites
4.12 Summary of objection representations to alternatives
 Support LDF Sub Committee decision to eliminate sites GRM1/2/3/4.
 There is a lack of shops/services/narrow lanes without pavements or wide
verges in the village. Additional traffic movement is not sustainable and will
exacerbate problems.
4.13 Summary of objection representations for site GRM1HAlt
 This site is not suitable for development it will generate more traffic in the area
especially along the narrow Toldishall Hall Road which is only suitable for one
way traffic at present.
 85% of respondents to the Village Design Statement consultation said that the
village envelope should not be extended at Long Fen.
4.14 Summary of support representations for site GRM1HAlt
 Only one single level residence, high quality design, built to include eco and
passivhaus standard.
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The site is on a bus route and is within walking distance to all village amenities i.e. village hall, primary school, church

4.15 Summary of objection representations for site GRM4HAlt
 Due to the topography of the land the site is highly visible from surrounding
lanes and open countryside.
 The site is ¼ mile north of Great Maplestead village envelope.
 There is a lack of services and facilities and a limited bus service.
 This is a Greenfield site in the open countryside.
Officer Comments
4.16 GRM 2, GRM 3, GRM 4 – These 3 sites do not adjoin the existing development
boundary. It would therefore be impossible to include these sites within the village
envelope without allowing large areas of land for infill. Although sites GRM 2/GRM 4 are
located within a small cluster of dwellings, a village envelope here could not be justified
here. GRM 2/GRM 3/GRM 4 are situated some walking distance from the village, where
the primary school, playing field and community hall area are located. The roads are
narrow and there are no footpaths. Officers consider that the allocation of these sites
would be unsustainable.
4.17 GRM1HAlt – This would form a considerable extension to the existing development
boundary, reducing the gap between the village of Great Maplestead and the small cluster
of dwellings at Barretts Hall. The approach roads to the proposed site GRM1 are single
country lanes and an additional 25 dwellings, which is a substantial increase for a village
of this size, is likely to generate additional traffic and congestion.
Great Maplestead lacks key facilities such as a grocery store, doctor’s surgery, post office.
However, these facilities are available in Sible Hedingham which is nearby and can be
accessed by car. There is also a limited bus service, 3 times daily from Great Maplestead
to Halstead and Sudbury.
4.18 Officers consider therefore that this is an inappropriate location and size of
development for the village of Great Maplestead and do not support its allocation.
Additional sites submitted for consideration (received during consultation)
4.19 No additional new sites have been submitted in Great Maplestead for consideration.

Recommendations
1. To include GRM 5, Treeways within the development boundary.
2. Not to allocate any other alternative sites in Great Maplestead.

5. Shalford and Shalford Church End
5.1 Two minor alterations to the development boundary at Church End are shown on the
draft inset Plan at Land adjacent to White Court and land adjacent to Gables, however
they would accommodate less than 10 dwellings each. No alterations were proposed to
the Shalford development boundary.
5.2 There have been 11 representations concerning Shalford and Shalford Church End.
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5.3 Summary of general representations
 More housing would improve services and facilities in the village and provide
additional pupils for the local primary school and customers for the local shop.
5.4 Parish Council representations
 Shalford Parish Council support the draft plans
5.5 Summary of representations to SHA1HAlt
 We strongly object to the proposal to extend the village envelope at SHA1H which
would change the character of this end of the village from open agricultural land
with natural and historic spacing between the current dwellings.
 The proposed village envelope change encroaches upon the area designated as
Essex County Council and Southend-on-Sea Area of Outstanding Beauty. An
appeal on our property highlighted the importance of restricting height but this
proposal will obscure the skyline and change the outlook.
 The proposed area for development is at the bottom of a large sloping field. The
deep and wide ditch which would be brought into the village envelope has frequent
flood problems associated with wet weather and the bottom of the field becomes
frequently waterlogged. As part of Building Regulation approval at the time,
substantial storm drainage from both our roof and those of our neighbour are
channelled down our garden to a substantial soak-away open pit on the land now
proposed as new village envelope.
 The plan appears to suggest that 'in excess' of 60ft along the boundary edge of our
garden will be affected. This will have a major impact on the quality of life as
experienced in our garden. We are fearful of the size of any potential development
or whether a cul-de-sac is planned.
 We find that landowners were invited to make development proposals sometime in
the last 6 month +, something we nor other villagers were made aware of. We are
not happy about this or the fact that our photocopy of the map we received was a
weak copy and did not make it clear what was intended.
Officer Comments
5.6 A number of objections have been raised to the proposed alteration to the
development boundary on the south end of Church End between Old Fox Cottages and
Little Gables (SHA1 – Agreed by LDF Sub-Committee 24 Jan 2012). These objections
regard impact on landscaping, neighbouring properties and drainage. The site has no
landscape designations and is not within a flood plain. The objections regarding drainage
would be addressed at the planning application stage, along with any design and
landscaping issues. The site has no overriding planning constraints and subject to a
suitable and safe access should be retained.
5.7 Shalford Primary School – The previous draft inset map showed the school grounds as
being protected for education purposes. This has been corrected to show the whole extent
of the school grounds.
5.8 Summary of representations on site SHA7HALT
 Object to increasing the village envelope to include SHA7Halt as feel this will
change the aspect as your drive into the village. This is currently filled with mature
trees which gives a green open aspect to our village. We have very recently had a
development of social housing and feel more housing in an “estate” style will spoil
the look of our village and is unnecessary.
 The proposed development boundary is not logically placed and should include
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SHA7HALT which has defensible boundaries on four sides
The council might decide it is better to include all of the land at White Court and
then control/negotiate landscape improvements as part of the planning application
process, or use a particular policy for the site. A policy for this purpose is
suggested.
The proposal by land owners of SHA 7 HAlt does not affect anyone except the
owners who are 'for' the project on the very outskirts of the village opposite the
village hall. This is the reason we feel we can support development at Whitecourts.
A tree lined internal boundary could be utilised and new screen planting and
appropriate tree species could be added to the frontage, this will enhance the long
term appearance of the site at this central part of the village.
We support the full allocation SHA7 which we believe has been opposed by the
local Parish Council. We feel the application will be in keeping with our village
environment and does not detract from the beauty across the Pant Valley.
A very small development could greatly enhance the approach to the village with a
small development further back on the site and semi mature trees planted to the
front.
There is an opportunity to improve the setting of the public realm with the
development of SHA7HALT.
We support the full allocation in order that a suitable amount of houses can be
developed to provide much need patronage for the shop and other facilities such as
the local school, buses, church and the local public house.
The local school is under pressure and there are many vacant places
The Governing Body of Shalford Primary School have discussed the proposal and
would support the inclusion of all the land at SHA7HALT, White Court in the new
village development. Especially if this would support an increase in numbers of
local children attending Shalford Primary School.

Officer Comments
5.9 This site consists of the dwelling know as White Courts and its grounds. Within the
curtilage are a number of outbuildings of a domestic nature. The draft Site Allocation Plan
included an extension to the development boundary at this location, but it did not include
the full area submitted by the landowner for development.
5.10 The proposed alteration to the development boundary put forward in this consultation
would effectively swap an area currently proposed for inclusion within the boundary with
an area outside the boundary. The development boundary would extend to the boundary
formed by the road at the south but would exclude a much larger area of space on the
western frontage which could be allocated for informal recreation. The area of land
proposed for residential development currently measures 2880 sqm and the alternative
would be 3280sqm.
5.11 The site is heavily planted however many of the trees on site are of a poor or
unremarkable form and/or have a limited life expectancy The line of trees along the
eastern boundary are however considered worthy of retention. There is limited concern
regarding the ecological potential of the site as there are few features to suggest the site
has any great value.
5.12 An in principle highways objection to the intensification of an access onto a classified
road was received when the site was first considered by the Sub-Committee, however if
the development is deemed necessary than a 120m visibility splay from the entrance to
the site would be sought.
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5.13 Shalford benefits from a small Primary School which is predicted to have space
capacity in its intake in the coming years and the Governors of the school have sent in
their support for a new development in the village which could lead to more children using
the school. The village also has a local shop which has again supported increased
housing numbers in the village however that alone would not be the basis for determining
the sites suitability for development.
5.14 A suggested policy to control development of the site was submitted however, if it
were to be included within the development boundary it would be subject to a planning
application and the Council’s policies would determine the suitability of the proposal
5.15 The proposal to change the development boundary as suggested in the
representations is supported by officers subject to agreement from Highways. This is
because it would be a logical and containable extension and would enable a better
development than the boundary would currently allow for. The total area of land included
within the boundary would be larger and would increase from 2880sqm to 3280sqm,
however this is not considered to be an excessive increase. In terms of landscape impact
this would be limited as the more important trees on the eastern boundary of the site
would be retained. In addition the site would allow for an enlarged informal recreation area
to the front.
5.16 Summary of representations on site SHA6HALT
 Site SHA6HALT should also be included within the development boundary to
enable additional buildings in associate with Grubbs Cottage.
 No separate dwellings are to be formed in the site nor change the land to the rear
of the plot which is under "Tree Management".
5.17 Officer Comments
It is not necessary to alter the development boundary in order for development ancillary to
Grubbs Cottage to take place. Proposals for further development associated with the
cottage can be dealt with through the planning application process. An extension to the
boundary at this point would not be logical.

Additional sites submitted for consideration (received during
consultation)
5.18 No new sites have been submitted in Shalford or Shalford Church End for
consideration.

Recommendations
1. To alter the development boundary at White Court as shown on the map in
the Appendix to include an amended area for inclusion within the
development boundary and for informal recreation.
2. To alter the extent of the education area at Shalford Primary School as shown
on the accompanying map
3. Not to allocate any other alternative sites in Shalford and Church End
Shalford.

25

6. Panfield
6.1 There have been 4 representations concerning Panfield.
6.2 The draft inset map for Panfield shows a development boundary and cemetery. No
housing or employment allocations are proposed.
6.3 Summary of objection representations
 The village does not need further development. There will be enough impact on our
village with the new development in Panfield Lane, Braintree.
Parish Council representations
6.4 Panfield Parish Council objects to the proposals on Map 44 (Alternatives). Residents
of Panfield wish to retain the Village Envelope as it is at present; this was demonstrated by
the lack of positive response to a recent survey conducted by Springfield Development
which asked if residents wish to see housing development; only one ninth of Panfield
population responded that they would be willing to see any development. At the PPC
meeting in November 2011, a large proportion of Panfield residents attended and
expressed their strong view that no development is wanted. The Alternatives sites include
a field at the rear of Thistledown playing field; this has been designated as leisure use only
and an Asset of Community Value - the only access for traffic and services would infringe
on the playing field. No further development is wanted or needed in Panfield - there are
no services to support additional housing - i.e. no shop/doctor's surgery/only one bus an
hour and none after 6.30 pm/no school or youth facilities. The other proposed Alternative
site has no access other than Hall Road, which is completely inadequate to take
construction traffic, and, as it is essentially a narrow country lane, struggles to cope with
the little traffic it currently has - there are no verges along most of it and some stretches
are not wide enough for a lorry and a car to pass together. Further building in the village
would significantly destroy the ethos of the village which the residents wish to keep:
residents attending the Village Design Statement Consultation strongly indicated their view
that no further building or development is desired.
6.5 Please could you add Thistledown Playing Field, John Barr Playing Field and
Allotments, the Community Centre and The Bell Pub to the maps as they have all been
granted Assets of Community Value status.
Officer Comments
6.6 In terms of the comment regarding the playing fields and allotment, these can be
added to the Proposals Map as the Council identifies and protects, through policy, formal
recreation, and allotment sites. However, it is not appropriate to identify either the pub or
the community hall on the proposals map as Community Asset status only allows for a 6
month delay in the sale of an asset in order to allow for community bids to be formulated
and is not a long term planning constraint. Also draft policy ADM43 seeks the protection of
all existing community facilities and only allows change of use subject to criteria, including
a marketing exercise; this policy operates on a principle basis rather than specifically
allocating public houses or community facilities. Some community assets are protected
under policy ADM41 – Community Uses, the purpose of this policy is to enable funding for
the improvement of existing or proposed facilities.
6.7 The village has no proposals for development in the draft plan. Two alternative sites
were put forward at PAN1HALT and PAN2HALT. Neither site had any support for
allocation by the parish council.
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Additional sites submitted for consideration (received during
consultation)
PAN3X Land off Church End and Hall Road
6.8 The site is approximately 3 ha in size. It is proposed for market housing, new village
hall with parking facilities, community shop, open space facilities (e.g. Allotments, play
areas, community gardens), play equipment and affordable housing (subject to viability). A
map of the proposed area is included in the appendix.
Officer Comments
6.9 A survey was conducted by the agent for the site. The parish council did not feel that
the survey results show sufficient support for the proposal and calculated that 70% of
respondents to the survey did not want to see development of the land.
6.10 No evidence has been provided to justify the need for new community facilities which
the development would seek to provide (subject to viability). The parish council has not
sought any additional provision through the consultation other than to identify and protect
existing facilities.
6.11 Concerns have previously been raised regarding the capacity of sewerage in the
village, it would be necessary to ascertain whether or not sufficient capacity existed with
Anglia Water prior to any areas being proposed for development. The objection states that
Anglia Water had no previous objection to development at St Mary’s Close, however this
was granted permission a number of years ago.
6.12 As the Council is able to provide sufficient housing in the other villages, an additional
allocation for Panfield is not required.

Recommendations
1. It is RECOMMENDED that the allotments should be shown on the draft Inset
Map for Panfield
2. It is RECOMMENDED that Thistledown Playing Field and John Barr Playing
Field are identified on the draft Inset map for Panfield as formal recreation.
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8th May 2013
Local Development
Framework
Sub-Committee

LOCAL DEVELOPMENT
FRAMEWORK SUB-CTTE

AGENDA
THIS MEETING IS OPEN TO THE PUBLIC (Please note that this meeting will be webcast)
http://www.braintree.gov.uk/meetings

Date: Wednesday, 8th May 2013
Time: 6.00pm
Venue: Council Chamber, Causeway House, Braintree CM7 9HB
Membership:
Councillor D L Bebb

Councillor Lady P Newton

Councillor G Butland

Councillor W D Scattergood

Councillor A V E Everard

Councillor C Siddall

Councillor M C M Lager

Councillor M Thorogood

Councillor J M Money

Councillor R G Walters (Chairman)

Members are requested to attend this meeting, to transact the following business:PUBLIC SESSION
1.

Apologies for Absence

2.

Declarations of Interests. To declare the existence of any interests relating to items on
the Agenda having regard to the Code of Conduct for Members and having taken
appropriate advice (where necessary) before the meeting.

3.

Minutes. To approve as a correct record the Minutes of the meeting of the Local
Development Framework Sub-Committee held on 11th April 2013. (Copy
previously circulated).

4.

Question Time. (See paragraph on Page ii of the Agenda).

5.

Site Allocations and Development Management Plan Draft - Inset Plans for
Site SIB9X to the rear of the Swan Public House, SIBLE HEDNGHAM,
SILVER END, STEEPLE BUMPSTEAD, GREAT BARDFIELD, ASHEN,
PEBMARSH, BURES HAMLET, COLNE ENGAINE, LAMARSH and
ALPHAMSTONE, FOXEARTH and LISTON, BULMER and BULMER TYE,
BELCHAMP OTTEN and BELCHAMP ST PAUL, TERLING, FAIRSTEAD and
FULLER STREET, GREAT SALING, BELCHAMP WALTER, BRADWELL,
LITTLE MAPLESTEAD, STAMBOURNE Chapel End Way, STAMBOURNE
Dyers End, TILBURY JUXTA CLARE and WHITE NOTLEY. To consider the
attached report. (Page 1) (Appendices are enclosed for Members of the SubCommittee only, but they may be viewed on the Council’s web site)
i

6.

Urgent Business. To consider any matter, which in the opinion of the Chairman,
should be considered in public by reason of special circumstances (to be
specified) as a matter of urgency.

7.

To agree the exclusion of the public and press for the consideration of the
following item for the reasons set out in Part 1 of Schedule 12(A) of the Local
Government Act 1972.
At the time of compiling the Agenda, there were no items for inclusion in this part of the
Agenda.

PRIVATE SESSION
8.

Urgent Business. To consider any matter, which in the opinion of the Chairman, should
be considered in private by reason of special circumstances (to be specified) as a matter of
urgency.
A PEACE
Member Services Manager

The last page of this Agenda is numbered 29.
QUESTION TIME
Immediately after the Minutes of the previous meeting have been approved there will be a period
of up to 30 minutes when members of the public can speak. Members of the public wishing to
speak should contact the Council's Member Services Section on 01376 552525 or e-mail
alison.webb@braintree.gov.uk prior to the meeting. Members of the public can remain to
observe the whole of the public part of the meeting. The Council's "Question Time" leaflet
explains the procedure and copies of this may be obtained at the Council’s offices at Braintree,
Witham (library) and Halstead (library).
Contact Details
If you require any further information please contact Alison Webb on 01376 552525 or e-mail
alison.webb@braintree.gov.uk
Health and Safety
Any persons attending meetings at Causeway House are requested to take a few moments to
familiarise themselves with the nearest available fire exit, indicated by the fire evacuation signs.
In the event of a continuous alarm sounding during the meeting, you must evacuate the building
immediately and follow all instructions provided by a Council officer who will identify him/herself
should the alarm sound. You will be assisted to the nearest designated assembly point until it is
safe to return to the building.
Mobile Phones
Please ensure that your mobile phone is switched off during the meeting.

ii

Webcast Please note that this meeting will be webcast.
Agendas, reports and minutes for all the Council's public meetings can be accessed via the
internet at http://www.braintree.gov.uk/meetings
Braintree District Council welcomes comments from members of the public in order to make its
services as efficient and effective as possible. We would appreciate any suggestions regarding
the usefulness of the paperwork for this meeting, or the conduct of the meeting you have
attended.
Please let us have your comments setting out the following information
Meeting Attended

…………………………………………………….

Date of Meeting

…………………………………………………….

Comments……………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

iii

Minutes
Local Development
Framework SubCommittee
8th May 2013
Present:
Councillors
D L Bebb
G Butland
A V E Everard
M C M Lager
J M Money
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Present
Yes
Yes
Yes (until 7.20pm)
Yes
Yes

Councillors
Lady Newton
W D Scattergood (In the Chair)

C Siddall
M Thorogood
R G Walters

Present
Apologies
Yes
Yes (until 7.15pm)
Apologies
Apologies

DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST
INFORMATION: The following interests were declared:
All Councillors declared a non-pecuniary interest in Agenda Item 5 – Site Allocations
and Development Management Plan - Inset Plans and, in particular, Site ASH3HAlt –
Street Farm, Ashen as the owner of the site was a former Braintree District Councillor,
Councillor R Bolton who spoke at the meeting in support of the site was a serving
Braintree District Councillor, and the Agent who spoke at the meeting was a former
employee of Braintree District Council, all of whom were known to them.
All Councillors, except Councillor Money, declared a non-pecuniary interest in Agenda
Item 5 – Site Allocations and Development Management Plan - Inset Plans as Mr A
Butcher, who was employed by Strutt and Parker LLP the Agent for sites GRB1HAlt The Glebe Meadow, adjacent to the Church, Great Bardfield; PEB1HAlt – Land
between the Church and the school, Pebmarsh; PEB3HAlt – South of The Street,
Pebmarsh; PEB4HAlt – Land at Clay Hills (football pitch), Pebmarsh; COLHAlt1 – Land
at Brook Farm, Brook Street, Colne Engaine; and COLHAlt2 – Land at Brook Farm, off
Church Street, Colne Engaine, was a former employee of Braintree District Council,
who was known to them. Mr Butcher attended the meeting to observe, but he did not
speak.
All Councillors, except Councillors Everard and Siddall who had left the meeting at the
time the interest became apparent, declared a non-pecuniary interest in Agenda Item 5
– Site Allocations and Development Management Plan - Inset Plans and, in particular,
Site COLHAlt1 – Land at Brook Farm, Brook Street, Colne Engaine and Site COLHAlt2
– Land at Brook Farm, off Church Street, Colne Engaine, as the owner of the sites was
known to them.
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For further information regarding these minutes, please contact Alison Webb, Member Services on 01376 552525
or e-mail alison.webb@braintree.gov.uk

In accordance with the Code of Conduct, all Councillors remained in the meeting and
took part in the discussion when the matters were considered.
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MINUTES
DECISION: The Minutes of the meeting of the Local Development Framework SubCommittee held on 11th April 2013 were confirmed as a correct record and signed by
the Chairman.
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QUESTION TIME
INFORMATION: Fourteen statements were made. Members of the Sub-Committee
agreed that the public should speak immediately prior to each village being considered
rather than during Question Time. Details of the people who spoke at the meeting are
contained in the Appendix to these Minutes.
Principally, these Minutes record decisions taken only and, where appropriate, the
reasons for the decisions.
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SITE ALLOCATIONS AND DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT PLAN DRAFT - INSET
PLANS FOR SITE SIB9X TO THE REAR OF THE SWAN PUBLIC HOUSE, SIBLE
HEDINGHAM, SILVER END, STEEPLE BUMPSTEAD, GREAT BARDFIELD, ASHEN,
PEBMARSH, BURES HAMLET, COLNE ENGAINE, LAMARSH and ALPHAMSTONE,
FOXEARTH and LISTON, BULMER and BULMER TYE, BELCHAMP OTTEN and
BELCHAMP ST PAUL, TERLING, FAIRSTEAD and FULLER STREET, GREAT
SALING, BELCHAMP WALTER, BRADWELL, LITTLE MAPLESTEAD,
STAMBOURNE Chapel End Way, STAMBOURNE Dyers End, TILBURY JUXTA
CLARE and WHITE NOTLEY
(Councillor Gill Massey, Chairman of Sible Hedingham Parish Council attended the
meeting and spoke on this item and, in particular, site SIB9X - Land at the former Swan
Public House, Swan Street, Sible Hedingham).
(Councillor Robert Bolton (District Council Ward Councillor for Upper Colne) attended
the meeting and spoke on this item and, in particular, site ASH3HAlt – Street Farm,
Ashen).
INFORMATION: Mrs E Dash, Planning Policy Manager, presented a report on the
preparation of the Site Allocations and Development Management Plan and the Draft
Inset Plans to be included within it. The report included proposed Inset Plans for the
villages as set out above in the heading to this Minute. The report referred also to site
SIB9X – Land to the rear of the former Swan Public House, Swan Street, Sible
Hedingham. Consideration of this site had been deferred at the last meeting to enable
Officers to report back on any options which could bring about improvements to the
building and the environment on the basis of these being cost neutral with no financial
gain.
A Site Allocations and Development Management Plan was required to set out land
allocations and policies, against which future planning applications for development in
the District would be determined over the period to 2026. The Plan had to be in
accordance with the Council’s Core Strategy which set out the overall strategy for future
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For further information regarding these minutes, please contact Alison Webb, Member Services on 01376 552525
or e-mail alison.webb@braintree.gov.uk

development in the District and the number of dwellings for which land should be
allocated, details of which were set out in the report.
Public consultation on the draft Site Allocations and Development Management Plan
had taken place between 9th January and 22nd February 2013. The report summarised
the representations which had been received and set out the Officers’ comments on
these, including additional sites which had been proposed. The report recommended
the inclusion of sites within the ‘Submission Draft’ of the Site Allocations and
Development Management Plan which would be published for a six week period. Any
representations submitted during that time would be considered by an Inspector
appointed by the Planning Inspectorate to examine the soundness of the Plan.
In discussing this item, Councillor Scattergood referred to an E-Mail which had been
received from Councillor Abbott, District Council Ward Councillor for Bradwell, Silver
End and Rivenhall. Councillor Abbott wished to have it recorded that he supported fully
all the Officer recommendations in respect of Silver End and that the Inset Map
accurately detailed the local community’s wishes for Silver End.
DECISION: That, subject to the draft Site Allocations and Development Management
Plan being approved in its entirety by the Council for public consultation:(1)

(2)

With specific reference to site SIB9X – Land to the rear of the former Swan
Public House, Swan Street, Sible Hedingham:1.

That the issue of ‘enabling development’ for the development of the former
Swan Public House be considered in the context of a planning application
and not as part of the Site Allocations and Development Management Plan
process.

2.

That the development boundary to the rear of the Swan Public House be
not amended and site SIB9X not included within the development
boundary.

That the Inset Plans and recommendations as set out in the report for the villages
of Silver End, Steeple Bumpstead, Great Bardfield, Ashen, Pebmarsh, Bures
Hamlet, Colne Engaine, Lamarsh and Alphamstone, Foxearth and Liston, Bulmer
and Bulmer Tye, Belchamp Otten and Belchamp St Paul, Terling, Fairstead and
Fuller Street, Great Saling, Belchamp Walter, Bradwell, Little Maplestead,
Stambourne Chapel End Way, Stambourne Dyers End, Tilbury Juxta Clare and
White Notley be approved, subject to the recommendations relating to Ashen,
Bures Hamlet, and Belchamp Otten and Belchamp St Paul being amended as
follows :Ashen
1

That alternative Site ASH3HAlt – Street Farm, Ashen be included in the
Draft Site Allocations and Development Management Plan.

2

That no other changes in respect of Ashen be made to the Draft Site
Allocations and Development Management Plan to be published for
consultation and none of the other alternative sites put forward be included
within it.
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Bures Hamlet (typographical amendments only)
1.

That no changes be made to the Draft Site Allocations and Development
Management Plan Inset Map 14 for Bures Hamlet.

2.

That none of the alternative housing sites put forward for Bures Hamlet be
allocated.

3.

That no amendment be made to the classification of Bures Hamlet as an
'Other Village'.

Belchamp Otten and Belchamp St Paul
1.

That the amended extent of the Churchyard/Cemetery at Belchamp Otten,
as shown in the Appendix to the report, be approved, subject to the
exclusion of the wall.

2.

That the additional areas of Visually Important Open Space at Belchamp
St Paul, as shown in the Appendix to the report, be approved.

3.

That no other changes to the plans for Belchamp Otten and Belchamp St
Paul which have been published for consultation, nor any of the alternative
sites, be approved.

At the close of the meeting, Members were reminded that additional meetings of the
Sub-Committee had been arranged for 30th May 2013 (to be held in Witham) and 13th
June 2013 (now to commence at 7.00pm).
However, the additional meeting scheduled for 3rd June 2013 would have to be rearranged as some Members were unable to attend. Details of two possible, alternative
meeting dates would be notified to Members by E-MaiI and Councillors would be asked
to indicate which of these dates was preferable. (Post Meeting Note:- The meeting has
been arranged for 17th June 2013).
The meeting commenced at 6.00pm and closed at 8.10pm.
NOTE: This meeting was not webcast, but an audio recording was taken which has
subsequently been made available on the Council’s website as a podcast.
Councillor W D Scattergood

(Vice-Chairman in the Chair)
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APPENDIX
LOCAL DEVELOPMENT FRAMEWORK SUB-COMMITTEE
8TH MAY 2013
PUBLIC QUESTION TIME
Details of Questions Asked / Statements Made During Public Question Time
1. Statements Relating to Item 5 - Site Allocations and Development Management Plan Inset Plans for Site SIB9X to the rear of the Swan Public House, Sible Hedingham,
Silver End, Steeple Bumpstead, Great Bardfield, Ashen, Pebmarsh, Bures Hamlet,
Colne Engaine, Lamarsh and Alphamstone, Foxearth and Liston, Bulmer and Bulmer
Tye, Belchamp Otten and Belchamp St Paul, Terling, Fairstead and Fuller Street, Great
Saling, Belchamp Walter, Bradwell, Little Maplestead, Stambourne Chapel End Way,
Stambourne Dyers End, Tilbury Juxta Clare and White Notley
Sible Hedingham
(i)

Statement by Mrs Linda Waller, Rose Cottage, Swan Chase, Sible Hedingham
(Re. Site SIB9X - Land at the former Swan Public House, Swan Street, Sible
Hedingham). Mrs Waller declared a non-pecuniary interest in this matter as a
Member of Sible Hedingham Parish Council. Mrs Waller indicated that she was
speaking in a private capacity and not on behalf of the Parish Council (Objector)

(ii)

Statement by Councillor Gill Massey, Chairman of Sible Hedingham Parish
Council (Re. Site SIB9X - Land at the former Swan Public House, Swan Street,
Sible Hedingham) (Objector)

Steeple Bumpstead
(i)

Statement by Mrs Ann Hilton, Fftches, 1 Churchfield Cottages, Steeple
Bumpstead (Re. Site STE1H – Land to the South West of Freeze’s Barns, off
Water Lane, Steeple Bumpstead and Site STE2HAlt – Land North East of
Freeze’s Barns, off Water Lane, Steeple Bumpstead) (Objector)

(ii)

Statement by Mr Edward Bloxham, Fftches, 1 Churchfield Cottages, Steeple
Bumpstead (Re. Site STE1H – Land to the South West of Freeze’s Barns, off
Water Lane, Steeple Bumpstead and Site STE2HAlt – Land North East of
Freeze’s Barns, off Water Lane, Steeple Bumpstead (Objector)

(iii)

Statement by Mr Lawrence Cox, 32 Craig Wood Drive, Ferndown, Dorset (Re.
Site STE7HAlt - Steeple Bumpstead) (Supporter)

(iv)

Statement by Mr Richard Argent, Blois Meadow Business Centre, Blois Meadow,
Steeple Bumpstead (Re. Blois Meadow Business Centre, Steeple Bumpstead)
(Supporter)
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Great Bardfield
(i)

Statement by Mr Nigel Chapman, Kings House, Colchester Road, Halstead (Re.
Land rear of Place House, Dunmow Road, Great Bardfield) (Agent)

(ii)

Statement by Mr James Firth, Strutt and Parker LLP, Coval Hall, Chelmsford (Re.
Site GRB1HAlt - The Glebe Meadow, adjacent to the Church, Great Bardfield)
(Agent)

Ashen
(i)

Statement by Mr Paul Munson, c/o Mr Nigel McCrea, Street Farm, The Street,
Ashen (Re. Site ASH3HAlt – Street Farm, Ashen) (Agent)

(ii)

Statement by Councillor Robert Bolton, Elstree, Birdbrook, Halstead (Re. Site
ASH3HAlt – Street Farm, Ashen) (for Site Owner)

Pebmarsh
(i)

Statement by Mr James Firth, Strutt and Parker LLP, Coval Hall, Chelmsford (Re.
Site PEB1HAlt – Land between the Church and the school, Pebmarsh) (Agent)

(ii)

Statement by Mr James Firth, Strutt and Parker LLP, Coval Hall, Chelmsford (Re.
Site PEB3HAlt – South of The Street, Pebmarsh and Site PEB4HAlt – Land at
Clay Hills (football pitch), Pebmarsh) (Agent)

(iii)

Statement by Mrs Katy Stimpson, (address not available) (Re. Site PEB8HAlt,
Pebmarsh) (Supporter)

Colne Engaine
Statement by Mr James Firth, Strutt and Parker LLP, Coval Hall, Chelmsford (Re. Site
COLHAlt1 – Land at Brook Farm, Brook Street, Colne Engaine and Site COLHAlt2 –
Land at Brook Farm, off Church Street, Colne Engaine (Agent)
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Local Development Framework Sub
Committee 8th May 2013

Report upon Representations to Draft Site Allocations
Agenda No: 5
and Development Management Plan Draft for
Consultation 2013 relating to site SIB9X to the rear of
the Swan Public House, Sible Hedingham, Silver End,
Steeple Bumpstead, Great Bardfield, Ashen, Pebmarsh,
Bures Hamlet, Colne Engaine, Lamarsh and
Alphamstone, Foxearth and Liston, Bulmer and Bulmer
Tye, Belchamp Otten and Belchamp St Paul, Terling,
Fairstead and Fuller Street, Great Saling, Belchamp
Walter, Bradwell, Little Maplestead, Stambourne Chapel
End Way, Stambourne Dyers End, Tilbury Juxta Clare
and White Notley.
Corporate Priority:
Report presented by:
Report prepared by:

Building a Prosperous District. A Better Place.
Eleanor Dash and Emma Goodings
Eleanor Dash, Emma Goodings, Alan Massow and Juliet
Kirkaldy

Background Papers: Braintree District Core Strategy
Public Yes
2011. National Planning Policy Framework.
Braintree District Site Allocations and Development
Management Plan - Draft for Consultation 2013.
Responses to Public Consultation (on line in Planning
Policy Consultation Portal on Braintree Council website
under Planning Policy). Braintree Annual Monitoring
Report 2012.
Options: To approve, or not to approve, changes to the Key Decision:
Draft Site Allocations and Development Management
NO
Plan set out in this report, or to make further changes
to the Draft Plan.
Executive Summary: The report sets out the context of the Site Allocations and
Development Management Plan (ADM) in terms of housing numbers as set out in the
adopted Core Strategy. It also sets out some specific information in relation to the
proposed sites in the Key Service Villages and details the levels of growth that these
villages have had in the recent past. The report then goes on to discuss the
representations which have been received on SIB9X land to the rear of The Swan Public
House in Sible Hedingham (which was deferred from the LDF Sub Committee 11.04.13),
Silver End, Steeple Bumpstead, Great Bardfield, Ashen, Pebmarsh, Bures Hamlet,
Colne Engaine, Lamarsh and Alphamstone, Foxearth and Liston, Bulmer and Bulmer
Tye, Belchamp Otten and Belchamp St Paul, Terling, Fairstead and Fuller Street and
Great Saling. It sets out a summary of the representations, including those from the
Parish Councils and other key stakeholders and officer comments on those
representations. Where additional sites have been proposed in these villages these are
also set out. In addition 7 villages have received no comments through the consultation
and have had no new sites submitted for consultation. These villages are Belchamp
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Walter, Bradwell, Little Maplestead, Stambourne Chapel End Way, Stambourne Dyers
End, Tilbury Juxta Clare and White Notley. The report makes recommendations on each
of the villages to be included in the Submission Draft ADM.
There will be a recommendation to Council (this is intended to be on 29.7.13) to approve
the draft Site Allocations and Development Management Plan in its entirety.
Decision:
To approve the inset plans and recommendations as set out in the report for the villages
of Steeple Bumpstead, Great Bardfield, Ashen, Pebmarsh, Bures Hamlet, Colne
Engaine, Lamarsh and Alphamstone, Foxearth and Liston, Bulmer and Bulmer Tye,
Belchamp Otten and Belchamp St Paul, Terling, Fairstead and Fuller Street, Great
Saling, Belchamp Walter, Bradwell, Little Maplestead, Stambourne Chapel End Way,
Stambourne Dyers End, Tilbury Juxta Clare and White Notley and SIB9X land to the rear
of the Swan Public House, Sible Hedingham.
Purpose of Decision: To approve allocations to be included in the draft Site Allocations
and Development Management Plan, which will be included in the Submission Draft of
the Plan.

Corporate implications
Financial:

Costs of preparing the Site Allocations and Development
Management Plan
Legal:
The Site Allocations and Development Management Plan
cannot be adopted unless it is found to be sound by the
Planning Inspectorate. It will be the basis for future planning
decisions.
Equalities/Diversity
The Council’s policies should take account of equalities and
diversity and will be subject to an equalities impact
assessment.
Customer Impact:
Providing housing, employment, open space and
infrastructure and protecting the countryside and the
environment.
Environment and
Impact on environment of sustainable policies and
Climate Change:
sustainable design of housing.
Consultation/Community Consultation with the public and stakeholders between
Engagement:
10.1.13 and 22.2.13.
Risks:

That the Draft Site Allocations and Development
Management Plan may not be found sound when it is
examined by the Planning Inspector.

Officer Contact:
Designation:
Ext. No.
E-mail:

Emma Goodings
Local Plans Manager
2511
emmgo@braintree.gov.uk

1. Background
1.1The Council is preparing the Site Allocations and Development Management Plan
(ADM) to set out land allocations and policies, which will be used to determine future
planning applications in the District, over the period to 2026.
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1.2 The Council has already prepared a Core Strategy, which sets out the overall
strategy for future development in the District and aims to concentrate future growth
in sustainable locations and to promote the development of previously developed
land and urban regeneration. The Core Strategy sets out the overall numbers of
dwellings for which land should be allocated over the period to 2026 and the Site
Allocations Plan must be in accordance with the Core Strategy.
Table 1 District Housing Provision and Minimum Number of Dwellings
Required as at April 2012
Core Strategy Location

Braintree excluding
Growth Location
Braintree NW Growth
Location
(West of Panfield Lane)
Witham excluding Growth
Locations

Witham SW Growth
Location
(North of Hatfield Road)
Witham NE Growth
Location
(Off Forest Rd in Parish
of Rivenhall)
Halstead
Key Service Villages
(Coggeshall, Earls Colne,
Sible Hedingham,
Kelvedon, Hatfield
Peverel and Silver End.)
Other Villages
Total
Source ADM Table 1.

Core Strategy
Minimum Number
of Dwellings
Required
1300

Number of Net
Dwellings
Provided 2009April 2012
555

Number of
Dwellings
Required April
2012- 2026
745

600

0
Phased 2018-2026

600

800

204

600

0
Phased 2017-2026

496
(Takes account of
+100 at SW growth
location)
600+100=700

300

0
Phased 2021-2026

300

300
600

124
99

176
501

300
4800

197
1179

103
3621

Table 2 Sites with Planning Permission as at April 2012 and remaining
minimum number of dwellings to be allocated.
Core Strategy
Location
Braintree excluding
growth
location
Braintree NW Growth
Location
Witham excluding
growth locations
Witham SW growth
location
Witham NE growth

Number of
dwellings required
2012-26
745

Sites with planning
permission April
2012
429

Remaining
minimum dwellings
required
316

600

0

600

496

253

243

700

0

700

300

0

300

3

location
(Parish of Rivenhall)
Halstead
176
Key Service Villages 501
Other Villages
103
Total
3621
Source: Annual Monitoring Report 2012.

110
88
168
1048

66
413
0
2638

1.3 The Draft Site Allocations Plan allocates the following housing sites, of 10 or
more dwellings, in the Key Service Villages, with an estimated capacity as shown in
the following table ( updated to reflect the decisions made at LDF Sub Committee
26th March re Coggeshall and Earls Colne):Table 3 Allocated Housing Sites and Estimated Capacity
Key Service Village

Site Location

Coggeshall
Coggeshall

COG12H Cookfield East St
COG13HAlt Land adjacent to
Highfields, West Street
COG20H Walford Way
EAR1H Rear of Halstead Rd
EAR3H Station Rd
EAR21H Harold Sims House

Coggeshall
Earls Colne
Earls Colne
Earls Colne
Hatfield Peverel
Hatfield Peverel
Kelvedon
Sible Hedingham
Silver End
Silver End

HAT14H The Vineyards
HAT 17H Sorrells Field
KEL6CD works and garage
off Station Rd
Premdor/Rockways
SIL6RG Crittall Works/
Finishing Company
SIL7H Car park Sheepcotes
Lane

Total

Estimated housing
capacity
12
40
20 additional
35
40
13 Permission granted Oct
2012
30
40
32 part of a comprehensive
development area
230
80
12
584

Source ADM Appendix 1 and LDF Committee Minutes 26.3.13

1.4 The remaining minimum number of dwellings required to be allocated in the Key
Service Villages, as shown in Table 2 was 413 dwellings. The draft housing
allocations shown in the Consultation Draft of the Plan provided an estimated 584
dwellings, which is an additional 171 dwellings above the remaining balance that is
the minimum required. There is no specific housing requirement for each individual
key service village, only a combined total for all of the key service villages.
1.5 Some of the objections to the plan have objected to the amount of housing being
proposed on the grounds that housing is not required in a particular Key Service
Village because there has been a lot of development there previously. This does not
take account of the need for new housing to meet the needs for new households, or
for affordable housing in those settlements. Table 4 sets out the 2011 Census
population for each key service village and the number of dwellings that have been
previously provided in these villages over different timescales, to provide a context
for the growth now being proposed up to 2026.
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Table 4
Settlement

2011 Census
Population

Dwelling
Completions
10 years
2002-12

Dwelling
completions
15 Years
1997-2012

Dwelling
completions
20 years
1992-2012

Coggeshall
Earls Colne
Hatfield Peverel
Kelvedon
Sible
Hedingham
Silver End
Feering
Great Yeldham

4727
3693
4376
3587
3994

87
157
31
59
120

155
169
46
99
173

246
197
94
207
200

3861
2035
1844

91
27
11

107
43
82

157
58
147

(Dwelling completions 1986-1992 are gross; from 1992 net figures were used)

Public Consultation.
1.6 The public consultation on the draft ADM took place between 9th January and 22nd
February. On the first two days of the consultation, site notices were placed at all
residential sites of 10 or more dwellings and on new employment allocations. These
included a map of the proposed site, the date and location of the nearest public exhibition
and details of where to find out more information and how to respond to the consultation.
1.7 The Council also held a series of 12 public exhibitions in the District between the 15 th
January and the 7th February, which were located in the Main Towns, Key Services
Villages and Great Yeldham. These were very well attended with a total of around 880
attendees across the 12 exhibitions. An unstaffed display was also available at Braintree
and Witham libraries for the duration of the consultation period and at Halstead library
from the 8th to the 22nd of February.
1.8 Several Parish Councils also arranged their own meetings to discuss the proposals for
their areas.

2. Site SIB9X Land to the rear of the former Swan Public House, Swan
Street, Sible Hedingham
2.1 At the LDF Sub Committee on the 11th April, Members considered a representation
about development at the rear of the former Swan Public House. Members agreed ‘That
consideration of site SIB9X – Land to the rear of the former Swan Public House,
Swan Street, Sible Hedingham be deferred and Officers requested to consider and
report back to the Sub-Committee on any options which may be available which
could bring about improvements to the building and the environment on the basis
of these being cost neutral with no financial gain.’ (Minute of LDF Sub Committee)
2.2 The Swan Public House is a grade 2 listed building within the development boundary
and Conservation Area for Sible Hedingham and is in a relatively poor state of repair. A
planning application has been submitted for the conversion of the existing pub building to
form 2 new dwellings and the conversion of the curtilage listed stables/outbuildings to
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garaging. This is due to be determined shortly.
2.3 The NPPF in paragraph 140 states that; “Local planning authorities should assess
whether the benefits of a proposal for enabling development, which would otherwise
conflict with planning policies but which would secure the future conservation of a heritage
asset, outweigh the dis-benefits of departing from those policies”.
2.4 The application which is presently being determined does not include a request for
any enabling development on the site and no detailed evaluation of the costs involved has
been submitted. If at a future point the site owner wishes to make an application for
additional development in the grounds of The Swan to support the future conservation of
the grade 2 listed building, this would be determined through a planning application and
therefore through Planning Committee. As by its nature enabling development is a
departure from the usual planning policies, the position of the development boundary
would not be a reason on its own for refusal of any future planning application for enabling
development. The detailed planning proposals and financial information that would be
required to assess viability of enabling development would not be appropriate as part of
the LDF Site Allocations process.
Recommendation
1. To consider the issue of enabling development for the development of the
former Swan Public House in the context of planning applications and not as
part of the Site Allocations Plan.
2. To not amend the development boundary to the rear of the Swan Public
House and to not include site SIB9X within the development boundary.

3. Silver End
3.1 Silver End is one of the six key service villages identified in the Core Strategy, which
are together required to provide 600 dwellings between 2009 and 2026.
3.2 Five alternative housing sites had been previously suggested, which were not
approved for inclusion in the draft Plan by the LDF Sub Committee.
3.3 The draft Site Allocations and Development Management Plan Inset 53 for Silver End
(see appendix) identifies a regeneration area at the former Crittall/ Finishing Company
works, a residential site of 10 or more dwellings on Sheepcotes Lane, community
woodland off Temple Lane, allotments, informal/formal recreation areas, visually important
space and a Local Centre boundary at the shops on the Broadway.
3.4 There have been around 7 representations concerning Silver End during the
consultation on the draft Site Allocations Plan.
3.5 Summary of general objection representations
 Object to the regeneration site (former Crittall works and Finishing Company) as
this is a complex brownfield site with significant contamination, long period of
vacancy, required for mixed use, development difficulties in obtaining development
finances. Residential development on site is unlikely to be deliverable in the next
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five years.
3.6 Summary of general support representations
 The plan is supported but there are some omissions, which should be shown:
- New small allotment site on land off Joseph Gardens (previously a play area).
- Valentine Way/School Road was agreed by the LDF Sub Committee as an
Environmental Improvement Area. This is important in improving parking and
protecting the verges within the Conservation Area.
- Rear access to the former factory Crittall works from Valentine Way/School Road
should be provided to provide additional car parking.
Parish Council representations
3.7 No representations have been submitted during the public consultation on the draft
plan by the Parish Council.
Officer Comments
3.8 The regeneration site (former Crittall works and Finishing Company) is identified in
Policy CS1 ‘Housing Provision and Delivery’ of the adopted Core Strategy, which states,
‘The Council will plan, monitor and manage the delivery of a minimum of 4637 dwellings
between 2009 and 2026. These dwellings will be located (as set out in Table CS1)… on
mixed use regeneration sites at Premdor/Rockways in Sible Hedingham and at the Crittall
site in Silver End, whose boundaries will be defined on Master Plans to be approved as
supplementary planning documents’. There is a tenancy lease on the site, however, this is
due to expire in 2017 and therefore the site is considered to be deliverable within the plan
period. The regeneration site is located in a sustainable location, in the centre of the
village within the heart of the Conservation Area. The regeneration of this historically
important site will provide significant benefits for the village and enhance the Conservation
Area.
3.9 A parking survey was carried out in Valentine Way and School Road in 2010 by the
Rural Community Council Essex to explore options to improve the parking. Residents
were asked for their views/opinions on various options including an option to provide off
road parking to the rear of gardens facilitated through the redevelopment of the
regeneration area. However, the main result was that residents were overwhelmingly in
favour of the option to formalise parking on the verges using either parking bays or
strengthening. During the preparation of the master plan for the regeneration site there will
be public consultation. The proposal for rear access to the properties can be considered in
more detail as part of this.
3.10 The disused playground off Joseph Gardens is in active use as an allotment
providing four plots. This should therefore be allocated as ‘allotments’ on the submission
plan.
3.11 At the LDF Sub Committee on the 7th December 2011, Members approved the
‘designation of School Road and Valentine Way, Silver End as an environmental
improvement area (to assist in overcoming parking problems)’. This should therefore be
shown as ‘environmental improvement areas’ on the submission plan.
Alternative sites
3.12 Summary of objection representations
(Submitted by Cemex, promoter of SIL1HAlt Boars Tye Road)
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Objector states that land was originally part of an adjacent former factory, which
has now been developed for residential purposes. A significant proportion of this
site can therefore be characterised as previously developed land. Much of land
now used for stables/paddock area for accommodation of horses.
Site could yield between 50 – 60 dwellings at average density of 30 dwellings per
hectare.
Objector’s transport assessment demonstrates suitable vehicular access could be
achieved directly from Boars Tye Road. Cemex reserved a right to construct a road
including footpaths between Wood Grove and the site.
The objection states that SIL1HAlt has obvious residential development potential
as it is bounded by existing residential on two sides and is well screened by planted
woodland and hedgerows.
The objection states that the site could potentially be developed in the next 5 years
and is considered to be more achievable over this timescale than the other sites.

(Submitted by Frogmore Developments, SIL2HAlt off Magdalene Crescent)
 Objection states that the site would round up the settlement boundary and
development is in a sustainable location, due to frequency of buses that serve both
centres at Braintree and Witham and White Notley railway station nearby.
 Site could provide bungalow style accommodation for up to 25 dwellings, with
access via Magdalene Terrace.
 Objection suggests village recreational facilities could be provided by development
of this site.
3.13 Summary of support representations
 All of the alternative sites are not supported and Braintree District Council is right to
reject the additional sites.
 SIL1HAlt – would extend the built part of Silver End northward into the countryside.
Boars Tye Road is dangerous and Parish Council is supporting measures to
reduce traffic volumes, speeds and improve pedestrian safety.
 SIL2HAlt – site is unsustainable, access is poor. Additional traffic through Valentine
Way is not possible due to the parking problems the site is also on flood plain.
 SIL3HAlt – site is unsustainable, adjacent to flood plain with no viable access.
 SIL5HAlt - site is an attractive meadow land, unsustainable for development with
poor access onto the road.
 SIL9HAlt – this is public land next to the allotments and sports playing field and is
used by scouts.
Officer Comments
3.14 The regeneration site (former Crittall works and Finishing Company) and the
residential site for 10 or more dwellings (reference SIL7H) off Sheepcotes Lane will
together provide approximately 92 dwellings in Silver End over the plan period. Officers
consider that this is a sufficient contribution towards the overall minimum provision
required for the Key Service Villages and it is unnecessary to allocate additional sites in
Silver End.
(SIL1Halt- Cemex)
3.15 Development of this site would further extend linear development along Boars Tye
Road. The Landscape Character Assessment identifies this area of countryside as having
medium to high sensitivity overall due to the strength of the rural character and its
contribution to the setting of Silver End.
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(SIL2HAlt – Frogmore Developments)
3.16 SIL 2 is unsuitable for development as it is partially within a flood plain and access to
the site is poor. The promoter of the site suggests access could be gained via Magdalene
Terrace, however, this road is narrow and as there is limited off street parking for existing
properties the road can get congested. The provision of a further 25 bungalows may
exacerbate this.
3.17 The Landscape Character Assessment identifies this area of countryside as having
medium to high sensitivity overall due to the strength of the rural character and its
contribution to the setting of Silver End.
Additional sites submitted for consideration (received during consultation)
3.18 No additional sites have been submitted for consideration.
Recommendations
1. To retain the existing allocations allocation for housing at SIL7H, Sheepcotes
Lane and for regeneration at the Crittall /Finishing Company site.
2. To identify Environmental Improvement Areas for Valentine Way and School
Road.
3. To identify allotments at land off Joseph Gardens.
4. Not to allocate any other alternative sites in Silver End.

4. Steeple Bumpstead
4.1 Steeple Bumpstead is classed as an “Other Village”. The Site Allocations Plan
includes various designations including a new residential site of 10 or more at STE1 off
Water Lane and an amended Employment Uses area at Blois Meadow Business Park.
4.2 Six comments have been received on Steeple Bumpstead during the consultation.
STE1H Land to the southwest of Freezes Farm Barns, off Water Lane
4.3 Summary of support comments received (from the agents of STE1)
 STE1 provides a logical extension to the development boundary within walking
distance of village amenities
 The site is sustainable and deliverable and has the support of the Parish Council
Summary of objection comments received
Historic Buildings Advice Essex County Council
4.4 The enclosure of Water Lane by the high hedge bank and the low key nature of the
development on the south side of the road, give an informal edge of village character, and
reflect the agricultural setting of this village. Any housing on this land would be extremely
prominent in long views and dominate the lower level historic housing. The character of
the conservation area and its setting would potentially be harmed by any development of
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this land. It is anticipated that a principle objection would be raised to any future
development of this land on the grounds outlined above. Therefore concerns are raised
about the proposed allocation of this site for housing.
Anglian Water
4.5 Anglian Water have given the site an amber rating overall due to the identified rising
main crossing the site.
Parish Council comments
4.6 None received during this consultation. In their correspondence dated 16th November
2011 the Parish Council supported site STE1H, subject to a footpath being provided.
Officer Comments
4.7 The site is considered in a good location close to the amenities in the village and has
development on three sides, including a modern ‘barn style’ cul-de-sac to the east. The
adjoining development to the east and west is 2 storey in height. On the other side of
Water Lane, properties are mostly 2 storey and are set close to the road. The proposed
development site is higher than the established properties and part of the frontage of the
site has a mature hedgerow and vegetation but there are significant gaps, particularly
around the junction with Church Street. The front part of the site is also included within the
Conservation Area. The concerns of the Historic Buildings advisor are noted, however it is
considered that an appropriate development could be planned for example set back from
the frontage of the site with a single vehicle access point onto Water Lane which would
mitigate the impact on the existing properties and the Conservation Area and allow much
of the frontage vegetation to be retained. The point relating to the visibility of the site in
long views is noted, however development to the west and east of the site is set in a
similar position and is likely to be of a similar height, therefore it is not considered that
development of this site would lead to an unacceptable impact on the landscape. However
it is recommended that the developer works closely with the Historic Buildings Team when
planning development on the site to ensure that a suitable scheme can be achieved.
STE2HALT Land northeast of Freeze’s Farm barns off Water Lane
4.8 Summary of comments received from the site promoter
 Site STE2Halt should be allocated as it does not have any constraints, is
deliverable immediately and constitutes a desirable site for development
 Other sites apart from STE1 are significantly larger and have a number of
constraints which would need to be resolved or mitigated.
Officer Comments
4.9 The site is considered to be in a good location close to the village amenities and
has existing built development on three sides. The half of the site nearest Water
Lane is included within the Conservation Area but it is considered that this could be
adequately mitigated. Steeple Bumpstead is a large other village and the proposed
site at STE1H was supported by the Parish Council. There is no requirement
therefore to allocate an additional site in the village.
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STE7HALT Land off Finchingfield Road (adjacent to the cemetery)
4.10 Summary of comments received from the site promoter
 A site plan has been submitted to include 18 dwellings of various sizes including
bungalows, terraces and detached housing
 Presently there is no off- road parking for vehicles, including the hearse and
mourners must step out onto the road. It is proposed to include a car parking area
adjacent to the cemetery for 9 spaces and an area for the hearse to park.
 There is also an area at the rear of the site which could be made available to the
cemetery for future burial plots which would, of course, lengthen the operation of
the cemetery.
 The layout would also make access to the public footpath safer by allowing people
to cross the road further from the fast corner.
 The site, at present, is totally unkempt and overgrown with a dwelling which is
entirely uninhabitable. We feel that this site should be considered for development
in view of the national shortage of building land and especially as there is already
an estate opposite the site on Finchingfield Road.
Officer Comments
4.11The site feels somewhat isolated from the rest of the village as it is separated from
the development boundary on the same side of the road by the cemetery which has a
heavily vegetated frontage, and development on the west side of the road does not front
onto the road at this location. The proposals for additional parking and waiting for the
cemetery and the possible extension to the cemetery would provide some benefit to the
village, however it is considered that new residential development in this location is not
supported.
Blois Meadow Business Park
4.12 Summary of comments received from the site owner
 The ‘broad brush’ approach that the EA applies to Steeple Bumpstead is not
accurate due to the flood alleviation schemes that have been and currently are
being implemented in the village. No buildings on the business park have been
flooded since work on the site commenced in 1988.
 A draft plan was submitted several years ago for developing this area of the site
and it was agreed at the time that the ground level of any building would be higher
than the surrounding ground and the car parking area to the rear (adjacent to the
stream) would be kept at ground level to accommodate any water that breached
the bank. This should not be necessary now with the new flood scheme.
 The proposal to change the village envelope in this location should be rejected
Officer Comments
4.13 In the draft plan the development boundary and employment allocation were
amended at the rear of Blois Meadow Business Park to exclude any undeveloped areas
which were located in an area at risk of flooding as identified by the Environment Agency.
These areas are mostly identified in flood zone 3, the area most at risk of flooding. Whilst
the position of the site owners in relation to their experiences on the site is noted, the
Council can only be guided by Environment Agency mapping, unless other detailed Flood
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Risk Assessment work is carried out and accepted by the Environment Agency. In their
response to the consultation, the Environment Agency have stated that; “Sequential Test
evidence needs to be provided if any proposed allocated sites are within either Flood
Zones 2 or 3; this is necessary to ensure the document can be considered sound”. It is not
considered that the sequential test for employment development in this location would be
capable of being passed as the Council has allocated sufficient land throughout the
District to meet its identified need and therefore if the development boundary reverted
back to its previous extent, this would attract an objection from the Environment Agency.
Additional Sites put forward
4.14 No additional sites were put forward in Steeple Bumpstead
Recommendations
1. To retain the residential allocation of 10 or more on site STE1H.
2. To retain the amended area for Business Uses at Blois Meadow and to amend
the development boundary to the rear of Blois Meadow to exclude the area
which has been removed from employment designation
3. To make no other changes to the draft Site Allocation Plan for Steeple
Bumpstead.
5. Great Bardfield
5.1 Great Bardfield is identified as an ‘Other Village’ in the Core Strategy.
The draft inset map for Great Bardfield shows a development boundary, Conservation
Area, Flood Zones, cemetery/churchyard, education, protected lanes, formal recreation,
visually important space, local wildlife sites and the district boundary.
5.2 One alternative site (GRB1HAlt The Glebe Meadow adjacent to the Church) had been
previously submitted, which had not been included within the draft Site Allocation Plan.
5.3 No new residential or employment allocations are proposed.
5.4 Seven representations have been received about Great Bardfield.
5.5 Summary of general representations
 Concerns were raised over potential impact of development on wildlife habitat,
landscape impact and increased traffic.
5.6 Parish Council representations
 GRB1HAlt – The site is outside the village envelope and within a “Special
Landscape Area” and that it was decided that the development of this open area
would detract from the character of the village, and that a new allocation of housing
within the village would be required. Definitions change over time but this is
“visually important space” and fronts the Village Design Statement document.
Regarding housing in general, the Parish Council undertook a housing survey
some two years ago and, working with English Rural Housing, Braintree District
Council and a local landowner, is pleased to have achieved a small development of
12 properties to meet local need. You may wish to add this new development to the
12






final map - it is located on the land opposite Hall Villas, Braintree Road, Great
Bardfield.
Others areas – The Causeway Green has not been identified on the map – this is
the greensward , owned by this Parish, opposite School Green by the Fountain in
Braintree Road – among other trees it contains the Jubilee Oak.
Other areas – The Bardfield Centre: This is a business estate adjacent to Bardfield
Hall and a significant local employer in the area, also the location of the High Barn
– a medieval barn – home to High Barn Arts a not for profit organisation.
Other areas – Wildlife Sites: My Council were pleased to learn that there are two
such sites identified on the map, but are interested to know how these were
achieved and what they contained.
Other areas – The Quiet Space: This is a small area of land situated behind the
Town Hall on Dunmow Road, which was officially opened for the Queen’s Jubilee
in June 2012 and is maintained by the Parish Council, it is being developed with a
small wetland and wildflower area, somewhere to sit quietly etc. It would be useful
if this could be identified in some way.

Officer Comments
5.7 The site GRB1HAlt is outside of the development boundary, partly within a
conservation area and proposed for Visually Important Space. It is discussed in more
detail further in the report.
5.8 It is proposed to identify the Causeway Green as Visually Important Space as shown
on the map in the appendix.
5.9 The Bardfield Centre is outside the development boundary and is best described as a
small scale mixed use business centre which is within a complex of former farm buildings
surrounding the grade II listed High Barn. The barn is occupied by the High Barn Arts
organisation, which operates as a music and reception venue and holds music
workshops. The site is located off of Braintree Road and is accessed by a small access
road near Alienor Avenue. The site has permission for A1 and B1 uses with public
assembly in the main barn. An ancillary caretaker’s flat is also permitted. A site inspection
indicated that the majority of units are B1 use, however both A1 and B1 uses were
granted permission. The site appears to be well occupied. A significant heritage asset
within the boundary of the site would make re-development difficult and its position
outside the development boundary would make redevelopment of the site inappropriate. It
is not proposed to identify the site as an employment site.
5.10 In terms of “The Quiet Space” to the rear of the Town Hall on Dunmow Road, it is
proposed to identify this area as informal open space as shown on the map in the
appendix.
5.11 Objections were received relating to impact of development on wildlife, landscape
and transport. However, as no development is proposed for Great Bardfield then no
impact would occur.
5.12 Summary of representations on site GRB1HAlt
 Strutt and Parker LLP are acting on behalf of the Chelmsford Diocesan Board of
Finance in respect of their land interests in Great Bardfield (GRB1). Objections are
as follows;
i). The Council should undertake a thorough review of development boundaries
against defined criteria to ensure the limits are sound and credible for their aims,
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requirements and inclusion in the ADMP.
ii). Remove the Visually Important Open Space designation from the Glebe (site
GRB1) given lack of views into the site from public viewpoints in Brook Street or
Braintree Road.
iii). Amend the wording of Policy ADM2 to be more positive in its approach,
including allowance for circumstances where development on a site of existing
open space may allow for wider community benefits, enhancement of other areas
of existing open space or provision of new alternative open space provision.
iv). Amend the development boundary for Great Bardfield to include site GRB1 as
well as the nearby existing properties at Songsters, Green Acre, and the Vicarage.
5.13 English Heritage
 GRB1HAlt contributes to the setting of the church and we support rejection for
development.
Officer Comments
5.14 The Glebe Meadow (GRB1HAlt) lies within the conservation area and provides an
important setting to the grade 1 listed Church of St Mary the Virgin with an important
views across the meadow from Brook Street., which is featured on the front cover of the
Great Bardfield Village Design Statement. This photograph is shown in the appendix to
this report. The design statement expresses the wish that neither the Glebe nor other
green areas in the village should be developed. In addition an area of green on Brook
Street is proposed to be identified as Visually Important Space.
5.15 The area surrounding the Glebe is characterised by low density buildings in larger
plots and the Church. The frontage to the site is set back behind a raised grass verge with
footpath and a high dense hedge which offers occasional glimpses of the church, which
would limit any potential access to the site and such an access from Brook Street or
Braintree Road would be harmful to the character of the area as it would break up the
hedgerow, grass verge and path. Other access options are unlikely to be achievable
without potential for harm to adjacent listed structures or the character and appearance of
the Conservation Area. It is considered that extending the development boundary at this
location would result in development which would be detrimental to the character and
appearance of the conservation area and street scene and the setting of the Church in
this location. It is recommended to retain the visually important space designation.
5.16 In terms of housing provision, Great Bardfield has been identified in the Core
Strategy as an “other village”. Other villages have to identify a minimum of 300 dwellings
between them, as sufficient sites have been identified and Great Bardfield has had some
housing growth such as a recent rural exception site on Braintree Road, it is not
considered necessary to allocate any further sites within the village.
5.17 Summary of representations on proposed development boundary change to
the rear of Place House, Dunmow Road
 Objection to the alteration of the village development boundary to the garden of
Place House Great Bardfield because this proposed alteration will have a
detrimental effect on the ability to resolve proposals to erect ancillary buildings
incidental to the enjoyment of the dwelling to provide garaging, parking, implement
storage and annex accommodation.
 Extant planning consent 10/00356/FUL granted permission to build outbuildings in
the garden for greenhouse, detached garaging and implement store. This or
planning consent 11/00347/FUL could be implemented. The buildings of consent
14



10/00356/FUL would predominately lie outside the proposed village boundary.
We therefore propose an amendment for the boundary to include all buildings with
extant planning consents within the village development limits shown coloured
purple on the map in the accompanying appendix.

Officer Comments
5.18 The development boundary at Place House was originally altered by the Local
Development Framework Sub-Committee in response to concerns raised by the Parish
Council who wanted to protect the grounds of the Grade II listed Place House. A map
showing the draft agreed boundary with the existing boundary is included within the
appendix. The development of ancillary buildings within the curtilage of an existing
dwelling would not be prevented by virtue of them being outside of a development
boundary as they would be incidental to the dwelling house. Planning permission would
be required for any such building(s) as they would be within the curtilage of a listed
building and an application would be considered on its merits in accordance with adopted
planning policies relevant to sites outside of development boundaries. The planning
application reference 10/00356/FUL dealt with external alterations and repairs to the
dwelling, a rear extension and garaging, and was not solely for the development of a
greenhouse, store or garage.
5.19 The draft development boundary proposed on the consultation draft plan would
exclude the un-built garage and storage building and the glasshouse and log store.
However the rest of the elements permitted under 10/00356/FUL would remain within the
development boundary. As the extension permitted has been completed the permission
would not expire, as such the alteration to the development boundary at this point would
not prevent the remaining elements of the permission from being implemented in future.
5.20 The most recent planning application (13/00174/FUL) for erection of detached
ancillary outbuilding was refused on the 11th April 2013. Any appeal is likely to be resolved
prior to the adoption of the Draft Site Allocations and Development Management Plan and
would be determined with reference to the current Local Plan Review 2005, the Core
Strategy and the NPPF.
Additional sites submitted for consideration (received during consultation)
5.21 None
Recommendations
1. That the area to the rear of the Town Hall on Dunmow Road is identified as
Informal Open Space;
2. That the area adjacent to the fountain is identified as Visually Important
Space;
3. That the Visually Important Space designation at The Glebe Meadow is
retained and that this area (GRB1HAlt) is not included within the
development boundary;
4. That the development boundary at Place House remains as shown on Draft
Inset Map 29.
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6. Ashen
6.1 Ashen is classed in the Core Strategy and the Site Allocations Plan as an ‘Other
Village’. This means that it is not one of the six largest Key Service Villages in the District,
but it does have a development boundary, or village envelope. There is no Core Strategy
requirement to allocate additional dwellings in Ashen.
6.2 The Site Allocations Plan identifies the boundary of the Conservation Area and
designations for formal open space and churchyard/cemetery. It does not allocate any
housing sites within the village envelope.
6.3 Six alternative housing or mixed use sites (identified as ASH1HAlt to ASH6HAlt) had
been put forward by landowners in Ashen, none of which had been included by the LDF
Sub Committee in the draft plan.
6.4 Three comments have been received on the Draft Site Allocations Plan relating to
Ashen
6.5 Summary of support comments received
 Support the draft Plan for consultation
6.6 Summary of objection comments received from the agent of ASH3HAlt





An amendment to the village envelope to enable small-scale development would
not be contrary to the Core Strategy.
The village boundary is arbitrarily drawn at present and should follow the natural
tree, hedgerow and ditch at the rear of Street Farm, site ASH3HAlt. A scheme for
2 new dwellings is proposed at Street Farm ASH3HAlt with a good relationship to
existing buildings and the local countryside and would not adversely affect the
setting of the listed buildings. These properties would help sustain the village and
local facilities
There is a precedent for buildings on site ASH3HAlt and the concrete base of a
large barn is still evident.

6.7 Parish Council comments




The Parish Council supports the proposed policies in the plan (including the
proposals map and insets) and would be opposed to the alternatives. Specific
comments have also been made against various policies.
The Proposals Map should include notation of the Stour Valley area as shown on
the approved Dedham Vale AONB and Stour Valley Management Plan in
connection with the policy amendments referred to in our response.

Officer Comments
6.8 The current village envelope boundary and conservation area boundary follow a
logical boundary to the rear of properties along the west side of The Street, including
Street Farm, Thatches, Hawthorns and Bishops Hall as shown on the map in the
Appendix. ASH3HAlt was previously part of Street Farm and included the site of a large
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barn which no longer exists. Inclusion of ASH3HAlt would represent backland
development at the rear of the three adjoining properties in a part of the village which is
linear in nature and therefore would be out of character with the surrounding area and
could adversely affect the character of the conservation area. Two of the properties on the
front of the site are grade 2 listed and Street Farm is grade 2* listed and their settings
could be affected by this proposal and the access which would be required to it. This is a
small village with few facilities and is therefore considered an unsustainable location for
additional housing. The Parish Council are not supportive of the any alternative sites.
Comments from the Parish Council relating to the policies will be dealt with at a later LDF
Sub Committee Meeting.
6.9 Parts of the north of the District, around the Stour Valley, are included within the
Dedham Vale Area Outstanding Natural Beauty and Stour Valley Project Management
Area. However the AONB (which is outside the District) is the only part of this area which
has a formal designation. There are long term ambitions to extend the area covered by
the AONB designation, but the exact area for this extension is not known. It is therefore
not considered appropriate to add this to the Proposals Map.
Additional Sites submitted during the consultation
6.10 No further alternative sites were put forward in Ashen as part of the public
consultation in addition to the six already suggested and identified as alternatives.
Recommendations
1. To make no changes to the Draft Site Allocation Plan for Ashen published for
consultation.
2. Not to include Alternative Site ASH3HAlt or any of the other alternative sites put
forward in Ashen.

7. Pebmarsh
7.1 Pebmarsh is identified as an ‘Other Village’ in the Core Strategy.
7.2 The draft inset map for Pebmarsh shows a development boundary, flood zones,
formal recreation, local wildlife sites, allotments, education, cemetery/churchyard and
conservation area.
7.3 Seven alternative housing sites had been suggested, to extend the development
boundary at Pebmarsh, which were not approved for inclusion in the draft Site Allocations
Plan by the LDF Sub Committee.
7.4 Three representations have been received during the public consultation about
Pebmarsh.
7.5 Summary of general objection representations
 The Council should undertake a thorough review of development boundaries
against defined criteria to ensure the limits are sound and credible for their aims,
requirements and inclusion in the ADMP.
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Officer Comments
7.6 The proposed development boundary for Pebmarsh follows a logical line taking in the
majority of built development within the village. It has been expanded to include Pearson
Close and Clay Hills to take account of recent developments. The boundary does allow
the potential for some infilling development, however this would be limited. The boundary
excludes some rear gardens to discourage inappropriate backland development.
Parish Council representations
7.7 Pebmarsh Parish Council have met and agreed that they are happy with the preferred
option put forward by BDC in this consultation. With regards to the sites, which were put
forward within Pebmarsh, but not supported by the District Council as part of the draft
plan, Pebmarsh Parish Council's views have not changed since the previous consultation
(summarised below)
Extract from letter 19th Jan 2012








PEB 1 (situated between the Church and the school) and PEB 2 (north of Hamster
Close, Clay Hills) seem to us to be quite unsuitable for development, as well as
being within the Conservation Area and we would object to any form of
development on these sites.
PEB 4 (Clay Hills) is the village football pitch and is registered for recreational use.
It should not be developed.
PEB 3 (south of The Street) and PEB 7 (north of The Street) are possibilities. Both
could be regarded as ‘infilling’ but we would, however, want to limit development to
no more than two or three houses, built on either site. This may mean redrawing
the development boundary to include part, but not the whole, of those sites.
We might be agreeable to very limited development (of two houses) at the southern
end of PEB 2, next to Hamsters Close. This would mean extending the new
development boundary round Clays Hill to include part only of PEB 2.
We also might be prepared to agree to one house (only) on PEB 8, provided it is
built a sufficient distance away from the neighbours (probably right behind
‘Charwins’) and does not create any precedent for further building behind existing
residences. Again, the village envelope could be extended to allow a single
dwelling only.

Officer Comments
7.8 The Parish Council’s support for the plan published for consultation is noted. The LDF
Sub-Committee considered representations from Pebmarsh at its meeting on the 22/05/12
when agreeing what should be included in the draft Inset Map for consultation. The
meeting decided that none of the sites put forward should be included in the draft Inset
Plan.
7.9 Objection regarding site PEB1HAlt Between the Church and the School
 The development boundary for Pebmarsh should be amended to include land and
existing built development on the north side of The Street as shown on the plan (in
the accompanying appendix). This would include site PEB1HAlt, the existing village
hall, primary school and other built development along the north side of The Street
up to and including Greathouse Farm Cottages.
Officer Comments
7.10 The area of PEB1HAlt is described in the Pebmarsh Conservation Area Appraisal
(2012) as being an important open space which should be protected from development.
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Development on this side of the road is permeated by open areas such as the village hall
parking and school playground. It is not recommended to include this area within the
development boundary as it would encourage infill development in an inappropriate
location.
7.11 Objection regarding Sites PEB3HALT and PEB4HALT
 The Council should undertake a thorough review of development boundaries
against defined criteria to ensure the limits are sound and credible for their aims,
requirements and inclusion in the ADMP.
 Amend development boundary for Pebmarsh to include site PEB3HAlt at the
junction of The Street and Water Lane.
Officer Comments
7.12 PEB4HALT off The Street near Oak Road, is proposed for identification for formal
recreation in the draft plan. No objection has been received concerning the designation of
this site as such, and the site owner (who also owns PEB3HAlt), has referred to a desire
to gift PEB4HAlt to the Parish in order to secure its longer term use. PEB3HAlt is located
close to the centre of the village on raised ground opposite the Kings Head public house.
The site was not allocated due to the potential for significant detriment to the character
and appearance of the conservation area and it would occupy a dominant and
overbearing position in the street scene. It has been suggested that the site could be
lowered, however as sufficient sites have been identified in the Draft Site Allocations
Document for the “Other Villages” it is not necessary to allocate any sites within
Pebmarsh.
Additional sites submitted for consideration (received during consultation)
7.13 None.
Recommendations
1. That Draft Inset Map 45 for Pebmarsh is approved and that none of the
alternative sites are included within the development boundary.

8 Bures Hamlet
8.1 Bures Hamlet is classified as an 'Other Village' in the Core Strategy. It includes a
Conservation Area and designations for car parking and Visually Important Open Space.
8.2 Two alternative sites had been previously put forward (BUR1HAlt and BUR2HAlt)
which had not been included by the LDF Sub Committee within the draft Site Allocations
Plan.
8.3 Two comments have been received on Bures Hamlet from the Parish Council and the
agent of site BUR1HAlt, which is a site off Colne Road.
8.4 Summary of comments received from the agent of site BUR1Halt, off Colne
Road
 There is a contradiction in Babergh District Council giving their side of the river the
definition ‘Core Village' while Braintree designates the Bures Hamlet side as an
‘Other Village'. It should be re-defined as a ‘Key Service Village'.
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The Draft Site Allocation Plan for Bures Hamlet proposes no new development until
2026. However, as Bures has good sustainable credentials, it is proposed that a
few of the 300 [Other Villages] or 600 [Key Service Villages] dwellings be allocated
to Bures Hamlet.
It is suggested that the site at Colne Road [BUR1HAlt area 0.76 ha] could
accommodate up to 25 units. As the site is enclosed on three sides, its inclusion
would present no incursion into the countryside. Given that the country is facing a
huge housing shortfall, it is imperative that the Council responds by allocating sites
such as this.

8.5 Parish Council comments
 Bures Hamlet Parish Council fully supports the proposed Draft Site Allocation Plan
for Bures Hamlet.
 We do not support the Draft Site Allocations Plan (Alternatives) because our village
facilities make new housing proposals on this scale unsustainable. Both proposed
new housing sites would have access safety issues, particularly site BUR1HAlt and
site BUR2HAlt would have a particularly unwarranted detrimental visual impact on
the countryside of the Stour Valley.
 A fundamental consideration is however that Bures St Mary already has plans for
some developments on its side of the river on more suitable sites and as we exist
as one village we need to be considered accordingly.
 We also have long-term concerns over the amount of traffic currently using the
B1508 and its speed through our village and we would not want to see this volume
increased.
Officer Comments
8.6 The proposed site at BUR1HAlt is, located on the west side of the railway line off
Colne Road. The site has an extremely limited road frontage with the development
proposed to take place behind the residential property and garden known as Windy Ridge.
This would be considered to be inappropriate back-land development. Neither this site,
nor the other alternative at BUR2Halt, off Colchester Road, are considered suitable for
new residential development. Although Bures Hamlet is adjacent to Bures St Mary, the
settlement within Braintree District does not meet the criteria for a Key Service Village set
out in the Braintree District Core Strategy and the section within Braintree District does not
provide services to meet the needs of other villages nearby, as a Key Service Village
would do. It is therefore considered that there is no justification for classifying Bures
Hamlet as a Key Service Village, or for allocating a housing site in Bures Hamlet.
Additional Sites put forward during consultation on the draft Plan
8.7 No additional sites were put forward in Bures Hamlet during the public consultation on
the draft plan.

Recommendations
1. To make no changes to the Draft Site Allocation Inset Plan 14 for Bures
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Hamlet.
2. To not allocate any of the alternative housing sites put forward at Bures
Hamlet.
4. To not amend the classification of Bures Hamlet as an 'Other Village.'

9 Colne Engaine
9.1 Colne Engaine is classified as an 'Other Village' in the Core Strategy and has no
proposed residential or employment allocations. Three alternative housing sites (COL1,2
and 4HAlt) had previously been put forward, which had not been allocated by the LDF
Sub Committee in the draft plan.
9.2 One comment has been received about Colne Engaine
9.3 Summary of Comments received (from the site promoter of sites COL1HAlt and
COL2HAlt)









A formal reassessment of all development boundaries including those at Colne
Engaine should be undertaken.
The draft Site Allocation Plan fails to show and take into account the planning
permission for B1 re-use of existing farm buildings which form part of site
COL2HAlt Brook Farm, off Church Street.
Site COL2HAlt also includes an additional area of land to the north of the existing
employment use that has potential to provide an opportunity for further business /
residential or mixed use development. The parts of COL2HAlt outside inside the
area at risk of flooding could be excluded from development
Site COL1HAlt presents an opportunity for frontage residential development onto
Brook Street. The site is not isolated with development located on three sides of it
and would take its character from neighbouring dwellings.
Colne Engaine has a good range of services and is a sustainable location for new
growth in line with the NPPF

Parish Council comments
9.4 None received during this consultation
Officer Comments
9.5 An application was approved in February 2004 for the B1 re-use of the farm buildings
at Brook Farm, site COL2HAlt. As this was specifically related to the re-use of the existing
buildings and not to the use of other land, it is not considered that the development
boundary should be amended to include the area of site COL2HAlt which also includes an
area within flood zone 2 at risk of flooding. If the area of flood zone 2 is excluded from the
allocation, or the development boundary, as the site promoter suggests, the western
section of the site would be separated from the development boundary, which would not
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provide a logical boundary.
9.6 Whilst COL1HAlt does abut the development boundary on 2 sides, the proposed
development site includes inappropriate backland development behind property on the
frontage of Brook Street at the western end of the site. This break in development along
the street adjacent to the brook also provides attractive countryside views which adds to
the character of the village.
9.7 In correspondence with the Parish Council in 2011, they were not supportive of any
amendments to the development boundary of the village, as there were two sites already
with the development boundary for the village, the Haulage Yard in Mill Lane
(08/01377/FUL) and the old Builders Yard (11/01258/OUT) which together would deliver
13 new dwellings.

Additional sites submitted for consideration (received during consultation)
9.8 No additional sites were put forward in Colne Engaine during the public consultation.
Recommendations
1. To make no changes to the Draft Site Allocation Inset Map 17 for Colne
Engaine
2. To not include any of the alternative sites put forward for development in
Colne Engaine.

10 Lamarsh and Alphamstone
10.1 Lamarsh is identified as an ‘Other Village’ in the Core Strategy.
10.2 The draft inset map for Lamarsh shows a development boundary, flood zones and
protected lane. Two alternative sites had been put forward previously (LAM1 and 2HAlt)
which had not been included within the development boundary that was published in the
draft plan.
10.3 Alphamstone does not have a village envelope and is therefore classed as
countryside. It has no requirement for housing growth.
10.4 One representation has been received
10.5 Summary of representation
 The dwellings are incorrectly identified on the plan for Lamarsh. (To give one
example: ‘Little Gables' appears as ‘Gable)'.
 Crucially, the flood plain markings are incorrect, being based, we would imagine,
purely on Environmental Agency computer modelling, itself derived from contour
levels. It bears little relation to the flooding actually experienced here and should
not be used for an informed decision. It will not have taken into account information
on likely flows in flood conditions.
 We SUPPORT the Lamarsh Inset 39 and OPPOSE the annotation for housing
development advanced on behalf of the owners of LAM 1HAlt and 2HAlt.
 Our support for the proposed rejection of these two sites is for two distinct reasons:
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Flooding issues affecting Little Gables and other properties along the north side
of Alphamstone Road;
Loss of amenity and adverse effect on setting of Newmans Farmhouse.

10.6 Parish Council representations
 None in respect of the Inset Map, other comments have been received concerning
policies ADM54, ADM59, ADM71, ADM72 and paragraph 8.10.
Officer Comments
10.7 The support for the draft inset map is noted. Comments from Alphamstone and
Lamarsh Parish Council relating to the Development Management Policies will be
considered at a later Local Development Framework Sub-Committee. In terms of the
comment regarding the extent of the flood zone and annotation on the map, this
information is provided by the Environment Agency and Ordnance Survey respectively
and is updated as and when new information is received.
Additional sites submitted for consideration (received during consultation)
10.8 None.
Recommendations
1. That the Draft Inset Map 39 for Lamarsh is approved and that neither of the
alternative sites are included within the development boundary.

11 Foxearth and Liston
11.1 Foxearth is classed as an 'Other Village' in the Core Strategy and includes a
Conservation Area and designations for informal open space, churchyard/cemetery and
Visually Important Open Space. Liston does not have a development boundary as it is a
fairly dispersed settlement classed as part of the countryside.
11.2 An alternative site, the former IFF site (LIS1Malt) was put forward but was not
allocated for development in the draft Site Allocations Plan.
11.3 Two comments have been received on Foxearth and Liston
11.4 Summary of comments received






Essex Wildlife Trust objects to site LIS1Halt, the former IFF site, being allocated
due to its proximity to Glemsford Pits SSSI and potential adverse impacts on the
wildlife corridor of the River Stour and Weston Hall Meadow Local Wildlife Site
(Bra195).
Long Melford Parish Council commented that substantial development in Babergh
District will increase traffic travelling through Braintree District towards Sudbury and
believes there should be improved dialogue between the two Districts.
Concerned about any changes of use on the site and whilst noting the sites
proximity to the river, its position in a flood zone and its poor road infrastructure, the
existing buildings do potentially offer an opportunity for Small and Medium
Enterprises (SME’s)to use as starter units.
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11.5 Parish Council comments
None received during this consultation
Officer Comments
11.6 Foxearth is a small village in a rural part of the District and no changes to the
development boundary for the village are proposed.
11.7 The former IFF site, LIS1Halt, is an extremely large site with a number of serious
constraints including access, contamination and its position within an area at risk of
flooding, as well as the impacts on surrounding protected sites as highlighted by the
Essex Wildlife Trust. There are existing buildings on site and these can be re-used for
business/commercial uses. It is not proposed to allocate the site for development.
11.8 Long Melford Parish Council’s points relating to the communication between Babergh
District Council and Braintree District Council are noted and planning officers will be
meeting with Babergh officers to discuss the impacts arising from the Draft Site
Allocations and Development Management Plan proposals and will include the points
raised by the Parish Council in this discussion.

Additional sites submitted for consideration (received during consultation)
11.9 No additional sites were put forward in Foxearth and Liston
Recommendations
1. To make no changes to the Draft Site Allocation Plan for Foxearth published
for consultation.
2. To not allocate site LIS1HAlt for development.

12 Bulmer and Bulmer Tye
12.1 Bulmer and Bulmer Tye are identified as ‘Other Villages’ in the Core Strategy.
The draft Site Allocations and Development Management inset map for Bulmer illustrates
a development boundary, conservation area, cemetery/ churchyard, protected lane,
visually important space and informal recreation.
12.2 The draft Site Allocations and Development Management inset map for Bulmer Tye
illustrates two development boundaries, educational land, visually important space and a
protected lane. Four alternative housing sites BUL1-4 HAlt had been previously put
forward which had not been included in the draft Plan by the LDF Sub Committee.
12.3 Four representations on the draft Site Allocations Plan have been received
concerning Bulmer and Bulmer Tye.
12.4 Summary of support representation


BUL1HAlt – this could result in another housing estate in the village. Relieved it has
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not been recommended/agreed/approved.
There is already one ‘large’ estate at St Andrews Rise.
The Village Design Statement illustrates a large consensus that small clusters of
development were acceptable and ‘fitting’ to the open nature of our lovely village,
not a large collection of houses which would be surrounded and enclosed.

English Heritage
 BUL1HAlt, Bulmer. Development of this land would adversely affect the setting of
the church. We therefore support the rejection of this site.
 BUL4HAlt, Bulmer Tye. This land parcel contains the earthwork remains of a small
motte and bailey castle, probably of C12 date. Although the site is not currently a
designated asset, is has been compared and assessed against other similar
castles which are designated as scheduled monuments and we consider it to be of
schedulable quantity. Development in this area is likely to cause substantial harm
to the significance of the monument, including that of its setting. NPPF para
139states that non-designated heritage assets of archaeological interest which are
demonstrably of equivalent significance to scheduled monuments, should be
considered subject to the policies for designated heritage assets. We support
rejection of this site.
12.5 Parish Council representations










Support the draft Site Allocations and Development Management inset map for
Bulmer and Bulmer Tye.
Strongly opposed to the alternatives BUL1 – BUL4HAlt.
The Village Design Statement of 2011 reflects the villager’s wishes to keep the
open landscape areas within the village.
BUL1HAlt – important open space within provides views of Grade 1 Listed church,
access via St Andrews Rise is particularly narrow. Residents are opposed to the
development of the paddock.
BUL2HAlt – is accessed from the A131 on a dangerous stretch of road which has
been reduced to 50mph due to regular accidents.
BUL3HAlt – would affect the sewerage services in Park Lane.
BUL4HAlt - contains ancient earthworks and self-sown trees and is adjacent to a
dangerous section of A131.
The village has no retail shops, doctors, or secondary schools, therefore felt that
there are no sites suitable for travellers.
The village created Coes Meadow recreation ground in 2005 and therefore it is felt
that there is no need for further amenity, or play areas within the village.

Officer Comments
12.6 The support for the draft inset map is noted. The LDF Sub Committee considered
Bulmer and Bulmer Tye, and representations received from the Parish Council on the 24 th
January 2012 when it was agreed what should be included in the draft Inset Map for
consultation. The meeting decided that none of the sites put forward
(BUL1HAlt/BUL2HAlt/BUL3HAlt/BUL4HAlt) should be included in the draft Inset Plan.
The representations received during this consultation also set out the Parish Council
opposition to these alternative sites.
Additional sites submitted for consideration (received during consultation)
12.7 None.
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Recommendations
1. The Draft Site Allocations and Development Management inset maps 12 and
13 for Bulmer and Bulmer Tye are approved and that none of the alternative
sites should be included within the development boundary or allocated for
development.

13 Belchamp Otten and Belchamp St Paul
13.1 Belchamp Otten and Belchamp St Paul are classed as 'Other Villages'. Belchamp
Otten has a Conservation area, a designated Local Wildlife Site and a
cemetery/churchyard. The village of Belchamp St Paul has a Conservation Area, Local
Wildlife Site and designated areas of Visually Important Open Space on the village green
and formal recreation on the Playing Field.
13.2 Seven alternative housing sites had been suggested adjacent to Belchamp Otten
and one alternative site at Belchamp St Paul, which were not approved for inclusion in the
draft Plan by the LDF Sub Committee.
13.3 One comment has been received from the Parish Council on these villages.
13.4 Parish Council comment
 Supports the development boundaries as set out in the Draft Plan for Consultation
 Note that there are parts of the St Paul Green that are not included as "Visually
Important Space" notably that part opposite the school.
Officer Comments
Belchamp Otten
13.5 The Draft Site Allocations and Development Management Plan designated the
Churchyard/Cemetery in the village for the first time. However it is considered that the
extent of this area should be corrected to exclude the land fronting on to The Street which
is outside the area enclosed by the Churchyard wall.
Belchamp St Paul
13.6 Agree with the Parish Council comments that the areas of Village Green opposite the
School should be allocated as Visually Important Open Space
Additional Sites put forward for consideration in this consultation
13.7 No additional sites were put forward in Belchamp St Paul or Belchamp Otten
Recommendations
1. To approve the amended extent of the Churchyard/Cemetery in Belchamp
Otten as shown in the appendix.
2. To approve the additional areas of Visually Important Open Space in
Belchamp St Paul as shown in the appendix.
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3. To not approve any other changes to the plans for Belchamp Otten and
Belchamp St Paul which were published for consultation, or any of the
alternative sites.

14 Terling, Fairstead and Fuller Street
14.1 Terling is identified in the adopted Core Strategy as an ‘other village’ in the
settlement hierarchy. The draft Site Allocations and Development Management Plan
identifies two development boundaries, a conservation area, visually important spaces,
formal and informal recreation, education, church, allotments, protected lanes, registered
park and gardens, flood zones and a local wildlife site.
14.2 Fairstead and Fuller Street are identified in the adopted Core Strategy as being
within the ‘countryside’ in the settlement hierarchy as they do not have development
boundaries.
14.4 Representations
 We have received no representations during the consultation and no new
alternative sites have been submitted by landowners or agents for the Council to
consider.
14.5 Parish Council representations
 We have received no representations from the Parish Council regarding the draft
Site Allocations and Development Management Plan.
Officer Comments
14.6 The LDF Sub Committee considered Terling and Fairstead, and representations
received from the Parish Council on the 7th December 2011 when agreeing what should
be included in the draft Inset Map for consultation. The meeting decided that none of the
sites put forward should be included in the draft Inset Plan and that Fairstead should not
have a development boundary.
14.7 The Landscape Character Assessment has identified the area around Terling as an
‘area which has moderate sensitivity to change’. It further states, ‘the skyline of higher
area of the farmland plateau is visually sensitive to new development that may be visible
within views across, to, from the area’. Extensions to the existing village envelope would
impact on the skyline and characteristics of the Conservation Area, which covers most of
Terling. An extension to the south east of Terling could also impact on Terling Place,
which is a registered park and garden.
14.8 Fairstead is a small hamlet with some dwellings dispersed along Fairstead Road and
a further cluster of 8 dwellings adjacent to the Old Rectory off Fairstead Hall Road. It
would be difficult to draw a development boundary around the existing development
without including large areas of undeveloped land and fields which could allow for large
infill development which would have a detrimental impact on the countryside.
14.9 Fuller Street is a hamlet of approximately 20 dwellings and does not have a
development boundary. The dwellings are dispersed along Braintree Road. Fuller Street
was not shown on the draft Inset Maps which were part of the Site Allocations Plan
published for public consultation. The two sites which were submitted for consideration for
residential development in Fuller Street were therefore not published for consultation,
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although the Parish Council were consulted on the sites prior to publication. The Council
wrote to the site promoters regarding this error but there has been no return
correspondence. Fuller Street has limited facilities and is not considered suitable for a
development boundary or for any additional residential development.
Additional sites submitted for consideration (received during consultation)
14.10 None.
Recommendations
1. That the Draft Site Allocations and Development Management inset map for
Terling is approved.
2. That Fuller Street and Fairstead do not have a development boundary.

15 Great Saling
15.1 Great Saling is identified as an 'Other Village' in the Core Strategy. The draft inset
map for Great Saling shows a Development Boundary, Conservation Area, Historic Park
and Garden, Visually Important Space and Local Wildlife Site.
15.2 One representation has been received for Great Saling.
15.3 One alternative site (GRS2HAlt) had previously been put forward for development at
Blake End which had not been included in the draft Site Allocation Plan.
Summary of general objection representations
15.4 None.
15.5 Parish Council representations
 The Parish Council Support the Draft Plan
15.6 Officer Comments
Support Noted.
15.7 Additional sites submitted for consideration (received during consultation)
None.
Recommendations
1. The Draft Inset Map 31 for Great Saling is approved with no amendments and
that the alternative site (GRS2HAlt) should not be allocated for development.

Belchamp Walter, Bradwell, Little Maplestead, Stambourne, Tilbury
Juxta Clare, White Notley
These settlements, classed as ‘Other Villages’, in the Core Strategy hierarchy of
settlements have received no comments during the consultation and no new alternative
sites have been submitted by landowners or agents for the Council to consider.
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Alternative sites had previously been proposed at Little Maplestead, Stambourne Chapel
End Way and White Notley. These were not included within the draft site allocations plan.
The plans are included in the Appendix to this report and have been checked for
accuracy. No changes are proposed to the plans which were published in the Draft Site
Allocations and Development Management Plan in January this year.
Recommendation
To approve the unchanged Draft Site Allocation Inset Plans for;
Belchamp Walter Inset 7
Bradwell Inset 9
Little Maplestead Inset 40
Stambourne Chapel End Way Inset 54
Stambourne Dyers End Inset 55
Tilbury Juxta Clare Inset 61
White Notley Inset 64
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LOCAL DEVELOPMENT
FRAMEWORK SUB-CTTE

AGENDA
THIS MEETING IS OPEN TO THE PUBLIC (Please note that this meeting will be audio recorded)
http://www.braintree.gov.uk/meetings

Date: Thursday, 30th May 2013
Time: 6.00pm
Venue: Witham Public Hall, Collingwood Road, Witham CM8 2DY
Membership:
Councillor D L Bebb

Councillor Lady P Newton

Councillor G Butland

Councillor W D Scattergood

Councillor A V E Everard

Councillor C Siddall

Councillor M C M Lager

Councillor M Thorogood

Councillor J M Money

Councillor R G Walters (Chairman)

Members are requested to attend this meeting, to transact the following business:PUBLIC SESSION
1.

Apologies for Absence

2.

Declarations of Interests. To declare the existence of any interests relating to items on
the Agenda having regard to the Code of Conduct for Members and having taken
appropriate advice (where necessary) before the meeting.

3.

Minutes. To approve as a correct record the Minutes of the meeting of the Local
Development Framework Sub-Committee held on 8th May 2013. (Copy
previously circulated).

4.

Question Time. (See paragraph on Page ii of the Agenda).

5.

Site Allocations and Development Management Plan Draft - Inset Plans for
RIVENHALL, RIVENHALL END, RIVENHALL AIRFIELD AND WITHAM. To
consider the attached report. (Page 1) (Appendices are enclosed for Members of
the Sub-Committee only, but they may be viewed on the Council’s web site)
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6.

Urgent Business. To consider any matter, which in the opinion of the Chairman,
should be considered in public by reason of special circumstances (to be
specified) as a matter of urgency.

7.

To agree the exclusion of the public and press for the consideration of the
following item for the reasons set out in Part 1 of Schedule 12(A) of the Local
Government Act 1972.
At the time of compiling the Agenda, there were no items for inclusion in this part of the
Agenda.

PRIVATE SESSION
8.

Urgent Business. To consider any matter, which in the opinion of the Chairman, should
be considered in private by reason of special circumstances (to be specified) as a matter of
urgency.
A PEACE
Member Services Manager

The last page of this Agenda is numbered 31.
QUESTION TIME
Immediately after the Minutes of the previous meeting have been approved there will be a period
of up to 30 minutes when members of the public can speak. Members of the public wishing to
speak should contact the Council's Member Services Section on 01376 552525 or e-mail
alison.webb@braintree.gov.uk prior to the meeting. Members of the public can remain to
observe the whole of the public part of the meeting. The Council's "Question Time" leaflet
explains the procedure and copies of this may be obtained at the Council’s offices at Braintree,
Witham (library) and Halstead (library).
Contact Details
If you require any further information please contact Alison Webb on 01376 552525 or e-mail
alison.webb@braintree.gov.uk
Health and Safety
Any persons attending meetings at Causeway House are requested to take a few moments to
familiarise themselves with the nearest available fire exit, indicated by the fire evacuation signs.
In the event of a continuous alarm sounding during the meeting, you must evacuate the building
immediately and follow all instructions provided by a Council officer who will identify him/herself
should the alarm sound. You will be assisted to the nearest designated assembly point until it is
safe to return to the building.
Mobile Phones
Please ensure that your mobile phone is switched off during the meeting.
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Audio Recording Please note that this meeting will be audio recorded.
Agendas, reports and minutes for all the Council's public meetings can be accessed via the
internet at http://www.braintree.gov.uk/meetings
Braintree District Council welcomes comments from members of the public in order to make its
services as efficient and effective as possible. We would appreciate any suggestions regarding
the usefulness of the paperwork for this meeting, or the conduct of the meeting you have
attended.
Please let us have your comments setting out the following information
Meeting Attended

…………………………………………………….

Date of Meeting

…………………………………………………….

Comments……………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
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Minutes
Local Development
Framework SubCommittee
30th May 2013
Present:
Councillors
D L Bebb
G Butland
A V E Everard
M C M Lager
J M Money

Present
Apologies
Apologies
Yes (until 7.52pm)
Yes
Yes

Councillors
Lady Newton
W D Scattergood

C Siddall
M Thorogood
R G Walters (Chairman)

Present
Yes
Yes
Yes
Apologies
Yes

Councillors Abbott, Horner, Howell, Rose and Wright were also in attendance.
1

DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST
INFORMATION: The following interests were declared:
Councillor J E Abbott declared a non-pecuniary interest in Agenda Item 5 - Site
Allocations and Development Management Plan and Draft Inset Plans for Rivenhall,
Rivenhall End, Rivenhall Airfield and Witham as a Member of Rivenhall Parish Council;
a Member of Essex County Council (the education Authority); as an Ordinary Member of
Witham and Countryside Society; and as a person who had personally submitted
representations on the Plan.
Councillor M C M Lager declared a non-pecuniary interest in Agenda Item 5 - Site
Allocations and Development Management Plan and Draft Inset Plans for Rivenhall,
Rivenhall End, Rivenhall Airfield and Witham and, in particular, sites at Witham as a
Member of Witham Town Council which had been consulted on the proposed
development sites and had submitted representations.
Councillor J M Money declared a non-pecuniary interest in Agenda Item 5 - Site
Allocations and Development Management Plan and Draft Inset Plans for Rivenhall,
Rivenhall End, Rivenhall Airfield and Witham and, in particular, sites at Witham as a
Member of Witham Town Council which had been consulted on the proposed
development sites and had submitted representations; and as she lived on the edge of
site WIS6H – Growth Location at Lodge Farm, off Hatfield Road, Witham.
Councillor Lady Newton declared a non-pecuniary interest in Agenda Item 5 - Site
Allocations and Development Management Plan and Draft Inset Plans for Rivenhall,
Rivenhall End, Rivenhall Airfield and Witham as Braintree District Council’s Cabinet
Member for Planning and Property with responsibility for asset management and
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affordable housing; and as a Member of Essex County Council (the education
Authority).
Councillor R G Walters declared a non-pecuniary interest in Agenda Item 5 - Site
Allocations and Development Management Plan and Draft Inset Plans for Rivenhall,
Rivenhall End, Rivenhall Airfield and Witham as Member of Essex County Council (the
education Authority).
Councillor R Wright declared a non-pecuniary interest in Agenda Item 5 - Site
Allocations and Development Management Plan and Draft Inset Plans for Rivenhall,
Rivenhall End, Rivenhall Airfield and Witham as a Member of Rivenhall Parish Council.
In accordance with the Code of Conduct, all Councillors remained in the meeting and
took part in the discussion when the matters were considered.
2

MINUTES
DECISION: The Minutes of the meeting of the Local Development Framework SubCommittee held on 8th May 2013 were confirmed as a correct record and signed by the
Chairman.

3

QUESTION TIME
INFORMATION: There were nine statements made. Details of the people who spoke
at the meeting are contained in the Appendix to these Minutes.
Principally, these Minutes record decisions taken only and, where appropriate, the
reasons for the decisions.

4

SITE ALLOCATIONS AND DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT PLAN DRAFT - INSET
PLANS FOR RIVENHALL, RIVENHALL END, RIVENHALL AIRFIELD and WITHAM
(Councillor James Abbott (District Council Ward Councillor for Bradwell, Silver End and
Rivenhall) attended the meeting and spoke on this item).
(Councillor Robert Wright (District Council Ward Councillor for Bradwell, Silver End and
Rivenhall) attended the meeting and spoke on this item and, in particular, sites at
Rivenhall).
INFORMATION: Mrs E Dash, Planning Policy Manager, presented a report on the
preparation of the Site Allocations and Development Management Plan and the Draft
Inset Plans to be included within it. The report included proposed Inset Plans for
Rivenhall, Rivenhall End, Rivenhall Airfield and Witham.
A Site Allocations and Development Management Plan was required to set out land
allocations and policies, against which future planning applications for development in
the District would be determined over the period to 2026. The Plan had to be in
accordance with the Council’s Core Strategy which set out the overall strategy for future
development in the District and the number of dwellings for which land should be
allocated, details of which were set out in the report.
Public consultation on the draft Site Allocations and Development Management Plan
had taken place between 9th January and 22nd February 2013. The report summarised
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the representations which had been received and set out the Officers’ comments on
these, including additional sites which had been proposed. The report recommended
the inclusion of sites within the ‘Submission Draft’ of the Site Allocations and
Development Management Plan which would be published for a six week period. Any
representations submitted during that time would be considered by an Inspector
appointed by the Planning Inspectorate to examine the soundness of the Plan.
During the consideration of the report, particular reference was made to the site
adjacent to the Old Rectory, Rectory Lane, Rivenhall which had been submitted as an
additional site. It was agreed that this site should not be included within the
development boundary, or allocated as a residential site of 10 or more dwellings.
However, it was acknowledged that, if approved, the development would have a
considerable impact on Witham and that Witham Town Council should have been
consulted on the proposal. The Officers indicated that this consultation would be
undertaken.
DECISION: That, subject to the draft Site Allocations and Development Management
Plan being approved in its entirety by the Council for public consultation:That the Inset Plans and recommendations as set out in the report for the villages of
Rivenhall, Rivenhall End and Rivenhall Airfield, and the town of Witham be approved,
subject to the recommendations relating to Witham being amended as follows:Witham
Site WCH3HAlt – Bellfields, Braintree Road, Witham
1.

That the area of land at Bellfields fronting Braintree Road be allocated as Visually
Important Space.

2.

That the community use allocation of the land at Bellfields which accommodates
the former school be changed to educational use, subject to a report being
submitted to a future meeting of the Sub-Committee on the extent of land
required for educational purposes.

Amendment to Primary Shopping Area
That this item be deferred to a future meeting as the maps circulated with the report
were incorrect.

The meeting commenced at 6.00pm and closed at 8.22pm.
NOTE: This meeting was not webcast, but an audio recording was taken.
Councillor R G Walters

(Chairman)
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APPENDIX
LOCAL DEVELOPMENT FRAMEWORK SUB-COMMITTEE
30TH MAY 2013
PUBLIC QUESTION TIME
Details of Questions Asked / Statements Made During Public Question Time
1. Statements Relating to Item 5 - Site Allocations and Development Management Plan Inset Plans for Rivenhall, Rivenhall End, Rivenhall Airfield and Witham
Rivenhall
Statement by Councillor Robert Wright, 303 Rickstones Road, Rivenhall (Re. various
sites in Rivenhall)
Rivenhall and Witham
Statement by Councillor James Abbott, 1 Waterfall Cottages, Park Road, Rivenhall (Re.
various sites in Rivenhall and Witham)
Witham
(i)

Statement by Mr Kenneth Davies, Chairman of Humber Road Estate Community
Initiative, 40 Ouse Chase, Witham (Re. Site WIW1H – land off Teign Drive,
Witham) (Objector)

(ii)

Statement by Mr Dennis Miller, Representing the Residents of Helen Court,
Witham, 2 Sauls Bridge Close, Witham (Re. Site - WCH2HAlt – Gimsons (Land
off Kings Chase/River View), Witham) (Objector)

(iii)

Statement by Mrs Louise McKinlay, Director Bascule Properties Ltd,
Land to the rear of 51 Newland Street, Witham (Re. Site WCH9HAlt - Land to the
rear of HSBC Bank, Newland Street, Witham) (Objector)

(iv)

Mr Geoff Shaw, 17 Armiger Way, Witham (Re. Site WCH27X - Former
Magistrates’ Court, Newland Street, Witham) (Objector)

(v)

Statement by Mr Ian Marsden, 30 Pinkham Drive, Witham (Re. Various Sites in
Witham including:- growth location off Forest Road; WCH2HAlt – Gimsons (Land
off Kings Chase/River View); WIS6H- Lodge Farm, Hatfield Road) (Objector)

(vi)

Statement by Mr Martin Addison, Ramsden Mills, Braintree Road, Witham (Re.
Site WCH7E – Ramsden Mills, Albert Road (proposed employment site),
Witham) (Objector)

(vii)

Statement by Mrs Noble (address not supplied) (Re. general objection to further
development in Witham) (Objector)
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Local Development Framework Sub
Committee 30th May 2013
Report upon Representations to Draft Site Allocations
and Development Management Plan Draft for
Consultation 2013 relating to Rivenhall, Rivenhall End,
Rivenhall Airfield and Witham
Corporate Priority:
Report presented by:
Report prepared by:

Agenda No: 5

Building a Prosperous District. A Better Place.
Eleanor Dash and Juliet Kirkaldy
Eleanor Dash, Juliet Kirkaldy

Background Papers: Braintree District Core Strategy
Public Yes
2011. National Planning Policy Framework.
Braintree District Site Allocations and Development
Management Plan - Draft for Consultation 2013.
Responses to Public Consultation (on line in Planning
Policy Consultation Portal on Braintree Council website
under Planning Policy). Braintree Annual Monitoring Report
2012. Retail Study Update 2012. Getting to the station
findings of research conducted at Witham.
Options: To approve, or not to approve, changes to the
Key Decision: No
Draft Site Allocations and Development Management Plan
set out in this report, or to make further changes to the Draft
Plan.
Executive Summary: The report sets out the context of the Site Allocations and
Development Management Plan (ADM) in terms of housing numbers as set out in the
adopted Core Strategy. The report then goes on to discuss the representations which
were received during the consultation on Rivenhall, Rivenhall End, Rivenhall Airfield and
Witham. It sets out a summary of the representations, including those from the Parish
Councils and other key stakeholders and officer comments on those representations.
Where additional sites have been proposed these are also set out and the report
recommends the allocation of two new sites for residential development in Witham, the
former Magistrates Court and Ivy Chimneys. The report then goes on to make
recommendations on Rivenhall, Rivenhall End, Rivenhall Airfield and Witham to be
included in the Submission Draft ADM.
There will be a recommendation to Council (this is intended to be on 29.7.13) to approve
the draft Site Allocations and Development Management Plan in its entirety.

Decision:
To approve the inset plans and recommendations as set out in the report for the villages
of Rivenhall, Rivenhall End, Rivenhall Airfield and for the main town of Witham.
Purpose of Decision: To approve allocations to be included in the draft Site Allocations
and Development Management Plan, which will be included in the Submission Draft of
the Plan.
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Corporate implications
Financial:

Costs of preparing the Site Allocations and Development
Management Plan
Legal:
The Site Allocations and Development Management Plan
Cannot be adopted unless it is found to be sound by the
Planning Inspectorate. It will be the basis for future planning
decisions.
Equalities/Diversity
The Council’s policies should take account of equalities and
diversity and will be subject to an equalities impact
assessment.
Customer Impact:
Providing housing, employment, open space and
infrastructure and protecting the countryside and the
environment.
Environment and
Impact on environment of sustainable policies and
Climate Change:
sustainable design of housing.
Consultation/Community Consultation with the public and stakeholders between
Engagement:
10.1.13 and 22.2.13.
Risks:

That the Draft Site Allocations and Development
Management Plan may not be found sound when it is
examined by the Planning Inspector.

Officer Contact:
Designation:
Ext. No.
E-mail:

Emma Goodings
Local Plans Manager
2511
emmgo@braintree.gov.uk

1. Background
1.1The Council is preparing the Site Allocations and Development Management Plan
(ADM) to set out land allocations and policies, which will be used to determine future
planning applications in the District, over the period to 2026.
1.2 The Council has already prepared a Core Strategy, which sets out the overall
strategy for future development in the District and aims to concentrate future growth
in sustainable locations and to promote the development of previously developed
land and urban regeneration. The Core Strategy sets out the overall numbers of
dwellings for which land should be allocated over the period to 2026 and the Site
Allocations Plan must be in accordance with the Core Strategy.
Table 1 District Housing Provision and Minimum Number of Dwellings
Required as at April 2012
Core Strategy Location

Braintree excluding
Growth Location
Braintree NW Growth
Location
(West of Panfield Lane)
Witham excluding Growth

Core Strategy
Minimum Number
of Dwellings
Required
1300

Number of Net
Dwellings
Provided 2009April 2012
555

Number of
Dwellings
Required April
2012- 2026
745

600

0
Phased 2018-2026

600

800

204

496

2

Locations

Witham SW Growth
Location
(North of Hatfield Road)
Witham NE Growth
Location
(Off Forest Rd in Parish
of Rivenhall)
Halstead
Key Service Villages
(Coggeshall, Earls Colne,
Sible Hedingham,
Kelvedon, Hatfield
Peverel and Silver End.)
Other Villages
Total
Source ADM Table 1.

(Takes account of
+100 at SW growth
location)
600+100=700

600

0
Phased 2017-2026

300

0
Phased 2021-2026

300

300
600

124
99

176
501

300
4800

197
1179

103
3621

Table 2 Sites with Planning Permission as at April 2012 and remaining
minimum number of dwellings to be allocated.
Core Strategy
Location

Number of
dwellings required
2012-26
745

Braintree excluding
growth
location
Braintree NW Growth 600
Location
Witham excluding
496
growth locations
Witham SW growth
700
location
Witham NE growth
300
location
(Parish of Rivenhall)
Halstead
176
Key Service Villages 501
Other Villages
103
Total
3621
Source: Annual Monitoring Report 2012.

Sites with planning
permission April
2012
429

Remaining
minimum dwellings
required
316

0

600

253

243

0

700

0

300

110
88
168
1048

66
413
0
2638

Public Consultation
th

1.3 The public consultation on the draft ADM took place between the 9 January and
nd

22 February 2013. On the first two days of the consultation, site notices were
placed at all residential sites of 10 or more dwellings and new employment
allocations. These included a map of the proposed site, the date and location of the
nearest public exhibition and details of where to find out more information and how to
respond to the consultation.
1.4 The Council also held a series of 12 public exhibitions in the District between the
15th January and the 7th February, which were located in the Main Towns, Key
Service Villages and Great Yeldham. These were very well attended with a total of
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around 880 attendees across the 12 exhibitions. An unstaffed display was also
available at Braintree and Witham libraries for the duration of the consultation period
and at Halstead library from the 8th to the 22nd of February.
1.5 Several Parish Councils also arranged their own meetings to discuss the
proposals for their areas.

2. Rivenhall, Rivenhall End and Rivenhall Airfield
2.1 Rivenhall and Rivenhall End are identified as ‘Other Villages’ in the Core
Strategy.
2.2 The draft Site Allocations and Development Management inset map for Rivenhall
illustrates a development boundary, visually important open space, church,
education, formal recreation, informal recreation and flood zones.
2.3 The draft Site Allocations and Development Management inset map for Rivenhall
End illustrates a development boundary, allotments, informal recreation, flood zone,
community use and proposed cycle/footway.
2.4 The draft Site Allocations and Development Management inset map for Rivenhall
Airfield identifies an ‘employment policy area’ at the former Polish Campsite.
2.5 We have received 6 representations concerning Rivenhall and Rivenhall End.
We have received no representations concerning Rivenhall Airfield.
2.6 Summary of support representations










Support the Council in rejecting the alternatives as all the alternatives are not
sustainable and are not locally supported. Substantial areas already allocated
for Rivenhall in the Core Strategy (300 dwellings off Forest Road/Rectory
Lane) so no other sites are needed.
RIV5EAlt – unsustainable location on dangerous road junction with 60mph
limit where there are frequent crashes. There are no footpaths and it is remote
from services.
RIV4HAlt/RIV7Malt – housing proposals would erode the identity of Rivenhall
as a village.
RIV3EAlt – this site is not needed to satisfy Witham employment land need
and Witham has highest proportion of empty and underused allocated
employment land. Allocation of this site would reduce Greenfield gap between
Rivenhall End and Witham.
RIV1CPAlt – the proposal is strongly linked to proposed mineral extraction. It
does not need allocating as a ‘country park’ as it is already in the countryside,
leading down to Blackwater Valley. More extensive use of this site for formal
recreation would be unsustainable as access is from two lanes and Little
Braxted Lane is single track.
KEL6EAlt – Durwoods Hall/Kelvedon Park should remain unallocated and
applications taken on their merits.
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2.7 Summary of objection representations
-

RIV3EAlt – Burghey Brook Farm - Submitted by Capita Symonds (acting
on behalf of CML Microsystems PLC)



The western part of the site is open land used for grazing of animals, beyond
which lies Eastways Business Park. Access to the site is taken directly from
the A12 which provides 2 points of entry/access for an 'in' and 'out'
arrangement.
The buildings on site are in a poor state of repair.
Client wishes to promote a second option, which includes land at Burghey
Brook Farm only and would involve the removal of the existing poor quality
poultry farm buildings and their replacement with high quality buildings for
general industrial or storage uses falling within Classes B2 or B8 of the Use
Classes Order.
Site RIV3EAlt represents a wholly sustainable site which can provide for the
employment needs of Witham residents. It represents an entirely logical
expansion of the Eastways Business Park and is constrained to the north and
south by the A12 and railway line. Development of the site can proceed whilst
retaining the open gap between the built up areas of Witham and Rivenhall
End.
The site was previously identified as a proposed growth location for a single use employment allocation, within the draft Core Strategy (a draft strategy for
people and places in the Braintree District to 2025) but was subsequently
deleted from the Core Strategy following objections, primarily on grounds of
visual/landscape impact together with issues regarding overprovision of
employment land in Witham.
Whilst the Council maintains to have adequate employment land to meet
needs up to 2026, it is submitted that the identification of site RIV3EAlt would
help provide for a range of available sites and increase flexibility within the
market, as well as taking into account uncertainties regarding the exact
employment land requirement due to relocation of Braintree football club.
A comprehensive scheme of landscaping to screen the proposed buildings
within the existing landscape would result in an overall positive impact on the
open countryside, when compared to the existing unsightly and dilapidated
agricultural buildings and structures.












-

RIV3EAlt – Burghey Brook Farm – Submitted by Strutt and Parker (acting
on behalf Chelmsford Diocese Board Of Finance)



In order to meet the requirements of the NPPF it is considered that an
extension to the Eastways Industrial Estate should be provided, in order to
offer additional employment land and to contribute towards the job target for
the District as a whole and in particular within Witham.
Extension would offer the opportunity to provide a defensible boundary
through careful landscape planning and demarcate the end of the employment
area of Eastways, Witham.
The inclusion of the land at RIV3EAlt would provide a logical extension to the
existing employment area and would assist in balancing the provision of
employment land with the provision of new housing. It would also ensure that
sufficient employment land is allocated in the plan period within the Braintree
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District to respond to changes in economic circumstances over time and
provide for the flexible use of land.
The allocation of the site at Witham will allow for flexibility and make provision
for the availability of land in the right plan at the right time; maintaining the
balance between the local population and job availability.

Officer Comments
2.8 RIV3EAlt – Burghey Brook Farm, Rivenhall
This site was considered during the preparation of the Core Strategy. It was not
allocated as a strategic site in the Core Strategy as sufficient employment land had
been identified to meet the District’s requirements.
2.9 Paragraph 6.20 of the Core Strategy states, ‘a new strategic employment site is
not being proposed at Witham for two reasons. Firstly, because a large area of
undeveloped employment land is already available at Maltings Lane Business Park.
This is adjacent to the proposed strategic housing site south west of Witham and will
provide sustainable local employment opportunities for those residents. Secondly,
because Witham has a larger existing amount and proportion of employment land
than Braintree compared to its population size.’
2.10 A smaller area (encompassing Burghey Brook Farm) has been submitted for
consideration by Capita Symonds on behalf of CML Microsystems PLC (see
appendices).
2.11 As identified in the Non Residential Land Availability (March 2012), in Witham
there is 0.79 (ha) of vacant allocated employment land. In Braintree, Bocking and
Great Notley there is 35.8 (ha). An additional 1.78 (ha) is also proposed to be
allocated as part of the Rivenhall Airfield – Former Polish Campsite.
2.12 Parish Council representations









The Henry Dixon Hall, Rivenhall End is identified for a community use, this
is supported. However, why is Rivenhall village hall and apparently other
village halls not similarly allocated?
The land associated with the Rivenhall village hall, known as Albert Moss
playing field, is shown as formal recreation. But surely the hall should have
its own designation?
The area of land just north of Henry Dixon Road is incorrectly identified as
informal recreation - this land has been returned to the landowner and is
no longer in that use.
The Rivenhall End map, incorrectly refers to ‘Henry Hall’ should be Henry
Dixon Hall. Also the car park and driveway should be included in the
community use designation.
Little Braxted Lane was designated as a footpath/cycleway yet the current
consultation now proposes no designation. This should be reinstated.
The Rivenhall End map shows part of existing path/cycleway alongside the
A12 as a ‘proposed route’. But this already exists and most of the route
from Rivenhall End to Witham is missing from the map. The whole route
should be shown.
Rectory Lane should be designated as a protected lane, as it is a historic,
narrow road which forms part of the John Ray Walk.
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Little Braxted Lane should be designated as a protected lane, as it is a
narrow single track lane with high hedges leading down to River
Blackwater.

2.13 Essex Wildlife Trust representations
 RIV7MAlt (Glebe Farm, Rectory Lane, Rivenhall) Concerns with the
proposed site due to close proximity to the Old Rectory Meadows Local
Wildlife Site (BRA175). Any development would need to be accompanied
by mitigation proposals including buffer zone and protected species in
order to protect the integrity of the Local Wildlife Site.
Officer Comments
2.14 The support for the draft inset map is noted. The LDF Sub Committee
considered Rivenhall and Rivenhall End, and representations received from the
Parish Council on the 24th January 2012 when agreeing what should be included in
the draft Inset Map for consultation. The meeting decided that none of the sites put
forward (RIV1CPAlt, RIV3EAlt, RIV4HAlt, RIV5EAlt, RIV7MAlt) should be included in
the draft Inset Plan.
2.15 Policy ADM 41 Community Uses of the draft Site Allocations and Development
Management Plan identifies community uses that have been allocated on the
Proposals Map and will be retained for that purpose. This includes Henry Dixon Hall,
Rivenhall End. It is noted that this policy excludes reference to other village halls in
the District. For continuity it is proposed that Henry Dixon Hal’ is removed from Policy
ADM 41 and the community use designation is removed from the proposals map. It
is considered that Policy ADM 33 Retention of Local Community Services and
Facilities adequately protects community halls ‘to maintain all existing community
facilities where they meet a locally identified need. Proposals for the change of use of
community facilities to other uses will be permitted unless; an independently verified
and realistic marketing exercise has been carried out demonstrating beyond all
reasonable doubt that the facility is unviable and cannot be made viable in future; all
other reasonable options for retaining the facility have been considered.’
2.16 Officers agree that the land north of Henry Dixon Road, currently identified as
informal recreation, should be removed from the Site Allocations and Development
Management Plan as this is no longer deliverable.
2.17 Officers note the mislabelling of Henry Dixon Hall as Henry Hall however this is
on the base map provided by the Ordnance Survey which the Council is not able to
edit.
2.18 The designation of Rectory Lane and Little Braxted Lane as protected lanes has
been considered by a specialist team at Essex County Council. A separate report will
be presented to the Local Development Framework Sub Committee regarding the
designation of protected lanes in the District, which will recommend that Rectory
Lane is designated as a protected lane as it fulfils the criteria to be identified as such.
However, Little Braxted Lane fails the criteria to be identified as a protected lane and
scores low on diversity, integrity, potential, aesthesis, biodiversity and group value.
2.19 The current Local Plan Review 2005 identifies a proposed cycle/pedestrian link
along Little Braxted Lane. Little Braxted Lane already forms part of the National
Cycleway Network route. It is no longer identified as a proposed cycle/pedestrian link
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on the Site Allocations and Development Management Plan as the road is narrow
and there is insufficient room to provide a designated cycle/pedestrian path.
2.20 Officers consider that the proposed cycle/pedestrian link alongside the A12
should be shown between Rivenhall End and Witham on the Site Allocations and
Development Management Plan. Although there is an existing path this is not to the
specification required for a cycle/pedestrian path. Identifying the proposed
cycle/pedestrian path could assist in securing funding to provide improvements.
Rivenhall Airfield – Former Polish Campsite
2.21 We have received no comments from Rivenhall and Kelvedon Parish Council
during the consultation on the draft Site Allocations and Development Management
Plan regarding the proposed allocation of the former Polish campsite. We are
therefore not proposing to make changes to the allocation of the site for employment
uses.
Additional sites submitted for consideration (received during consultation)
2.22 We have received 1 additional site for consideration (see aerial photograph in
appendices) on land at the Old Rectory, Rectory Lane – Site area is 3.5 hectares
currently amenity land.
2.23 Representations by the site promoter
 The land was included as a preferred site in the 1980’s although it was
rejected as it intruded into a designated Green Wedge, providing visual
separation of Witham from Rivenhall.
 A planning application was submitted to test the matter and it was rejected
and lost at appeal. The appeal considered various matters and established
there would be no problems with supply capacity of necessary services and
access to development from Rectory Lane and Forest Road.
 Given the proposed development of the golf course between the site and
Rivenhall, the visual separation objection is no longer applicable.
2.24 Parish Council Comments
 In the Parish Appraisal (PA) carried out in 2003, 81% were against
development of green wedge areas of which this site is one and 97% were in
favour of preserving that part of the John Ray Walk that passes through the
parish against development. 87% were in favour of preserving Rectory Lane
from development.
 In the Village Design Statement (VDS) approved as ‘Material Planning
Consideration in 2005, the guidelines include “Rectory Lane should be
preserved in its current dimensions”.
 Both in the PA and VDS it is demonstrated and contained that parishioners
wish to preserve an area of clear countryside between Witham and Rivenhall.
 Parishioners want any new developments of any size “…within Rivenhall but
not into Rivenhall”.
 The Old Rectory parkland is currently designated as an area for preservation
not development in the Local Plan.
 Rivenhall Parish Council objected to the proposal to develop housing
alongside Rectory Lane as part of the 300 new homes off Forest Road and
this part of that application was resited to avoid this due to those objections.
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If permission is given to build on any part of this Old Rectory sate, it will open
the way for further applications also likely to be successful and the building on
farm land also bordering Rectory Lane.
No development other than conversions of barns/existing buildings should be
allowed on this site. This will protect an area of rural character that does not
exist elsewhere with the parish of Rivenhall and is part of John Ray Walk, safe
for pedestrians and as an oasis of peace and old world charm. It will also
preserve a countryside boundary between Rivenhall and Witham.
The proposed site lies within 30 metres of the Old Rectory, which itself is a
listed building of some note; development would have a serious detrimental
effect upon this property.
The cumulative effect of this proposal, together with the already approved
Forest Road development site will severely impinge upon the existing
overstretched infrastructure of this northern part of the Witham/Rivenhall
border area.
For all these reasons Rivenhall Parish Council request that this proposal be
rejected by Braintree District Council as being greatly detrimental to the local
area.

Officer Comments
2.25 Although the additional site submitted for the Old Rectory, Rectory Lane site is
located adjacent to Witham it is within Rivenhall Parish. This site would require a
large extension of the existing development boundary into the open countryside.
As set out in the Witham report the Council has identified sites for 351 dwellings in
Witham in the draft Site Allocations Plan, which provides for the requirements set out
in the Core Strategy. Additional sites are therefore not required to meet the Core
Strategy requirements for Witham. The development of this site would have a
detrimental effect on the open countryside. There would also be a detrimental impact
on the wildlife site and a landscape impact. It is proposed that Rectory Lane will be
recommended to be identified as a protected lane.
2.26 Rivenhall and Rivenhall End are identified as Other Villages in the Core
Strategy. The Core Strategy indicates a minimum provision of 300 dwellings in the
Other Villages. As can be seen in table 3 below there are no additional dwellings
required to meet the minimum requirement.
Table 3 Core Strategy provision for ‘Other Villages’
Core
Strategy
Location

Core Strategy
Minimum Number
of Dwellings
Required

Number
of Net
dwellings
provided
2009 April
2012
197

Number of
dwellings
required
2012 -2026

Sites with
planning
permission
April 2012

Other
300
103
168
Villages
Source: Annual Monitoring Report 2012 / ADM Table 1.

9

Remaining
minimum
dwellings
required

0

Recommendations
1. To not allocate RIV3EAlt Burghey Brook Farm as an employment site
2. To not include alternative Old Rectory, Rectory Lane within the development
boundary and to not allocate it as a residential site of 10 or more dwellings
3. To not allocate any other alternative sites within Rivenhall and Rivenhall End
4. To approve the Draft Site Allocations and Development Management inset
map for Rivenhall
5. To approve the Draft Site Allocations and Development Management inset
map for Rivenhall End subject to removal of ‘informal recreation’ and removal
of ‘Henry Dixon Hall’ as a community use, and addition of a cycle/pedestrian
path between Rivenhall End and Witham adjacent to the A12.
6. To approve the Draft Site Allocations and Development Management inset
map for Rivenhall Airfield

3. Witham
Background
3.1 Witham is identified in the Core Strategy as a main town, the second largest town in
Braintree District and has a population of 22,470 (2001 Census).
3.2 There is a Town Plan ‘A future for our town’ (2003) which was published following
consultation undertaken with focus groups/Town Plan Steering Groups. The Town Plan
emphasises that future housing development should be balanced to ensure there are local
employment opportunities available to reduce out-commuting.
3.3 There are two Conservation Areas in Witham which include Newland Street,
Collingwood Road, The Avenue and Chipping Hill, Church Street.
3.4 Witham has excellent transport connections with access to the A12 and a railway
station on the main line to London. There are also good bus service links to Chelmsford,
Maldon, Colchester and surrounding villages. However, it should be noted that many of
the local roads in Witham suffer from congestion, traffic and parking problems associated
with commuters.
3.5 Witham is the hub for many of the surrounding villages. It provides public halls,
doctors surgeries, dentists, supermarkets, primary and secondary schools, library and a
primary shopping area.
3.6 Witham has two large industrial estates, Freebournes and Eastways on the east of
Witham. Witham has the largest area of B2/B8 floor space in the District as identified in
the employment land review.
Summary of Dwelling Provision Witham
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Table 4 – New dwellings proposed in Witham
Housing Numbers in Witham
Core Strategy Table CS1 for all Witham
To be provided at Growth Locations at
south west Witham and north east
Witham (in Rivenhall Parish)
New housing completed between 2009April 2012
Sites with planning permission not yet
implemented as at April 2012
Residual total numbers of dwellings to
be allocated

Number of Dwellings
1700
900

204
253
343

3.7 The table above sets out that as of April 2012 sites for 343 new dwellings needed to
be provided in Witham. April 2012 was the end date of the most recent Annual Monitoring
Report. This table does not include planning permissions granted since this date or small
sites of less than 10 dwellings within the existing development boundary which could
come forward during the plan period.
3.8 The Draft Site Allocations Plan allocates the following housing sites, of 10 or more
dwellings in Witham, with an estimated capacity as shown in the following table:Table 5 – Allocated Housing Sites and Estimated Capacity
Site Location

Estimated housing
capacity
10
10
13
15

Coach House Way - WCH8
Sherbourne House - WCH21
Iceni House – WCH22
Land at Newlands Shopping Centre –
WCH14
Forest Road Community Hall – WIN7
Land at Dorothy Sayers – WIN3
Constance Close – WIS2
Teign Drive – WIW1

12
23
94
40

3.9 There have been around 111 representations submitted concerning Witham.
3.10 The draft Site Allocations and Development Management Plan for Witham identifies
educational facilities, formal/informal recreation, community orchard (off Conrad Road),
visually important space, allotments, proposed cycleways, proposed access roads,
employment policy areas and business use, comprehensive development areas,
community uses, leisure and entertainment uses, structural landscaping, local centres and
residential sites for 10 or more dwellings (land at former Forest Road Community Hall/land
off Teign Drive/land off Constance Close/land off Maltings Lane), environmental
improvement areas and growth locations.
Town Council representations
3.11 See comments under WIW1H – Land off Teign Drive, WCH2HAlt – Gimsons, Ivy
Chimneys, Former Magistrates Court
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Essex County Council representations
3.12 See comments under WIW1H – Land off Teign Drive.
3.13 Anglian Water representations
 The following sites have been categorised overall as ‘green’ (capacity available to
serve the proposed growth) although concerns have been raised regarding surface
water network capacity:
- WCH8CD – Land adjacent to Coach House Way
- WIN7H – Former Forest Road Community Hall
- WIN3CD – Land at Dorothy Sayers Drive/Laburnum Avenue
- WIW1H – Teign Drive
- WCH21H – Sherbourne House
- WCH22H – Iceni House
- WCH14CD – Newlands Centre/Newlands Street
 WIS2H – Land adjacent to Constance Close, has been categorised overall as
‘amber’ (infrastructure and/or treatment upgrades required to serve proposed
growth or diversion of assets may be required). There is a particular concern due to
encroachment into the advisory zone for the sewage treatment works.
 WIS9 – South of Maltings Lane, has been categorised overall as ‘amber’
(infrastructure and/or treatment upgrades required to serve proposed growth or
diversion of assets may be required). Some localised network reinforcement may
be required to connect foul sewerage.
Visually Important Space – Gimsons
(Land off Kings Chase/Riverview) / WCH2HAlt
3.14 Summary of objection representations (submitted by JCN Design acting for Bovis
Homes)










Site was put forward as a potential site for 70 dwellings. There is a buffer of just 2
dwellings in Witham over the required provision with no contingency in place. For
the plan to be robust it would be more appropriate to include sufficient new
dwellings in Witham to address any issues that might arise.
Concern that 4 of the proposed sites WIN7H, Former Forest Road Community Hall,
WCH21H, Sherbourne House, Collingwood Road, WCH14CD, Newlands Centre,
Newland Street, WIW1H, Land off Teign Drive identified in the plan are
undeliverable and land at Gimsons should be promoted from an alternative site to a
proposed allocation for residential development.
Site is deliverable in a suitable location within development boundary on the edge
of the town. It is in close proximity to services, facilities and bus services around
Newland Street.
Site is not subject to any designations relating to biodiversity and conservation.
Development of the site would deliver community benefits including improvements
to town park and improvements to footpath between Laurence Avenue and
Newland Street.
The Visually Important Space designation is rolling forward designation from
adopted (2005) Local Plan Review, not based on evidence.
A ‘Landscape and Visual Appraisal’ (submitted with the representation) has been
carried out which concludes the site is not visually important space. Most of land is
hidden from river corridor by mature landscaping and poor quality edge to park and
footpath. Trees within site are found to be the only element of visual importance
and these can be expected to be retained subject to Tree Preservation Order.
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Designation of the site as Visually Important Space cannot be justified and should
be deleted from the next draft of the development plan document.
3.15 Summary of support representations










Petition received from residents of Helen Court in support of the allocation as
Visually Important Space.
2005 Local Plan Inspector recognised, ‘valuable contribution to setting of the
town… essential to character and appearance of the area’.
Proximity to River Brain and River Walk makes it entirely unsuitable for residential
development.
Maldon Road is already congested.
Shame someone should be considering crossing the River Walk to access
development. Disturbance to residents of Helen Court.
Would harm current parkland/meadow land setting and would be immediately
adjacent to River Walk.
The area of land in Gimsons ownership adjacent to the play area is ideal for
replacement provision for tennis courts.
Retain as Visually Important Space as any development would facilitate
construction of a road extension to River View, close to our homes, which would
include a pedestrian crossing.
Impact of development on environment/flora and fauna and visual impact in a
sensitive location.

3.16 Essex Wildlife Trust
 Concerns regarding alternative allocation for residential due to proximity to the
Local Wildlife Site (Riverview Meadows BRA174) (see appendices plan WCH2)
and loss of open green space. Any applications to develop the site should be
accompanied by comprehensive green infrastructure proposals to enhance
biodiversity and incorporate a buffer zone to preserve the integrity of the Local
Wildlife Site.
3.17 Witham and Countryside Society
 While supporting the Draft Plan on this site being a Visually Important Space, any
proposals to develop the land in any way would be inappropriate and should be
resisted.
3.18 Witham Town Council
 Indicate their united opposition to any development at Gimsons and to re-iterate and
emphasise the original decision by the District Council to retain Gimsons as a Visually
Important Site.
Officer Comments
3.19 Table 6 of this report illustrates that the draft Site Allocations plan identifies land for
351 dwellings. This meets the remaining minimum dwellings required, as set out in table 4
of 343 dwellings. This provides an overprovision of 8 dwellings. The Council has a robust
five year housing supply for the District and will more than meet the minimum
requirements for housing development across the District as set out in the Core Strategy.
3.20 This site currently comprises a large 1920’s style house named ‘Gimsons’ set in
substantial gardens, the total site area is approximately 2.54ha. The site cannot be
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accessed for public use. Access to the house is currently gained off Kings Chase. The site
is currently identified on the proposals map of the Local Plan Review 2005 as Visually
Important Space. The site abuts the Conservation Area. Some trees within the site are
protected by Tree Preservation Orders. A cycleway is proposed along the northern
boundary of the site. Bra 174 Riverview Meadows is a Local Wildlife Site which abuts the
southern boundary of the proposed site. It also extends to the east of the site, south of
River View. (Please see appendices – aerial photo of Gimsons WCH2HAlt )
3.21 At the previous Local Plan Inquiry in 2005 the Planning Inspector concluded that the
site is ‘an urban green area that complements the sports and recreation areas and the
green areas alongside the river. Together with these areas the site makes a valuable
contribution to the setting of the town and is essential to the character and appearance of
the area’. Officers consider that this conclusion remains relevant when reviewing the
allocation of the site for residential development as the immediate surroundings of the site
have remained relatively unchanged since.
3.22 The promoter of the Gimsons site raises concern regarding the deliverability of WIN
7, Former Forest Road Community Hall, Forest Road, WCH14 Newlands Shopping
Centre, WCH21 Sherbourne House, Collingwood Road, WIW1 Land at Teign Drive.
These sites, except for WCH 14 Newlands Centre, are discussed in more detail below.
WCH 14 Newlands Centre will be considered when the policies are discussed by the LDF
Committee.
Recommendation
1. To allocate land off Kings Chase/Riverview (Gimsons) as Visually Important
Space.
WIW1H – Land off Teign Drive (proposed residential site for 10 or more dwellings)
3.23 Summary of objection representations
 What will happen if access is denied through Teign Drive?
 Access should not be via Blunts Hall Road, it is congested with vehicles at present
and there is a narrow railway bridge to negotiate.
 Access via Blunts Hall Road is not feasible as this is protected lane.
 Site has been considered before and discounted due to lack of access via Blunts
Hall Road. Nothing has changed.
 Humber Road is congested and dangerous.
 Teign Drive is a narrow area with limited parking. If Ness Walk was selected for
access and road planned sympathetically it is wide enough to have a green border
between the pavement and road.
 Access via Teign Drive would destroy sense of community, increase traffic
pollution, increase danger to vulnerable people, loss of community leisure space,
loss of parking spaces, increase risk of flooding due to drainage ditch, decrease
sale value of property in the area.
 No thought for existing community in/around Teign Drive.
 Site is in close proximity to ancient earthworks and would need a full archaeological
survey before development takes place.
 Eyesore of new development on high ground in the countryside.
 Impact on wildlife.
 Land was originally acquired from Lord Rayleigh estate and designated for
community purposes. Are there conditions/obligations/covenants relating to use of
14








the land?
Allocation of this site is contrary to the policies of the draft Site Allocations
Development Management Plan. ADM2/ADM8/ADM50/ADM54/ADM60.
WIW1 should be permanently removed from Map 2 – Witham.
Concerns regarding surface water runoff.
Currently a quiet and peaceful area.
Areas of surrounding open space have already been encroached upon.
Site should remain as countryside.

3.24 Essex County Council
 Potential access issue into the site. Would need to be satisfied that any access and
safety issues concerning individual sites are resolved prior to planning permission
being granted.
3.25 Witham Town Council
 If land at Teign Drive is to be allocated (WIW 1), access via Teign Drive is
unacceptable there are other routes available, which would have less impact on
amenity of residents.
3.26 Witham and Countryside Society
 While appearing appropriate for residential use we are very concerned about
access.
Officer Comments
3.27 This site of 1.71ha has been put forward for residential development to provide new
affordable housing in Witham. The draft Site Allocations and Development Management
Plan identifies a proposed access from Humber Road through Teign Drive. The existing
hedge on Blunts Hall Road is also identified as structural landscaping and the designation
of a proposed cycleway link is shown. The site was previously used as pasture land
however, it is now vacant. Development boundaries are periodically reviewed to
determine if they should be amended, for example to accommodate additional
development to meet housing requirements. The development boundaries are being
reviewed as part of the Site Allocations and Development Management plan process.
There has been strong local opposition to this site from local residents particularly raising
concerns regarding the proposed vehicular access through Teign Drive and through the
existing greensward between properties, with the removal of parking which currently
exists at the end of Teign Drive. (Please see appendices – aerial photo of Teign Drive
WIW1H)
3.28 There is not understood to be any covenants relating to the use of the land.
3.29 Essex County Council Highways have raised concerns about any access into the site
from Blunts Hall Road, which is currently a single lane carriageway. Part of Blunts Hall
Road (between no 48 and opposite 85 Blunts Hall Road) would need to be widened to
allow for two – way traffic. To widen the road would require removal of the existing hedge
which could then be replanted further back. The Essex Design Guide requires a minimum
width of 4.8 metres, with 2 x footways (of which 1 should be 2 metres wide). A footpath
adjacent to the road would also need to be provided to link with the existing footpath south
of the site.
3.30 Officers understand that local residents have recently submitted a ‘Village Green’
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application to Essex County Council for the area of informal recreation (currently shown
on the proposals map of the Local Plan Review - please see appendices – village green
application) which would be required to provide access from Teign Drive to the site.
However, officers consider that if this application is successful there are alternatives for
access to this site which are currently being investigated. It is therefore proposed that the
access road from Teign Drive should be removed from the plan, but that the housing
allocation should be retained and that further work will take place as required to determine
the most suitable access to the site. The structural landscaping identified on Blunts Hall
Road would also need to be removed. Archaeology would be investigated as part of the
planning application. It is not considered that this development would have an impact on
the protected lane along Blunts Hall Road.
3.31 The site is being proposed by the Council for 100% affordable housing. A key
objective of the Core Strategy is to ‘meet the housing needs of all sections of the
community, by providing an adequate amount and range of high quality accommodation,
in particular ‘affordable housing’ and that required for special needs.’
3.32 Landscape services have commented that, ‘the eastern and southern boundaries to
the site are dominated by a line of well-established field maple trees with an invasive belt
of blackthorn that has migrated out beyond the line of the established hedge into the field.
The former are in good condition and with suitable management/maintenance will provide
a robust and sustainable screen to the site from these two aspects’.
Recommendation
1. To allocate land off Teign Drive as a residential site for 10 or more dwellings.
2. To remove the proposed access road at Teign Drive.
3. To remove the structural landscaping designation on Blunts Hall Road, which
abuts the site.
WIN7H – Former Forest Road Community Hall (proposed residential site for 10 or
more dwellings)
3.33 Summary of objection representations




This is located opposite the approved growth location.
The area is designated as ‘village green’ and should not be built on.
A doctor’s surgery is needed in this area.

3.34 Witham and Countryside Society
 Considering the loss of amenity land in this area the Witham & Countryside Society
considers that the land where the Forest Road Community Hall stood should
remain in community use.
Officer Comments
3.35 The Forest Road community hall has now closed and was deemed surplus to
requirement by Cabinet in November 2010. The building was demolished in March 2012.
The whole site is identified on the proposals map of the existing Local Plan Review 2005
as ‘informal recreation’. The Green Spaces Strategy identifies a surplus of amenity green
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space provision in Witham, ‘giving an overprovision of 14.5 hectares in 2011’. As there is
a large overprovision of amenity green space it is difficult for officers to recommend the
provision of additional amenity green space to replace the community hall. There is an
existing area of informal open space on the opposite side of Forest Road. There will also
be a requirement for open space within the nearby Forest Road growth location, to serve
that development, which will be identified on the Master Plan in due course.
3.36 The site is being proposed by the Council for 100% affordable housing. A key
objective of the Core Strategy is to ‘meet the housing needs of all sections of the
community, by providing an adequate amount and range of high quality accommodation,
in particular ‘affordable housing’ and that required for special needs.’
Recommendation
1. To allocate land at former Forest Road Community Hall as a residential site for 10
or more dwellings.
WIS2H – Land off Constance Close (off Maldon Road) (proposed residential site for
10 or more dwellings)
3.37 Summary of objection representations
 Please see Anglian Water representation above.
 Noise concerns due to proximity to A12.
 Council have sufficient housing stock to meet its need for next 7 years.
 There are problems with sewerage and smells.
 There is poor infiltration and fears this could lead to flood risk for the surrounding
homes.
 Poor air quality.
 Only one access road to the site through Constance Close.
 Surrounding schools are oversubscribed.
 Green Spaces Strategy suggests Witham is deficient in open space provision.
Allocating land for use as playing field would help to rectify deficiency.
Officer Comments
3.38 This site is identified in the existing Local Plan Review 2005 as a residential site for
10 or more dwellings. Planning permission was granted on the site (reference
12/01620/FUL) in March 2013 for the erection of 94 dwellings including an acoustic barrier
to the A12. The Environment Agency, Anglian Water, Essex County Council, Health and
Safety Executive, Essex and Suffolk Water and the NHS were consulted on the planning
application.
3.39 Anglian Water responded to the planning application consultation and stated that
Witham Sewage Treatment Works has capacity for the treatment of wastewater and for
sewerage. The developer will be required to give notice under S106 of the Water Industry
Act 1991 in order to connect to the sewerage network. A condition is attached to the
planning application to ensure that no development is occupied until the works have been
carried out in accordance with the Drainage Strategy with regard to surface water.
Recommendation
1. To allocate land off Constance Close as a residential site for 10 or more
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dwellings and identify structural landscaping, proposed cycle link and an area of
informal recreation.
WIS6H – Growth Location at Lodge Farm, off Hatfield Road (100 additional
proposed dwellings)
3.40 Summary of objection representations
 Petition received from 56 local residents opposing the increase in density by an
additional 100 dwellings.
 The density of development will have a direct impact on quality of life enjoyed by
the community. Some of the 100 dwellings proposed could be better
accommodated on part of HAT4MAlt.
 Object to Lodge Farm being designated for development due to length of distance
to town centre which will generate more car use and unacceptable impact on traffic
circulation. Witham unable to support development until appropriate infrastructure
has been provided.
 Object on grounds it adjoins Hatfield Peverel village envelope and should be
retained as agricultural land to allow character of Hatfield Peverel and Witham to
be distinguished and maintained.
 Development of this site will lead to the joining of Hatfield Peverel and Witham.
3.41 Summary of support representations (submitted by Strutt and Parker acting for
Redrow Homes)
 Redrow Homes are committed to early delivery of this site.
 The proposed amendment to increase the number of dwellings allocated at Lodge
Farm is strongly supported.
 It has been clearly demonstrated that Lodge Farm has capacity to accommodate a
significant higher number of dwellings than its current allocation of 600. On the
basis of accommodating 700 dwellings on the site the current site layout equates to
an average density of 32.7 dwellings per hectare, which is considered to be
appropriate for a growth location.
 Lodge Farm to be phased between 2017 and 2026. Consultation does not make it
clear whether the proposed greenfield sites will be phased or whether the
additional 100 dwellings in Lodge Farm will be phased.
 In order to accommodate the additional dwellings proposed at Lodge Farm within
the plan period the phasing should be brought forward. This will enable adequate
time to build out the additional 100 dwellings and it is considered that phasing
starting in 2015 would be more appropriate.
3.42 Essex County Council
 The increase from 600 to 700 dwellings is welcomed as this scale of development
approaches the indicative number of dwellings to support the ECC preferred model
of a new 2 form entry primary school. Paragraph 6.6 states that the specific
location of a new primary school will be progressed through the master plan
process, and in this respect it should be noted that a Land Compliance Study,
which could take 4-6 months to complete, should be commissioned to identify the
most appropriate location for the school within the site.
Officer Comments
3.43 Part of the Lodge Farm Growth Location is located within Hatfield Peverel Parish.
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The Lodge Farm Growth Location is identified in the adopted Core Strategy for 600
dwellings. The draft Site Allocations and Development Management Plan proposes to
increase this allocation by an additional 100 dwellings.
3.44 Officers consider that an additional 100 dwellings still enables a mixed use
development to be delivered within the approved boundary for the growth location at a
density of 32.7 hectares. It is therefore unnecessary to allocate part of HAT4Malt to
accommodate the additional 100 dwellings.
3.45 Officers recommend that the additional 100 dwellings are provided within the current
phasing of the site from 2017 to 2026, as this will allow for the completion of the Maltings
Lane community facilities and housing prior to commencement of this development, as
well as ensuring a continuous 5 year housing land supply. It is proposed that this will be
covered by a phasing policy in the Draft Site Allocations and Development Management
Plan as it is not covered in the existing Core Strategy phasing policy.
3.46 The ‘Assessment of Impact of Potential Core Strategy Sites on Existing Junction’
March 2010, which forms part of the evidence base for the LDF, assessed the growth
location north of Hatfield Road, which included a scenario of up to 900 dwellings with
ancillary community support services such as shops and a Doctor’s surgery and a Primary
School. It concluded that these could be accommodated subject to junction improvements
at Gershwin Boulevard /Hatfield Road Roundabout.
3.47 Although the site abuts and includes a small area within the Hatfield Peverel Parish
boundary it does not adjoin the development boundary for Hatfield Peverel. It is
considered that a reasonable distance remains between the settlements of Hatfield
Peverel and Witham which will ensure the settlements maintain a separate identity.
Recommendation
1. To allocate additional 100 dwellings at Lodge Farm Growth Location, off Hatfield
Road.
2. To include an additional paragraph in policy ADM3 Housing Allocations which
states that; “The additional 100 dwellings at the Witham south west growth location
at Lodge Farm off Hatfield Road (site WIS6) will be phased between 2017 – 2026 in
line with the phasing set out in the Core Strategy for 600 dwellings at this location”
WCH7E – Ramsden Mills, Albert Road (proposed employment site)
3.48 Summary of objection representations
 The area is already designated as retail. No intention of selling the premises and
received no communication regarding a change of plan.
Officer Comments
3.49 This site is not specifically allocated for any use in the Local Plan Review.
Although the owner of the site has no intention of selling, the plan period is up to 2026
and it is recognised that the site is in active commercial use as a carpet warehouse,
providing local employment. The allocation of the site as employment would not prevent
its current use as a carpet warehouse. It would ensure that it could continue to be used for
this, or some other employment use, but could not be redeveloped as a housing site. The
site is in close proximity to Witham Railway Station, bus stops and is adjacent to existing
19

employment uses at Cullen Mill. Road access into the site is narrow. There is a District
target set out in the Core Strategy to provide a minimum of 14,000 jobs up to 2026.
Development of this site for uses other than employment would lead to a loss of jobs.
Recommendation
1. To allocate Ramsden Mills, Albert Road as an employment site.
WCH21H – Sherbourne House, Collingwood Road (proposed residential site for 10
or more dwellings).
3.50 Summary of support representations
 Redundant employment site which offers the opportunity to provide much needed
housing on a Brownfield site and converting existing building.
Officer Comments
3.51 This site is currently vacant. It was previously used as offices. It is located in close
proximity to the railway station and is close to the town centre and is therefore in a
sustainable location. The employment land review states, ‘the site is too small for B2
uses. There is a lack of demand for office space of poor quality’. It also recognises, ‘that
the busy road and railway may deter residential interest’.
3.52 The site may be appropriate for a small scale residential scheme (flats) subject to
sufficient parking and amenity space. Although the site is located adjacent to a busy road
and railway, there are flats which have been built adjacent to the railway line.
Recommendation
1. To allocate Sherbourne House, Collingwood Road as a proposed residential site
for 10 or more dwellings.
WCH22H – Iceni House, Newland Street (proposed residential site for 10 or more
dwellings)
3.53 Summary of support representations
 Redundant employment site which offers the opportunity to provide much needed
housing on a Brownfield site and converting existing building.
Officer Comments
3.54 A planning application (12/00739/OUT) for the site has been approved for a
residential scheme of 13 flats.
Recommendation
1. To allocate Iceni House, Newland Street as a proposed residential site for 10 or
more dwellings.

WCH3HAlt – Bellfields, Braintree Road (proposed Visually Important Space)
3.55 Summary of objection representations
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(Chairman of the Witham United Charities Group) urge you to consider constructing
an access road off the roundabout near Morrisons, Chipping Hill into
Bellfields/Chipping Hill school site. Would allow better use of this site and better
vehicular access into disused school and would improve access to site situated
behind 24-40c Chalks Road, Witham.

3.56 Summary of support representations
 The allocation is strongly supported. This is a wildlife haven with trees and shrubs.
 The amenity of Bellfield site would be improved with some local access.
 Should remain as green space and not get developed into a car park or any other
development.
 Should remain protected.
 High visual importance.
 Access onto Morrison’s roundabout would only add significant congestion along
Braintree Road.
 Provision of a car park here would congest the area.
 Town already has many car parks.
 Proposals to develop the land in anyway would be inappropriate.
 The site is contaminated and unsuitable for development should be left
undisturbed.
Officer Comments
3.57 Essex County Council has indicated that the ‘former school’ part of the site is no
longer being put forward for development (as it has not been declared surplus to ECC
requirements). The vacant land to rear of the school, fronting Braintree Road, is still being
put forward as a proposed development site.
3.58 This vacant land is known to be contaminated land and would therefore be subject to
treatment prior to development.
3.59 Highways have raised concerns over this site; it would be preferable not to create
further accesses onto Braintree Road to accord with Essex County Council policy.
3.60 There are also air quality concerns with the site due to close proximity to ‘Chipping
Hill Witham (near Railway Bridge)’ which has been identified as exceeding the National
Air Quality Strategy annual mean nitrogen dioxide objective of 40 micrograms per cubic
metre.
3.61 The site is mostly scrub land with some formal planting around the school buildings.
The open scrubland between the school boundary and the main road contains some
attractive birch trees that are normally found as colonising species on redundant open
ground; they are found in two groups near the existing school boundary and in the north
east corner of the plot. The latter group make an attractive feature and would provide a
useful amenity feature for the next 25 – 50 years.
3.62 The site is constrained by concerns over access, contaminated land and air quality
issues. As the County Council are no longer proposing redevelopment of the former
school for residential purposes, the site could in any case only make a very minor
contribution towards the housing requirement for Witham. Officers consider that it should
continue to be designated as visually important space because of the constraints upon
development.
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Recommendation
1. To allocate Bellfields as Visually Important Space.
Powers Hall End (proposed Visually Important Space)
3.63 Summary of support representations
 Car parking on this green area would spoil the visual impact.
Officer Comments
3.64 This area of amenity green space makes an important contribution to the setting of
the street and is currently protected by bollards. Officers consider that this should be
designated as visually important space.
Recommendation
1. To allocate land at Powers Hall End as Visually Important Space.
Eckard House – Easton Road (proposed car parking)
3.65 Summary of objection representations received from the current site owner
 Allocation of land is not justified or effective and fails to meet tests of ‘soundness’
set out in paragraph 182 of the NPPF.
 There is no evidence that demonstrates a need for additional parking provision
 Policy CS7 of the Core Strategy and NPPF seeks to support development that
reduces the need to travel by private car. The allocation for parking is a
contradiction to the Councils sustainable travel policy.
 Land at Eckard House is not in the Councils ownership or control and it cannot be
said that the site is deliverable, without the willingness of the landowner the Council
would need to use its compulsory purchase powers. The proposed allocation is
unlikely to come forward and as such could not be considered deliverable.
Officer Comments
3.66 Eckard House (formally an office block which has now been demolished) is located
immediately adjacent to Easton Road railway station car park and has been vacant for
approximately 3 years. An outline application (13/00277/OUT) for residential development
on the site is awaiting determination.
3.67 A study carried out in March 2007 ‘Getting to the Station findings of research
conducted at Witham’ commissioned by Passenger Focus, as input into Network Rails
Greater Anglia Route Utilisation Strategy (RUS) states,
3.68 “Witham station car park has 430 spaces, and is estimated to be between 93% and
100% utilised, on average… Witham has a number of other car parks, close to the station,
which can be used by rail commuters including the council-run White Horse Lane (100
spaces) and the privately-run Cut Throat Lane (354 spaces). Both tend to be full with
commuter parking during the week….There is clearly a car parking issue at Witham, and
this relates to people accessing the station from outside the town. For these people, if
they are to continue to use Witham additional car parking is required. There are a number
of options and the local authority appears broadly supportive.”
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3.69 There is an urgent need for additional station car parking in Witham and the
allocation of the former Eckard House site for this purpose would contribute towards
addressing it. The Council considers that the site is deliverable for a car parking scheme
which will provide great benefit to the town and could reduce unsuitable commuter parking
on residential roads.
3.70 The Viability Review of Employment Sites in Braintree District (2012) which forms
part of the evidence base for the Local Development Framework states, ‘that Eckard
House could be released. It has potential for residential development and additional car
parking for the station.’
Recommendation
1. To allocate Eckard House, Easton Road as car parking.
Second access into Station car park – Station Road
3.71 Representations received relating to this matter will be considered separately by the
Local Development Framework Sub Committee when the policies are considered in June
2013. Essex Highways are assessing the highway impact of the second access and the
results/findings of this will not be available until June.

Alternative sites
General support representation
3.72 Witham and Countryside Society
 Witham & Countryside Society objects to the addition of any of the land bordered
red in the Draft Site Allocation Plan (Alternatives) being changed and included in
the draft plan. The reasons being this mainly represents land outside the town
envelope and would remove the green space between Witham and surrounding
villages, or would provide unacceptable development within the town area.
WCH1HAlt – Witham Glebe, Chipping Hill (Land adjacent to ‘The Old Vicarage’)
Proposed for residential development
3.73 Summary of support representations
 Development would seriously harm setting of St Nicholas Church and historic
landscape around it.
 Development would destroy previous green space within Witham, degrading the
environment to the detriment of all Witham current and future inhabitants and would
allow unacceptable development within/adjoining Chipping Hill Conservation Area.
 This is leased by Parish Church and is used on an occasional basis to support the
ministry of the church as well as contributing to its historic setting. It is in a
Conservation Area.
Officer Comments
3.74 The site is vacant open land and is currently identified on the proposals map of the
Local Plan Review 2005 as Visually Important Space. The site lies within the Chipping Hill
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Conservation Area and contributes to the setting of the Grade 2 Listed buildings of St
Nicholas Church and the Old Vicarage. Officers consider that it should therefore be
retained as Visually Important Space.
Recommendation
1. To retain Witham Glebe, Chipping Hill (land adjacent to ‘The Old Vicarage’) as
Visually Important Space.
WCH9HAlt – land to rear of HSBC, Newland Street
Proposed for residential development
3.75 Summary of support representations
 This site has previously been allocated in the plan. There is a tendency for over
development of residential property in the centre of Witham.
 Poor access into Maldon Road and Newland Street if considered for development.
Development could also affect the historic walls in the area.
Officer Comments
3.76 The site is currently identified on the proposals map of the Local Plan Review as a
proposed residential site. Unfortunately, the site has not come forward for development.
The access to the site is poor and would involve access through third party land (part of
the pub car park on Maldon Road), it is currently shown as a road proposal on the
proposals map of the Local Plan Review. Officers consider that the access road proposal
should be removed and the site should no longer be allocated for residential development,
as there are deliverability concerns.
Recommendation
1. To not allocate land to rear of HSBC, Newland Street as a residential site for 10 or
more dwellings.
WCH16HAlt – Land at Church Street
Proposed for residential development
3.77 Summary of support representations
 Object to this alternative, as this would impact on an important well used pedestrian
access from rectory into Chipping Dell to the Church and it appears to include part
of the church yard.
Officer Comments
3.78 The site lies immediately adjacent to the Chipping Hill Conservation Area and
contributes to the setting of the Grade 2 Listed buildings of St Nicholas Church and the
Old Vicarage. Officers consider that the alternative proposal should not be supported.
Recommendation
1. To not allocate land at Church Street as a residential site for 10 or more
dwellings.
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WCH18HAlt – Royal Mail, Newland Street
Proposed for residential development
3.79 Summary of objection representations
 Whilst there are no current plans for Royal Mail delivery offices in the District to be
closed or relocated. Royal Mail seeks to improve business efficiency and would like
to request inclusion of freehold property as being suitable for redevelopment.
Officer Comments
3.80 The site lies within the town centre boundary and conservation area and part of the
site is within the primary shopping area. It is not specifically allocated for any uses and is
not large enough to be allocated for a residential site of 10 or more dwellings. If the
delivery office relocated in the future this site could be considered for alternative uses
including retail, residential or office uses without the need for a specific site allocation.
Recommendation
1. To not allocate land at Royal Mail, Newland Street as a residential site for 10 or
more dwellings.
WIN1HAlt – Conrad Road
Proposed for residential development
3.81 Summary of support representations
 The allocation of this site in conjunction with the growth location at Forest Road
would add to the already significant congestion on roads into Witham and at
Rivenhall End.
Officer Comments
3.82 The Council has already identified sites for 351 dwellings in Witham in the draft Site
Allocations Plan, which provides for the requirements set out in the Core Strategy. The
Conrad Road site is not required but could be held in reserve in case other sites do not
come forward.
Recommendation
1. To not allocate Conrad Road as a residential site for 10 or more dwellings.
WIS1HAlt – Garden of Ullswater, Maldon Road
Proposed for residential development
3.83 Summary of objection representations
 Appeal against decision to not include the site in the development boundary.
Witham is continuing to grow and this is one plot we would like to build on.
Officer Comments
3.84 This site is situated some distance from the existing development boundary. The
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properties south of Blue Mills Hill have large gardens and inclusion within the
development boundary would allow for significant infill. Extension of the development
boundary would encroach on the character of the countryside.
Recommendation
1. To not include garden of Ullswater, Maldon Road within the development
boundary.
WIS8HAlt – Witham Fire Station, Hatfield Road
Proposed for residential development
3.85 Summary of support representations
 This is a fire station and should not be developed. This is ideal site for fire station.
Officer Comments
3.86 This proposed site has been put forward for residential development. The submission
suggests 10 dwellings, although recognises that realistically this is more likely to be 7 or 8
dwellings. This falls below the threshold of 10 units and therefore would not be specifically
allocated for a residential site in the Allocations Development Plan Document. Officers
would not support the redevelopment of the Witham Fire Station, unless it could be
demonstrated that it would relocate to an alternative suitable site in Witham.
Recommendation
1. To not allocate Witham Fire Station, Hatfield Road as a residential site for 10 or
more dwellings.
Additional sites submitted for consideration (received during consultation)
Former Magistrates Court, Newland Street (submitted by Jones Lang LaSalle agent for
Her Majesty's Courts and Tribunals Service (HMCTS)
3.87 Summary of support representation
 Site is area is 0.4ha.
 Site is accessed off Newland Street within the Conservation Area.
 Magistrates Court is closed and services that were provided here will be transferred
to Chelmsford.
 Site is considered appropriate for residential development and could accommodate
a minimum of 10 units subject to the protection of trees on the boundary.
 The design of any development would need to preserve/enhance the Conservation
Area and ensure no harm to the setting of the police station.
(Please see plan in appendix WCH27X)
3.88 Summary of objection representation
 The site has been considered previously.
 Plot is within a Conservation Area.
 Vehicular access onto Newland Street was opposed by Highways Agency due to
difficult junction with The Avenue.
 Chess Lane too narrow for vehicular access.
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Boundary wall deemed to be listed because of association with listed buildings
bordering Chess Lane.
Site contains a number of specimen trees, being the arboretum of former Grove
Estate.

3.89 Witham Town Council
 Considered that whilst additional town centre car parking could be provided at the
former Magistrates’ Court, there are implications of access and egress onto a busy
road. No objection to former Magistrates’ Court being included in the submission for
site allocations.
Officer Comments
3.90 This site was previously considered at the Revised Deposit stage of the Local Plan
Review 2005 however, it was deleted. Access to the site is proposed off Newland Street
(see plan) and not from Chess Lane, which was a concern raised by an objector.
3.91 There are Protected Trees on the site. Landscape Services have stated that there is
a large amount of vegetation around the perimeter to the site and most of this is poor
quality material that has developed largely as a result of little or no management over the
last 20-30 years. Within this mixture there are a number of larger trees, notably a mature
sycamore near the road, a large and significant Cupressus macrocarpa in the far north
east corner, two semi mature oak trees and a group of yew trees on the road frontage.
These trees should be retained within the development partly because of the amenity they
lend to the immediate vicinity but also to provide an established landscape setting which
would be lost if the site is overdeveloped.
3.92 The frontage of the development site should be retained as it is now, and identified
as ‘visually important space’ as this contributes to the setting and character of the
Conservation Area.
3.93 Officers consider that the site could be allocated as a residential site for 10 or more
dwellings and it is estimated that this site could provide approximately 14 dwellings.
Recommendation
1. To allocate former Magistrates Court, Newland Street as a residential site for 10
or more dwellings.
2. To allocate Visually Important Space on the frontage of former Magistrates Court,
Newland Street as shown on plan WCH27X in the appendices.
Ivy Chimneys, Hatfield Road (submitted by Fredrick Gibberd Partnership agent for North
Essex Partnership Foundation NHS Trust)
3.94 Summary of support representation
 The existing listed building (known as Old Ivy Chimneys) is currently in medical use
but is not considered fit for purposes). This building could be reinstated to a private
house, a semi-detached pair of dwellings or four flat units.
 There is undeveloped land to the south west and at the rear of the property.
 It is estimated that the vacant site would support up to 20 units.
 The surrounding area is predominately residential or compatible uses.
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The New Ivy Chimneys building would be retained in use (community medical
services/offices).
There is some potential for archaeology on the site.
Part of the site has been in use as a bowling green. However, there is alternative
provision within a mile radius of the site.

3.95 Witham Town Council representations
 The Town Council has no objections to Ivy Chimneys being included in the
submission for site allocations.
3.96 Crittall Bowls Club representations
 The Crittall Bowls Club has not responded to the consultation.
Officer Comments
3.97 The frontage of this site, currently used as ‘amenity green space’ should be retained
and identified as ‘visually important space’ as it contributes to the setting of Hatfield Road.
This should therefore not be included within the boundary for the site. (See plan in
appendix WIS10X).
3.98 It is understood that the lease for the bowling green is due to be terminated.
However, there are alternative bowling greens in Witham off Collingwood Road and Mill
Lane.
3.99 If a planning application is submitted for the site Historic Buildings and Archaeology
will be consulted and conditions could be attached to the development site.
3.100 Any development on the site would need to be sympathetic to the existing listed
building (Old Ivy Chimneys). The agents suggest that this site could provide 23 dwellings.
Officers estimate that this site could provide approximately 20 dwellings.
Recommendation
1. To allocate Ivy Chimneys, Hatfield Road as a residential site for 10 or more
dwellings.
2. To allocate Visually Important Space on the frontage of Ivy Chimneys, Hatfield
Road as shown on plan WIS10X in the appendices.
Officer Comment on Additional Site Allocations
3.101 If the Council allocates both the former Magistrates Court on Newland Street and
Ivy Chimneys on Hatfield Road together these would deliver around 34 new dwellings. As
set out in table 6 at the end of this report, if these sites are allocated in addition to the
residential allocations which were set out in the draft inset map for Witham this would
deliver around 351 dwellings over the plan period compared to the minimum requirement
of 343.
Greenfields Community Housing
3.102 Summary of objection representations
 There appears to be an intensive allocation of Visually Important Space on a
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number of Greenfields owned estates especially in Witham. The same principles do
not seem to have been applied to other private estates in towns or indeed to the
rest of the District.
Teak Walk – Greenfields own a large area of open space adjacent to Teak Walk in
Witham. This is located on the Forest Road estate, adjacent to Cut Throat Lane.
This is broadly broken up into two sections of land. One of these has previously
been allocated as informal recreation there is a proposal for second section to be
allocated in the same way. It is considered this area of land is of a lower quality
area of open space and somewhere which can be a problem for antisocial
behaviour and would benefit from regeneration. A new affordable housing scheme
could include an area of informal recreation space. We would therefore like to
propose this area of land as a potential residential development/affordable housing
site of 10 or more dwellings.
Land at Humber Road – object to the proposal to allocate as Visually Important
Space: 1. Medway Avenue 2.Helford Court 3. Humber Road 4. Ness Walk. These
could be suitable areas for potential affordable housing development in the near
future. These sites provide opportunities for continuation to the building line and
appear to have no detrimental impact to frontages or views of existing nearby
properties.

Officer Comments
3.103 Greenfields are objecting to the allocation of Medway Avenue, Helford Court,
Humber Road and Ness Walk (Humber Road estate) as Visually Important Spaces (VIS).
Please see appendices – aerial photographs Medway Avenue, Helford Court, Humber
Road and Ness Walk.
3.104 The Humber Road estate is a large dense development which was built in the
1970’s and is designed predominately on terraces with areas of open space linked by a
network of footpaths. These small pockets of open space are important in the setting and
character of development and are therefore considered Visually Important Spaces which
should be protected. Many of the properties on these estates have small gardens and
therefore benefit from this additional open space provision.
3.105 Humber Road – This proposed area of VIS forms part of a linear open space which
provides a green lung into the development. Officers therefore consider that this area
should be retained as VIS to preserve the function and form of this space.
3.106 Ness Walk/Helford Court – These proposed areas of VIS abut the existing informal
recreation allocation and physically would appear to form part of this. Officers therefore
consider that this area should be retained as VIS.
3.107 Medway Avenue – This small pocket of proposed VIS could be considered for an
affordable housing scheme of 1 or 2 dwellings. It fronts onto a proposed linear VIS which
forms part of a wider green lung. The existing properties of Medway Avenue also front
onto this proposed linear VIS. Officers consider that development of this small pocket area
for residential would provide a continuation to the existing building line, with limited impact
to the linear VIS to the frontage.
3.108 Teak Walk – Part of this site (between Teak Walk and Cut Throat Lane) is allocated
on the existing proposals map of the Local Plan Review 2005 as ‘informal recreation’.
There is a bund with a steep gradient (as can be seen from the photo in the appendices)
which appears to provide screening to the railway line.
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The remaining part of the site currently has no specific allocation on the proposals map of
the Local Plan Review 2005. The draft Site Allocations and Development Management
Plan proposes to include this area as informal recreation.
3.109 Officers are concerned about the accessibility and deliverability of this site for
residential development and therefore consider it should therefore remain allocated for
informal recreation.
Recommendation
1. To retain the allocation of Visually Important Space at Humber Road, Ness Walk
and Helford Court.
2. To remove the allocation of Visually Important Space at Medway Avenue.
3. To retain the allocation of Teak Walk as Informal Recreation.

Amendment to Primary Shopping Area
3.110 The Retail Study Update 2012 (which forms part of the evidence base for the Local
Development Framework) suggests in paragraph 11.2 of the report that the primary
shopping area should be contracted as follows:
- The southern boundary of the primary shopping area should shift northwards to
exclude properties 104 -132 Newland Street and 117-149 Newland Street due
to the high proportion of non-retail uses in this location such as dwellings, office
accommodation and doctors/dental surgeries;
- The northern end the boundary of the primary shopping area should shift
southwards to remove Freebournes Court, which predominately comprises
office accommodation.
3.111 There is an error on the draft Site Allocations and Development Management Plan
in that these proposed changes are not shown.
Recommendation
1. To approve the revised Primary Shopping Area as shown on the ‘Witham Primary
Shopping Area’ plan in appendices which excludes properties 104 -132 Newland
Street and 117-149 Newland Street and Freebournes Court.

Summary of Dwelling Provision Witham
Table 6 – Allocated Housing Sites and Estimated Capacity
Site Location

Estimated housing
capacity
10
10
13
15

Coach House Way - WCH8
Sherbourne House - WCH21
Iceni House – WCH22
Land at Newlands Shopping Centre –
WCH14
Forest Road Community Hall – WIN7
Land at Dorothy Sayers – WIN3

12
23
30

Constance Close – WIS2
Teign Drive – WIW1
Former Magistrates Court – WCH27X
Ivy Chimneys – WIS10X
Additional provision at south-west
Witham growth location
TOTAL

94
40
14
20
100
351

3.112 The remaining minimum number of dwellings required to be allocated in Witham, as
shown in table 1 was 343 dwellings. The draft housing allocations shown in the
Consultation Draft of the plan, now including the former Magistrates Court and Ivy
Chimneys, provided an estimated 351 dwellings. Although this is only slightly over the
provision identified in the Core Strategy for Witham, the Council has an overall minimum
requirement for the whole District of 4,800 dwellings and this will achieved.
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13th June 2013
Local Development
Framework
Sub-Committee

LOCAL DEVELOPMENT
FRAMEWORK SUB-CTTE

AGENDA
THIS MEETING IS OPEN TO THE PUBLIC (Please note that this meeting will be webcast and audio
recorded)
http://www.braintree.gov.uk/meetings

Date: Thursday, 13th June 2013
Time: 7.00pm
Venue: Council Chamber, Causeway House, Braintree CM7 9HB
Membership:
Councillor D L Bebb

Councillor Lady P Newton

Councillor G Butland

Councillor W D Scattergood

Councillor A V E Everard

Councillor C Siddall

Councillor M C M Lager

Councillor M Thorogood

Councillor J M Money

Councillor R G Walters (Chairman)

Members are requested to attend this meeting, to transact the following business:PUBLIC SESSION
1.

Apologies for Absence

2.

Declarations of Interests. To declare the existence of any interests relating to items on
the Agenda having regard to the Code of Conduct for Members and having taken
appropriate advice (where necessary) before the meeting.

3.

Minutes. To approve as a correct record the Minutes of the meeting of the Local
Development Framework Sub-Committee held on 8th May 2013. (Copy to follow).

4.

Question Time. (See paragraph on Page ii of the Agenda).

5.

Site Allocations and Development Management Plan Draft - Inset Plans for
the proposed Gypsy and Traveller Site at TWIN OAKS, STISTED and the
villages of STISTED, AUDLEY END and GESTINGTHORPE, BIRDBROOK and
NEW ENGLAND, BLACK NOTLEY, CASTLE HEDINGHAM, FINCHINGFIELD
and CORNISH HALL END, GOSFIELD, GREAT NOTLEY, GREENSTEAD
GREEN, HELIONS BUMPSTEAD, LITTLE YELDHAM and OVINGTON, RAYNE,
RIDGEWELL, STURMER, TOPPESFIELD, WETHERSFIELD and BLACKMORE
END, WHITE COLNE and WICKHAM ST PAUL. To consider the attached
report. (Page 1) (An Appendix is enclosed for Members of the Sub-Committee
only, but it may be viewed on the Council’s web site).

i

6.

Site Allocations and Development Management Plan Draft - Report on
HALSTEAD BYPASS and COGGESHALL Infrastructure. To consider the
attached report. (Page 49) (An Appendix is enclosed for Members of the SubCommittee only, but it may be viewed on the Council’s web site).

7.

Urgent Business. To consider any matter, which in the opinion of the Chairman,
should be considered in public by reason of special circumstances (to be
specified) as a matter of urgency.

8.

To agree the exclusion of the public and press for the consideration of the
following item for the reasons set out in Part 1 of Schedule 12(A) of the Local
Government Act 1972.
At the time of compiling the Agenda, there were no items for inclusion in this part of the
Agenda.

PRIVATE SESSION
9.

Urgent Business. To consider any matter, which in the opinion of the Chairman, should
be considered in private by reason of special circumstances (to be specified) as a matter of
urgency.
A PEACE
Member Services Manager

The last page of this Agenda is numbered 56.
QUESTION TIME
Immediately after the Minutes of the previous meeting have been approved there will be a period
of up to 30 minutes when members of the public can speak. Members of the public wishing to
speak should contact the Council's Member Services Section on 01376 552525 or e-mail
alison.webb@braintree.gov.uk at least two working days prior to the meeting. Members of the
public can remain to observe the whole of the public part of the meeting.
Contact Details
If you require any further information please contact Alison Webb on 01376 552525 or e-mail
alison.webb@braintree.gov.uk
Health and Safety
Any persons attending meetings at Causeway House are requested to take a few moments to
familiarise themselves with the nearest available fire exit, indicated by the fire evacuation signs.
In the event of a continuous alarm sounding during the meeting, you must evacuate the building
immediately and follow all instructions provided by a Council officer who will identify him/herself
should the alarm sound. You will be assisted to the nearest designated assembly point until it is
safe to return to the building.
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Mobile Phones
Please ensure that your mobile phone is switched off during the meeting.
Webcast and Audio Recording Please note that this meeting will be webcast and audio
recorded.
Agendas, reports and minutes for all the Council's public meetings can be accessed via the
internet at http://www.braintree.gov.uk/meetings
Braintree District Council welcomes comments from members of the public in order to make its
services as efficient and effective as possible. We would appreciate any suggestions regarding
the usefulness of the paperwork for this meeting, or the conduct of the meeting you have
attended.
Please let us have your comments setting out the following information
Meeting Attended

…………………………………………………….

Date of Meeting

…………………………………………………….

Comments……………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

iii

Minutes
Local Development
Framework SubCommittee
13th June 2013
Present:
Councillors
D L Bebb
G Butland
A V E Everard
M C M Lager
J M Money

Present
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

Councillors
Lady Newton
W D Scattergood
C Siddall
M Thorogood
R G Walters (Chairman)

Present
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

Councillors Banthorpe, Bowers-Flint, Fincken, Ramage and Wilson were also in attendance.
5

DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST
INFORMATION: The following interests were declared:
Councillor G Butland declared a non-pecuniary interest in Agenda Item 5 - Site
Allocations and Development Management Plan and Draft Inset Plans as a Member of
Great Notley Parish Council which had submitted representations; and Agenda Item 6 Site Allocations and Development Management Plan: Report on Halstead Bypass and
Coggeshall Infrastructure as he was the Chief Executive Officer of a charity with shop
premises in High Street, Halstead.
Councillor Lady Newton declared a non-pecuniary interest in Agenda Item 5 - Site
Allocations and Development Management Plan as the District Council’s Cabinet
Member for Property and Place with responsibility for affordable housing and strategic
planning; and as the Essex County Council elected Member for the Braintree Eastern
Division.
Councillor W D Scattergood declared a non-pecuniary interest in Agenda Item 5 - Site
Allocations and Development Management Plan and specifically references to Castle
Hedingham, Gestingthorpe and Wickham St Paul as supporters and objectors to sites in
these villages were known to her in her capacity as the District Council elected Member
for the Hedingham and Maplestead Ward.
Councillor M Thorogood declared a non-pecuniary interest in Agenda Item 5 - Site
Allocations and Development Management Plan and Draft Inset Plans and Agenda Item
6 - Site Allocations and Development Management Plan: Report on Halstead Bypass
4
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and Coggeshall Infrastructure as she was working with Greenfields Community Housing
on the redevelopment of garage areas.
Councillor R G Walters declared a non-pecuniary interest in Agenda Item 5 - Site
Allocations and Development Management Plan and Draft Inset Plans as a Member of
Great Notley Parish Council which had submitted representations.
Councillor S A Wilson declared a non-pecuniary interest in Agenda Item 6 - Site
Allocations and Development Management Plan: Report on Halstead Bypass and
Coggeshall Infrastructure as District Council elected Member for the Coggeshall and
North Feering Ward. Councillor Wilson indicated that she had asked to speak at the
meeting as a Parish Councillor for Coggeshall.
In accordance with the Code of Conduct, all Councillors remained in the meeting and
took part in the discussion when the matters were considered.
6

MINUTES
DECISION: The Minutes of the meeting of the Local Development Framework SubCommittee held on 30th May 2013 were confirmed as a correct record and signed by the
Chairman.

7

QUESTION TIME
INFORMATION: Eighteen statements were made. Members of the Sub-Committee
agreed that the public should speak immediately prior to each village/issue being
considered rather than during Question Time. Details of the people who spoke at the
meeting are contained in the Appendix to these Minutes.
Principally, these Minutes record decisions taken only and, where appropriate, the
reasons for the decisions.

8

SITE ALLOCATIONS AND DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT PLAN DRAFT - INSET
PLANS FOR THE PROPOSED GYPSY AND TRAVELLER SITE AT TWIN OAKS,
STISTED AND THE VILLAGES OF STISTED, AUDLEY END AND
GESTINGTHORPE, BIRDBROOK AND NEW ENGLAND, BLACK NOTLEY, CASTLE
HEDINGHAM, FINCHINGFIELD AND CORNISH HALL END, GOSFIELD, GREAT
NOTLEY, GREENSTEAD GREEN, HELIONS BUMPSTEAD, LITTLE YELDHAM AND
OVINGTON, RAYNE, RIDGEWELL, STURMER, TOPPESFIELD, WETHERSFIELD
AND BLACKMORE END, WHITE COLNE AND WICKHAM ST PAUL
Councillor Michael Begley, representing Rayne Parish Council, attended the meeting
and spoke on this item and, in particular, Site RAY8X – land East of School Road,
Rayne and Site RAY9X - land at Fairy Hall Lane, Rayne.
Councillor S Bolter, representing Gestingthorpe Parish Council, attended the meeting
and spoke on this item and, in particular, sites at Gesingthorpe and Audley End.
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Councillor A Strudwick representing Gosfield Parish Council attended the meeting and
spoke on this item and, in particular, the Visually Important Space designation – land
fronting The Firs, The Street, Gosfield.
INFORMATION: Mrs E Dash, Planning Policy Manager, presented a report on the
preparation of the Site Allocations and Development Management Plan and the Draft
Inset Plans to be included within it. The report included proposed Inset Plans for the
proposed Gypsy and Traveller site at Twin Oaks, Stisted and for the villages of Stisted,
Audley End and Gestingthorpe, Birdbrook and New England, Black Notley, Castle
Hedingham, Finchingfield and Cornish Hall End, Gosfield, Great Notley, Greenstead
Green, Helions Bumpstead, Little Yeldham and Ovington, Rayne, Ridgewell, Sturmer,
Toppesfield, Wethersfield and Blackmore End, White Colne and Wickham St Paul.
A Site Allocations and Development Management Plan was required to set out land
allocations and policies, against which future planning applications for development in
the District would be determined over the period to 2026. The Plan had to be in
accordance with the Council’s Core Strategy which set out the overall strategy for future
development in the District and the number of dwellings for which land should be
allocated, details of which were set out in the report.
Public consultation on the draft Site Allocations and Development Management Plan
had taken place between 9th January and 22nd February 2013. The report summarised
the representations which had been received and set out the Officers’ comments on
these, including additional sites which had been proposed. The report recommended
the inclusion of sites within the ‘Submission Draft’ of the Site Allocations and
Development Management Plan which would be published for a six week period. Any
representations submitted during that time would be considered by an Inspector
appointed by the Planning Inspectorate to examine the soundness of the Plan.
DECISION: That, subject to the draft Site Allocations and Development Management
Plan being approved in its entirety by the Council for public consultation:That the draft Inset Plans and recommendations as set out in the report for the
proposed Gypsy and Traveller site at Twin Oaks, Stisted and the villages of Stisted,
Audley End and Gestingthorpe, Birdbrook and New England, Black Notley, Castle
Hedingham, Finchingfield and Cornish Hall End, Gosfield, Great Notley, Greenstead
Green, Helions Bumpstead, Little Yeldham and Ovington, Rayne, Ridgewell, Sturmer,
Toppesfield, Wethersfield and Blackmore End, White Colne and Wickham St Paul be
approved, subject to the recommendations relating to the proposed Gypsy and Traveller
Site at Twin Oaks, Stisted, Castle Hedingham, Little Yeldham and Ovington, and White
Colne being amended as follows :Proposed Gypsy and Traveller Site at Twin Oaks, Stisted
That the allocation of Twin Oaks Gypsy and Traveller site, Stisted be approved as set
out on Inset Map 57a of the draft Site Allocations and Development Management Plan,
subject to this allocation being restricted to the existing 21 pitches located on land
known as Twin Oaks 1 and Twin Oaks 2, and to there being no further expansion of the
site.
Castle Hedingham (for clarity only)
6
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(1)

That the development boundary at Site CAS8X - Nunnery Farm, Castle
Hedingham be amended to re-instate the envelope boundary as set out in the
Local Plan Review 2005 and agreed by the Local Development Framework SubCommittee on 25th July 2012 and as shown on the revised Inset Map 15 (Page
38) of the Appendix to the report.

(2)

That alternative Sites CAS4AHAlt, CAS4BHAlt, CAS5HAlt, CAS6HAlt and
CAS7HAlt be not allocated for residential development.

(3)

That no other alternative sites in Castle Hedingham be allocated for
development.

Little Yeldham and Ovington (typographical amendment only)
(1)

That no changes be made to the development boundary for Little Yeldham as
set out on Inset Map 41 of the draft Site Allocations and Development
Management Plan.

(2)

That neither Sites OVI1HAlt, OVI2HAlt and OVI3HAlt, nor any other alternative
sites in Ovington, be allocated for residential development.

(3)

That Ovington and North End be maintained as settlements without a
development boundary.

White Colne

9

(1)

That Site WHC4X - land to the rear of 65 Colchester Road, White Colne be not
included within the development boundary for White Colne as shown on Inset
Map 23.

(2)

That the allocation of Site WHC3H - land South of Colchester Road, White Colne
as a housing site of 10+ dwellings be deleted.

SITE ALLOCATIONS AND DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT PLAN DRAFT REPORT ON HALSTEAD BYPASS AND COGGESHALL INFRASTRUCTURE
Councillor Malcolm Fincken (District Council Ward Councillor for Halstead Trinity and
Halstead Town Councillor) attended the meeting and spoke on this item in support of
the retention of Halstead Bypass.
Statement by Councillor Joe Pike (Essex County Council elected Member for the
Halstead Division) attended the meeting and spoke on this item in support of the
retention of Halstead Bypass.
Statement by Councillor Susan Wilson, (District Council Ward Councillor for Coggeshall
and North Feering and Coggeshall Parish Councillor) attended the meeting on behalf of
Coggeshall Parish Council and spoke, in particular, against the allocation of Site
COG12H – Cookfield, East Street, Coggeshall and Site COG13HAlt – West Street,
Coggeshall adjacent to No. 78 West Street.
(1) Halstead Bypass
7
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INFORMATION: Members were reminded that on 11th April 2013 the Local
Development Framework Sub-Committee had agreed to delete the proposed
Halstead Bypass from the Proposals Map and from Policy ADM49 as it was
unfunded and therefore undeliverable within the Plan period. This decision had
been in response to objections submitted by Essex County Council and Suffolk
County Council to the designation of the bypass in the draft Plan. Essex County
Council Highway Officers had also reported at that time, that the County Council
intended to abandon the route formally.
However, it was now understood that formal abandonment of the route had not been
approved and that the route should continue to be disclosed on land charge property
searches.
DECISION: That consideration of this matter be deferred to seek clarification from
Essex County Council as to whether the formal decision not to abandon the route of
Halstead Bypass has been made by an elected Member(s).
(2) The Dutch Nursery, West Street, Coggeshall
INFORMATION: On 26th March 2013 the Local Development Framework SubCommittee had agreed that proposals put forward by the owner for the development
of Site COG21X - The Dutch Nursery, West Street, Coggeshall be investigated and
a report submitted to a future meeting.
The owners of The Dutch Nursery wished to make the best use of the land and
proposed that the Nursery and an adjoining area of land in West Street should be
included in the development boundary for Coggeshall.
It was reported that there was potential to further develop the site, excluding an area
at risk of flooding, by the possible conversion of one or more commercial buildings to
residential use, developing areas of derelict greenhouses and adding commercial
uses. However, Members were advised that such proposals would not require an
extension to the development boundary, or a specific site allocation. Instead, they
could be dealt with through pre-application advice and the submission of planning
applications.
DECISION: That no site allocations, or changes to the development boundary, be
made with respect to The Dutch Nursery, West Street, Coggeshall.
(3) Coggeshall – Impact of Proposed Housing Allocations on School Places
INFORMATION: Consideration was given to a report on the potential impact of
housing site allocations in Coggeshall on the provision of primary school places in
the village.
Members were reminded that at its meeting on 26th March 2013, the Local
Development Framework Sub-Committee had agreed to retain the allocation of land
at Site COG12H – Cookfield, East Street, Coggeshall for development and to
allocate land at Site COG20HAlt – Walford Way, Coggeshall within the Site
Allocations and Development Management Plan. It was anticipated that 12
8
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dwellings could be developed on the East Street site and that 20 dwellings net could
be provided at Walford Way. Planning permission had subsequently been granted
for the Walford Way development. The Sub-Committee had also agreed to allocate
land at Site COG13HAlt – West Street, Coggeshall adjacent to No. 78 West Street
as a housing site for 10 or more dwellings based on the provision of 40 dwellings on
3.0 hectares.
As there had been a significant increase in the number of proposed new dwellings
within Coggeshall to a total of 72, Essex County Council had been consulted again
on the draft housing allocations. In response, Essex County Education had stated
that the cumulative impact of the three development sites was likely to lead to
significant problems in the provision of sufficient primary school places in the village.
It was reported that St Peter’s School, Coggeshall, together with neighbouring
Feering Church of England Primary School and Kelvedon St Mary’s Church of
England Primary School, would continue to admit up to, or close to, their published
admission numbers for the foreseeable future. Furthermore, it would not be possible
to expand the size, or number of classrooms at St Peter’s School, as it was located
on a very restricted site.
Members were advised that, in view of the information provided by County
Education, they should consider reviewing site allocations in Coggeshall in order to
reduce the number of dwellings to be provided. It was reported that both the smaller
and larger sites identified at West Street (COG13HAlt) were considered less suitable
than the East Street site due to the potential effect of development on agricultural
land, the lack of a defined boundary, landscape impact and impact on a listed
building. It was acknowledged that sufficient capacity had already been identified
within the Key Service Villages, which included Coggeshall, to meet the requirement
for new dwellings as set out in the Core Strategy.
DECISION: That the allocation of Site COG13HAlt – West Street, Coggeshall
adjacent to No. 78 West Street for housing be deleted in its entirety from the draft
Site Allocations and Development Management Plan and that the development
boundary for West Street, as set out on Inset Map 16 of the draft Plan, be retained.
(NOTE: The housing allocations at Site COG12H – Cookfield, East Street,
Coggeshall and Site COG20HAlt – Walford Way, Coggeshall have not been
deleted).
The meeting commenced at 7.00pm and closed at 10.10pm.
Councillor R G Walters

(Chairman)
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APPENDIX
LOCAL DEVELOPMENT FRAMEWORK SUB-COMMITTEE
13TH JUNE 2013
PUBLIC QUESTION TIME
Details of Questions Asked / Statements Made During Public Question Time
1 Statements Relating to Item 5 - Site Allocations And Development Management Plan
Draft - Inset Plans for the Proposed Gypsy and Traveller Site at Twin Oaks, Stisted and
the Villages of Stisted, Audley End and Gestingthorpe, Birdbrook and New England,
Black Notley, Castle Hedingham, Finchingfield and Cornish Hall End, Gosfield, Great
Notley, Greenstead Green, Helions Bumpstead, Little Yeldham and Ovington, Rayne,
Ridgewell, Sturmer, Toppesfield, Wethersfield and Blackmore End, White Colne and
Wickham St Paul
Gestingthorpe
Statement by Councillor S Bolter for Gestingthorpe Parish Council (Re. Sites at
Gesingthorpe and Audley End (objector to allocations))
Statement by Mr E J B Hoogerwerf, Baytree House, Audley End, Gestingthorpe (Re.
Sites GES5X and GES6X - Audley End, Gesingthorpe (objector to allocation))
Black Notley
Statement by Mr Gerraghty (address not supplied) (Re. Site BLA3HAlt - land fronting
Brain Valley Avenue, Black Notley) (site promoter))
Gosfield
Statement by Councillor A Strudwick for Gosfield Parish Council (Re. Visually Important
Space designation – land fronting The Firs, The Street, Gosfield) (objector to
allocation))
Statement by Mr Michael Calder (address not supplied) (Re. Site GOS5HAlt – land
North-West of Gosfield (Agent for land owner and site promoter the Wilson Backhouse
Trust))
Great Notley
Statement by Mr Paul Hales, Paul Hales Associates, Goslings Farm, Bradwell,
Braintree (Re. Site GRN2HAlt - land at London Road, adjacent to the King William
Public House, Great Notley (Braintree) (site promoter))
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Helions Bumpstead
Statement by Mr Mel Vinton, Stoneyfield, High Street, Fowlmere, Royston, Herts. (Re.
Site HEL10X – Allemagne, Timbers and adjacent land, Pale Green, Helions Bumpstead
(site promoter/landowner))
Rayne
Statement by Councillor Michael Begley for Rayne Parish Council (Re. Site RAY8X –
land East of School Road, Rayne and Site RAY9X - land at Fairy Hall Lane, Rayne
(objector to allocations))
Ridgewell
Statement by Mr Derek Mason, Pineside, Ashen Road, Ridgewell (Re. Site RID5X Pineside, Ashen Road, Ridgewell (site promoter/landowner))
Sturmer
Statement by Ms Gabrielle Rowan, Pegasus Group, 3 Pioneer Court, Chivers Way,
Histon, Cambridge (Re. Site STU1HAlt – land adjacent to Crunch Croft, Sturmer (Agent
for site promoter Construct Reason Ltd and Mr D Jones))
Toppesfield
Statement by Mr Paul Belton, Januarys, 54-62 Newmarket Road, Cambridge (Re. Site
TOP1X – land to the West of The Causeway, Toppesfield and Site TOP2X – land to the
East of The Causeway, Toppesfield (Agent for land owner/site promoter))
White Colne
Statement by Mr William Paxton, 61A Colchester Road, White Colne (Re. Site WHC4X
– land to the rear of 65 Colchester Road, White Colne (objector to allocation))
Statement by Mr John Wild (address not supplied) (Re. Site WHC3H – land South of
Colchester Road, White Colne (objector to allocation))
2

Statements Relating to Item 6 - Site Allocations and Development Management Plan
Draft - Report on Halstead Bypass and Coggeshall Infrastructure
Halstead Bypass
Statement by Councillor Joe Pike 21 Bois Field Terrace, Halstead, Essex County
Council elected Member for the Halstead Division (supporting the retention of Halstead
Bypass)
Statement by Councillor Malcolm Fincken, 5 Knowles Close, Halstead, District Council
elected Member for Halstead Trinity Ward and Halstead Town Councillor (supporting
the retention of Halstead Bypass)
ii

For further information regarding these Minutes please contact Alison Webb, Member Services on
01376 552525 Ext. 2614 or E-Mail alison.webb@braintree.gov.uk

Coggeshall Infrastructure
Statement by Councillor Susan Wilson, 15 Knights Road, Coggeshall for Coggeshall
Parish Council (Re. Site COG12H – Cookfield, East Street, Coggeshall and Site
COG13HAlt – West Street, Coggeshall adjacent to No. 78 West Street (objector to
allocations))
Statement by Mr Edward Gittins, Edward Gittins and Associates, Unit 5, Patches Yard,
Glemsford, Suffolk (Re. Site COG13HAlt – West Street, Coggeshall adjacent to No. 78
West Street (Agent for land owner/site promoter))
Statement by Mr D Stebbing, c/o 76 West Street, Coggeshall (Re. Site COG13HAlt –
West Street, Coggeshall adjacent to No. 78 West Street (Agent for objectors to
allocation))
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Local Development Framework Sub-Ctte
13th June 2013

Report upon Representations to Draft Site Allocations
Agenda No: 5
and Development Management Plan Draft for
Consultation 2013 relating to the proposed Gypsy and
Traveller site at Twin Oaks, Stisted and on the villages
of Stisted, Audley End and Gestingthorpe, Birdbrook
and New England, Black Notley, Castle Hedingham,
Finchingfield and Cornish Hall End, Gosfield, Great
Notley, Greenstead Green, Helions Bumpstead, Little
Yeldham and Ovington, Rayne, Ridgewell, Stisted,
Sturmer, Toppesfield, Wethersfield and Blackmore End,
White Colne and Wickham St Paul.
Corporate Priority:
Report presented by:
Report prepared by:

Building a Prosperous District. A Better Place.
Eleanor Dash and Emma Goodings
Eleanor Dash, Emma Goodings, Alan Massow and Juliet
Kirkaldy

Background Papers: Braintree District Core Strategy
Public Yes
2011. National Planning Policy Framework.
Braintree District Site Allocations and Development
Management Plan - Draft for Consultation 2013.
Responses to Public Consultation (on line in Planning
Policy Consultation Portal on Braintree Council website
under Planning Policy). Braintree Annual Monitoring Report
2012.
Options: To approve, or not to approve, changes to the
Key Decision: No
Draft Site Allocations and Development Management Plan
set out in this report, or to make further changes to the Draft
Plan.
Executive Summary: The report sets out the context of the Site Allocations and
Development Management Plan (ADM) in terms of housing numbers as set out in the
adopted Core Strategy. The report then goes on to discuss the representations which
were received during the consultation relating to the proposed Gypsy and Traveller site
at Twin Oaks, and on the villages of Stisted, Audley End and Gestingthorpe, Birdbrook
and New England, Black Notley, Castle Hedingham, Finchingfield and Cornish Hall End,
Gosfield, Great Notley, Greenstead Green, Helions Bumpstead, Little Yeldham and
Ovington, Rayne, Ridgewell, Stisted, Sturmer, Toppesfield, Wethersfield and Blackmore
End, White Colne and Wickham St Paul. It sets out a summary of the representations,
including those from the Parish Councils and other key stakeholders and officer
comments on those representations. Where additional sites have been proposed these
are also set out.
There will be a recommendation to Council (this is intended to be on 29.7.13) to approve
the draft Site Allocations and Development Management Plan in its entirety.

1

Decision:
To approve the inset plans and recommendations as set out in the report for the
proposed Gypsy and Traveller site at Twin Oaks, and on the villages of Stisted, Audley
End and Gestingthorpe, Birdbrook and New England, Black Notley, Castle Hedingham,
Finchingfield and Cornish Hall End, Gosfield, Great Notley, Greenstead Green, Helions
Bumpstead, Little Yeldham and Ovington, Rayne, Ridgewell, Stisted, Sturmer,
Toppesfield, Wethersfield and Blackmore End, White Colne and Wickham St Paul.
Purpose of Decision: To approve allocations to be included in the draft Site Allocations
and Development Management Plan, which will be included in the Submission Draft of
the Plan.
Corporate implications
Financial:

Costs of preparing the Site Allocations and Development
Management Plan
Legal:
The Site Allocations and Development Management Plan
Cannot be adopted unless it is found to be sound by the
Planning Inspectorate. It will be the basis for future planning
decisions.
Equalities/Diversity
The Council’s policies should take account of equalities and
diversity and will be subject to an equalities impact
assessment.
Customer Impact:
Providing housing, employment, open space and
infrastructure and protecting the countryside and the
environment.
Environment and
Impact on environment of sustainable policies and
Climate Change:
sustainable design of housing.
Consultation/Community Consultation with the public and stakeholders between
Engagement:
10.1.13 and 22.2.13.
Risks:
That the Draft Site Allocations and Development
Management Plan may not be found sound when it is
examined by the Planning Inspector.
Officer Contact:
Designation:
Ext. No.
E-mail:

Emma Goodings
Local Plans Manager
2511
emmgo@braintree.gov.uk

1. Background
1.1The Council is preparing the Site Allocations and Development Management Plan
(ADM) to set out land allocations and policies, which will be used to determine future
planning applications in the District, over the period to 2026.
1.2 The Council has already prepared a Core Strategy, which sets out the overall
strategy for future development in the District and aims to concentrate future growth
in sustainable locations and to promote the development of previously developed
land and urban regeneration. The Core Strategy sets out the overall numbers of
dwellings for which land should be allocated over the period to 2026 and the Site
Allocations Plan must be in accordance with the Core Strategy.
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Public Consultation
1.3 The public consultation on the draft ADM took place between the 9th January and
22nd February 2013. On the first two days of the consultation, site notices were
placed at all residential sites of 10 or more dwellings and new employment
allocations. These included a map of the proposed site, the date and location of the
nearest public exhibition and details of where to find out more information and how to
respond to the consultation.
1.4 The Council also held a series of 12 public exhibitions in the District between the
15th January and the 7th February, which were located in the Main Towns, Key
Service Villages and Great Yeldham. These were very well attended with a total of
around 880 attendees across the 12 exhibitions. An unstaffed display was also
available at Braintree and Witham libraries for the duration of the consultation period
and at Halstead library from the 8th to the 22nd of February.
1.5 Several Parish Councils also arranged their own meetings to discuss the
proposals for their areas.

2. Stisted including the proposed allocation of a Gypsy and
Traveller site at Twin Oaks
Gypsy and Traveller National Planning Policy
2.1 This was adopted by the government in March 2012 as an adjunct to the National
Planning Policy Framework, where it supports the policies aimed at supporting
housing for special need groups. It requires Council’s to positively plan for and
deliver sites and pitches that are needed in their areas. It also sets out a range of
criteria and planning objectives for such sites.
Core Strategy Requirement
2.2 CS Policy CS3 sets out the Gypsy and Traveller requirement for this District up to
2021.This is for a minimum of 67 authorised permanent Gypsy and Traveller
residential pitches.
2.3 In July 2012 there were 38 authorised pitches in the District, leaving a
requirement for an additional 29 authorised pitches by 2021, plus 6 Gypsy and
Traveller transit pitches and 1 additional plot for travelling showpeople.
Policy CS3 also sets out a number of more detailed locational and site planning
criteria against which sites should be judged at allocations or application stage. Any
allocated would have to meet these criteria.
2.4 The Council, together with other local authorities in Essex, has commissioned a
Gypsy and Traveller Assessment Study to calculate the future needs for Traveller
provision in each local authority. This includes interviews with existing Traveller
families to investigate future site needs for these families.
Draft Site Allocations and Development Management Plan
2.5 The Draft Plan formally allocates Twin Oaks (21 pitches) as the preferred site to
meet the bulk of the current CS requirement for permanent pitches.
2.6 Three alternative options are also put forward in the draft plan consultation:
· To allocate alternative, or additional permanent Gypsy and Traveller sites
· To allocate a specific transit site
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· To allocate a specific Travelling Showpersons plot
Planning History
2.7 Part of the site has been occupied by Travellers since 1992. No planning
permission has been granted for Twin Oaks. The Council issued enforcement notices
in 2002. Appeals against these notices were dismissed in 2004 but the time for
compliance was extended from 3 to 12 months. The enforcement notices remain in
force, so at present the site remains illegally occupied.
2.8 In a subsequent report to the council, it was agreed to seek solutions to the
access problems, so that subject to planning approval the site could be regularised.
Agreement with the Highways Agency (HA) has now been reached in principle to an
access scheme.
Objections to the Allocation of Twin Oaks Stisted, Gypsy and Traveller Site,
as an approved Gypsy and Traveller site under ADM7.
2.9 There were 127 objections to the allocation of the Twin Oaks Gypsy and Traveller
Site, including this objection from the Parish Council;
Parish Council
2.10 We would like to strongly object to the inclusion of the Twin Oaks Site in the
LDF. This type of development will have a great impact on the surrounding
communities and we feel insufficient pubic consultation has taken place with those
who will be most affected by this proposal. This lack of consultation is against the
government policy outlined in the Localism Act of inclusion of communities.
2.11 We are strongly against public money being spent on providing access onto the
site from the A120. The revised layout included in the draft LDF is also still unsuitable
in terms of highway safety. Traveller Groups provide much less impact and threat on
communities and services when sited in smaller groups rather than one large
settlement as planned. There are plenty of villages in the Braintree District which
have better facilities than Stisted, Bradwell or Cressing where the cost of
development would be far lower than the proposed development of the Twin Oaks
Site. Authorisation of this site in Stisted would over-load the local facilities and will
inappropriately distort the demographics of the area. We do not feel enough
consideration has been given to alternative sites available in the Braintree District
area.
2.12 The remaining 126 objections set out the following concerns:-.
Illegal Use- Illegal use of the site for 19 years without enforcement- one rule for
travellers and one for the public. Sets a dangerous precedent. Stisted residents feel
Council is not in control. Planning application will enable interested parties to express
their views. The government is currently increasing the discretionary powers of
District Councils to remove unauthorised traveller sites. Braintree District Council
should avail themselves of these powers and use them.
Planning History BDC has twice refused to authorise this. Two Planning Inspectors
support the view that site is not suitable.
Requirement for Traveller Pitches- Braintree District has to find 58 pitches for
Travellers by 2016, the 21 pitches at Twin Oaks would bring total to 49, this site is a
matter of convenience to BDC to fulfil their legal obligation.
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Cost - Council/public/taxpayers should not pay for the access improvements. Will
cost thousands of pounds. Money should be spent on improving busy junction
between Kings Lane Stisted and the A120.
Concentration - 21 pitches with 2 caravans per pitch could lead to another 100
people - out of proportion with Stisted's population of around 500. Strain on local
school. Concentration of Travellers (38 of 58 pitches in the District) in small area of
Cressing/Pattiswick and Stisted is opposed. Impact on neighbours. The restriction of
all Travellers’ sites to no more than five pitches is less likely to cause anxiety with
residents local to sites.
Ownership- The Council should own Travellers' sites, giving local control of their
location, appearance and cleanliness. Additionally, the public ownership of sites will
prevent the building of permanent structures, too often a consequence of occupation
by site freeholders. Permanent structures are already evident at Twin Oaks.
Alternative Sites - Small sites of 3 caravans would be less costly and have less
impact on communities. Small groups within the whole district would help include
them into our social fabric rather than creating another Dale Farm community.
Consider this instead. Alternative sites suggested by Stisted residents at Black
Notley (BLA2, BLA13) and Finchingfield (FIN6). The cost to overcome highways
safety objections at Twin Oaks is unreasonable and this money would be sufficient
many times over for the Council to purchase several small sites around the district
and equip them with hard standing and services to the benefit of both Travellers and
local residents.
Expansion - Site could become larger- another Dale Farm. Land to rear is owned by
travelling families. Other travellers may move to Twin Oaks. Restrict numbers on
Twin Oaks. Can BDC assure residents that traveller ownership of 3 acres of land
adjacent to Twin Oaks is unfounded?
Impact on Stisted - BDC should take holistic approach- three initiatives affecting the
residents of Stisted that could be in place by 2015. Planning permission for a
Greenfields development of 6 units has been granted, the local council is supporting
an affordable housing scheme of 8units and BDC is seeking potential legalisation of
the Twin Oaks site. Pressures on local school. Stagger these initiatives.
Infrastructure Has the BDC researched the impact of legalising the 21 pitches at
Twin Oaks in respect of children being educated and the provision of good health for
the travelling community?
Access- Discrimination-County Highways object to access from A roads in other
cases.
Highway Safety- the revised road layout included in the draft LDF does nothing to
improve safety for vehicles turning right out of the Twin Oaks site. The sight line from
the junction to the right is inadequate. The proposed road layout includes land, which
is not owned by Braintree District Council, the Highways Agency, or the gypsies. The
proposed ghost lane is too narrow for vans and caravans turning right into the site.
The proposed ghost lane is too close to the authorised new road layout to the Cherry
Lane Garden Centre. There is a similar road layout in Bradwell next to the Street.
The speed limit there is 40 mph and sitting in the ghost lane with HGVs thundering
past on either side is frightening enough and feels dangerous. With a 60mph limit,
the situation would be potentially lethal. Accidents on this stretch of road at present.
From adjoining landowner- Field to south used for illegal dumping of asbestos.
BDC should press site owners to clear this up. 2 other sites very close to Twin Oaks
at Sandiacres and Halfacre, on boundary of my farm both in Cressing. Increasing
problems with the residents at Council site at Sandiacres (trespass, vandalism, theft)
with little support offered by the County's gypsy liaison officer. As the sites are
relatively close together the residents seem to think that it is reasonable to travel
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from one to the other in a straight line, over the intervening private land. Youngsters
riding quad bikes over crops. Stray horses and organised grazing of our land, to the
extent of erecting electric fencing, without permission. Rubbish and illegal fly tipping.
I am pleased to say your Environmental Department has helped me out with this for
which I am grateful.
From Local Resident - Illegal fires from the site send acrid pollutants into the air,
our windows and doors have to be shut, the fire brigade no longer come out to douse
these fires. Health concerns. Braintree Council should take action.
Support for the Allocation from Residents of Twin Oaks 1 and 2
2.13 There was one representation in support of the Twin Oaks allocation, from the
agent representing the Twin Oaks families, setting out the following reasons for
approval of the allocation:Background - The site has been occupied and developed as a gypsy and traveller
site since 1992/3. At the present time the site has a total of 21 pitches set out in two
separate areas (known as Twinoaks 1 Twinoaks 2). Only 9 were actually occupied at
the time of drafting this letter, most being on Twinoaks 1. The pitches are all privately
owned by individual families. The vacant pitches have not been developed up to now
mainly due to the reluctance of their owners to invest in them as required when the
future of the site remained uncertain and with extant enforcement notices. They will
be developed as required by the families concerned once the site has been allocated
and planning consent granted. The only access is via an unmade up access way
directly onto to the A120.
2.14 The residents of Twin Oaks state that the site should be retained as a formal
allocation in the Site Allocations Plan for the following reasons:
Planning Policy- This site will enable the Council to meet the requirements of the
Gypsy and Traveller National Planning Policy. The characteristics of the site are in
general conformity with the GTNPP criteria.
Pitch Delivery -The site will make a major, indeed the primary, contribution to the
pitch requirement in the Core Strategy (CS). Should this site not be allocated, it
would be very difficult for the Council to identify and secure the development of a
suitable alternative site or sites of equivalent size (either for public or private
development) within the district to meet the CS pitch requirements and site specific
criteria. This will leave the Council fundamentally at odds with its own currently
adopted policies and leave it open to great pressure from speculative development
and/or the unauthorised occupancy of land on far less unsuitable sites and in
defending any appeals arising from those .
Location -The site is convenient to the western edge of Braintree where all main
services can be found. As the site is now long established all the children from the
site of school age attend local schools. Many of the residents also work locally, and
make full use of health and other services. The nature of the very close gypsy
community also means that there are now many strong family ties on the site. Any
forced relocation would therefore put significant social pressures on the residents
and their families, which would inevitably lead to significant problems arising from
families being essentially homeless. The Council would be obliged to deal with those
problems.
Environmental impact -The site is essentially flat and is therefore not intrusive in
the local landscape or from any public viewpoints. There is existing planting round
most of the boundary but this can easily be enhanced by additional planting if
required for additional screening. There are few other residents nearby whose
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amenity may be affected.
Access- Agreement in principle has been reached with the H A that the existing
access can be altered to meet acceptable standards of highway safety. It is
understood that the HA has never had any concerns over the volume of traffic
generated by the site, even when fully occupied.
Flood risk -The site is not at risk of flooding
Drainage and Utilities -Agreement has been reached in principle with the EA that
the current means of foul sewage disposal on individual pitches (septic
tanks/cesspits) is acceptable and can be used for all remaining pitches when brought
into use. Water and electricity are already supplied to the site.
Site and pitch size -The site is a sufficient size for the number of pitches, access
ways etc. Although they vary in size and shape, they can all accommodate at least
one static and one touring caravan, plus parking and turning. Boundary landscaping
to all pitches can be easily improved as required.
Officers Comments
2.15 In response to the Parish Council objection of insufficient consultation- There
has been public consultation on the draft plan and the large response has
demonstrated that the public are aware of the proposals.
2.16 The Highways Agency have agreed that the design of the revised access (by
their Highway Agent) meets their safety standards.
2.17 A financial contribution to the access improvement has been recommended for
approval by the Council, therefore the access could be deliverable.
2.18 As the site has been in use for over 19 years and has had a relatively low
impact upon the majority of residents of Stisted, (being situated at some distance
from the centre of the village) and there is a statutory requirement to provide for
Traveller needs in accordance with the Core Strategy, it is considered appropriate to
allocate the existing site rather than to enforce against these residents and seek to
allocate new sites.
2.19 This site has good access to employment opportunities in and around the urban
area of Braintree and meets with the criteria set out for Traveller sites in the Core
Strategy. The Twin Oak sites are privately owned, therefore the suggestion that
these Travellers should be dispersed to small rural sites would require landowners
willing to sell land for new small sites, which would need to be appropriately located
in accordance with the criteria in the Core Strategy.
2.20 There have been no sites put forward for Travellers by landowners during the
preparation of the plan, apart from a site for 1 pitch at Peeks Corner, Earls Colne.
The Council has not allocated this site in response to objections from residents and
the Parish Council of Earls Colne. Only Rivenhall Parish Council has supported
additional provision (of an extension to a travelling showperson’s site) and all other
Parish Councils have not suggested suitable new locations for Traveller sites. It is
clear therefore that the dispersal of traveller sites put forward by Stisted residents
might be difficult if landowners are not willing to sell land for traveller sites, either to
travellers themselves, or to the Council at public cost. 2.21 If landowners were
agreeable to sell land, local residents and Parish Councils at these new locations are
likely to object to these new sites.
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2.22 If the Council does not provide sufficient Traveller sites in accordance with the
Core Strategy requirements, it is likely that the Draft Plan will not be found sound
when it is examined by a Planning Inspector next year.
2.23 Impact upon infrastructure- families are already living in 9 of the 21 pitches.
Additional infrastructure needs will mainly be for education and health provision.
However the site location has good links to Braintree in terms of transport and
pedestrian connections, so these are choices in respect of schools and doctors
without impacting necessarily upon Stisted.
2.24 Objectors have stated that other land adjacent to Twin Oaks is owned by
Travellers. Although there is some further undeveloped land south of Twin Oaks
owned by Travellers, this does not adjoin Twin Oaks and it would not be possible to
extend Twin Oaks without purchasing land owned by other landowners.
2.25 The Council has pressed the Travellers to remove materials that have been
illegally dumped and to stop burning materials on the site. The Travellers agent has
been informed of the problems raised by neighbours during this consultation.
Recommendation
To approve the allocation of Twin Oaks Gypsy and Traveller site as set out on
Inset 57a.
Inset Plan 57 for Stisted Village
2.26 Two representations have been received.
2.27 An objection from Greenfields Community Housing to the proposed allocation of
visually important space at Sarcel, as follows:2.28 Planning permission has been granted for a new affordable housing
development on Greenfields' garage plot site at Sarcel. As the Council is also aware,
to enable this much-needed affordable housing development for the village,
Greenfields is required to provide displacement parking for some residents. Whilst
Greenfields has a number of options to consider for this - it could be the case that
some amendments would need to be proposed to this area on a temporary (during
the construction period) or even permanent basis.
2.29 These proposals could be an extension of the existing road to the south to
enable some additional parking at Greenfields' land at the South-East of the Sarcel,
could include for access to gardens for drop kerbs, or indeed parking spaces, if no
other solutions are possible, on a small part of this land.
2.30 The residents of Sarcel have put forward the request for additional parking, and
we are working with them on the proposals for the area. We therefore object to any
proposed allocation on this land
2.31 Here has also been a letter of support for the inclusion of alternative site STI1Alt
which is situated north of 63 Rectory Road adjacent to the development boundary at
the northern end of the village.
Officer Comments
2.32 Although the recent planning permission did not include displacement parking
required for the development at Sarcel, officers consider that as this may be
necessary, it would be appropriate to recommend removal of the Visually Important
Space at Sarcel.
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2.33 There is no justification for extending the village envelope onto a greenfield site
north of 63 Rectory Road, as additional development has already been permitted at
Sarcel and rural exception sites could be considered to provide affordable housing in
the future for this small village, if this were to be required.
Recommendation
1. To remove the two Visually Important Space allocations at Sarcel,
Stisted from Inset 57.
2. To make no change to the development boundary for Stisted and not to
include the alternative site STI1HAlt at Rectory Road.

3. Audley End and Gestingthorpe
3.1 Audley End and Gestingthorpe are identified as ‘Other Villages’ in the Core
Strategy.
3.2 The draft Site Allocations and Development Management inset map for Audley
End identifies a development boundary around the settlement (see appendices). The
draft Site Allocations and Development Management inset map for Gestingthorpe
identifies a development boundary, church, and visually important space (see
appendices).
3.3 The Council received two representations concerning Audley End and
Gestingthorpe during the public consultation period, which requested that three
additional sites should be included within the development boundary /allocated in the
draft plan.
• Rectory Farm, Audley End (as shown on plan/aerial photograph in the
appendix GES4X) - The existing house and barn, located on the southern
edge of the hamlet, date from the early eighteenth century, and are some of
the oldest buildings in Audley End. Whilst there is a distinct physical and visual
separation between Rectory Farm and Longacre to the south, Rectory Farm
appears an integral part of the hamlet, by virtue of its domestic residential
character and front boundary treatment, which warrants its inclusion within the
settlement boundary.
• Two areas of farmland to north of Audley End and south of Gestingthorpe,
Church Street ( as shown on the plan/aerial photograph in the appendix
GES5X and GES6X ) put forward to be considered for rural housing. The
objection asked why Audley End is not part of Gestingthorpe.
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Parish Council representations
3.4 The Parish Council have been consulted on these additional sites submitted and
do not support their inclusion. The Parish Council states that Rectory Farm remains
essentially a house set in agricultural land. Its classification as a dwelling in open
country is thus supported by the Parish Council.
3.5 The Parish Council opposes back-land development. This is backed up by
opposition to it in the Village Design Statement. Granting the request to add Rectory
Farm and the land in front of it to the Envelope would create the opportunity to apply
for a “front-land” development of several new houses in front of Rectory Farm,
effectively making Rectory Farm a backland building.
3.6 The Parish Council states that inclusion of land to north of Audley End and south
of Gestingthorpe, Church Street within the development boundary would in effect join
the Gestingthorpe and Audley End Envelopes to form a single envelope.
The development of further open market housing in Gestingthorpe is likely to
increase car commuting on country lanes, and is thus not environmentally
sustainable. There are still possible housing plots within the existing envelopes and
the Parish Council opposes this extension for that reason.
3.7 The Parish Council also opposes the filling in of the gap between the Audley End
and Gestingthorpe, as this would alter the open character of the village and remove
public views across the valley, which are part of the attraction of the area as a tourist
destination.
Officer Comments
3.8 Rectory Farm, Audley End – Extension of the development boundary to include
Rectory Farm could potentially enable significant infill development to take place.
There are three grade II listed buildings at Rectory Farm and development here
would be detrimental to the settings of those listed buildings. Audley End is a small
village which lacks key services/facilities. The Landscape Character Assessment
identifies that Audley End is located in an area which has moderate sensitivity to
change. Further development in Audley End should not be supported as it is in an
unsustainable location.
3.9 Land to north of Audley End and south of Gestingthorpe, Church Street – these
would be significant extensions to the existing development boundary, which would
reduce the separation between Audley End and Gestingthorpe. Audley End and
Gestingthorpe are separate settlements with their own identities. It is important
therefore to prevent coalescence and retain their separation.
Recommendations
1. That land at Rectory Farm and land north of Audley End and south of
Gestingthorpe as shown on plans in the appendix should not be
included within the development boundaries of these settlements.
2. That the Draft Site Allocations and Development Management inset map
for Audley End is approved.
3. That the Draft Site Allocations and Development Management inset map
for Gestingthorpe is approved.
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4. Birdbrook and New England
4.1 The Parish of Birdbook contains the settlements of Birdbrook and New England,
neither of which have a development boundary and as such are classed as being
within the countryside. Birdbrook does not have a specific Inset Map, but can be
seen on the main proposals map.
Additional Sites (put forward during this consultation)
4.2 Two additional sites have been put forward adjacent to the settlement of New
England in Birdbrook. These are an area of agricultural land to the northwest of the
B1054, which has been given the reference number BIR2X and agricultural land
north of the A1017, reference number BIR3X. The developer is proposing around 10
residential dwellings on sections of each site on opposite sides of the B1054 and
A1017 crossroads. A location plan and site options plan have been submitted, which
are included in the appendices to this report.
Parish Council Comments
4.3 As regards the site situated north of the A1017 the Parish Council would consider
this area completely unsuitable for development and would oppose any development
as it comprises a water meadow which floods regularly and it would consider any
development to be at risk of flooding.
4.4 For the area of land to the west of the B1054, the Parish Council would consider
giving support to development but with the following considerations:1. Given there are no facilities within the parish of Birdbrook, the provision of a
shop/post office and or filling station on the site.
2. That some provision is made regarding affordable housing.
3. The Parish Council has concerns about the road infrastructure, which have been
voiced previously with regard to planning applications submitted in the vicinity. A
development on this site would increase the dangers of traffic accessing the A1017.
The Parish Council would like to see attention given to the A1017 by way of traffic
lights or a roundabout and speed restrictions.
Officer Comments
4.5 Both plots of land are at present open fields. There is no vegetation to the front of
the sites where they meet the road, although there is some to the rear of the large
sites. The site to the north-west is partially within an area at risk of flooding. The site
owner suggests that a frontage only scheme could be developed on each site of
around 10 dwellings. However, there is no natural boundary in the field to contain a
development. The settlement of New England has no development boundary and is
therefore considered to be countryside. The settlement is a small collection of
properties around a road junction and has few local facilities within walking distance.
Development on the two proposed sites would extend the settlement considerably
into the countryside and fields surrounding it. It is not considered that a frontage
development as suggested by the land owner would be able to deliver the type of
community benefits which the Parish Council desires and a larger scale development
which may be able to deliver these type of benefits would be entirely out of character
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with its position in the countryside and extend into an area of flood risk. These sites
are therefore considered to be unsuitable for new residential development.
Recommendations
1. To not allocate sites BIR2X or BIR3X as residential sites of 10 or more
dwellings.
2. For Birdbrook and New England to remain as settlements without
development boundaries.

5. Black Notley
5.1 Black Notley is identified as an ‘Other Village’ in the Core Strategy. The draft Site
Allocations and Development Management inset map for Black Notley illustrates a
development boundary, visually important space, allotments, informal recreation,
flood zone and an ancient monument. There have been seven representations
concerning Black Notley.
5.2 Summary of support representations
• Do not want to see Black Notley developed beyond its present village
envelope. The proposed sites would join Black Notley and Great Notley and
Braintree. They are so huge it would create a complete new district
smothering good agricultural land with houses.
• Development of hospital site has doubled the population of the village but still
not assimilated.
• We need select houses/bungalows these should be protected from over
development and extension.
5.3 Summary of objection representations
• More consideration should be given to the alternatives surrounding Bakers
Lane, Black Notley that they be included in the Site Allocations and
Development Management Plan. There have been plans in the past for these
areas to be earmarked for housing, prior to Great Notley being built.
• Major improvement of situation at Galleys Corner roundabout is essential to
allow traffic from east side of town and Skitts Hill housing development onto
the bypass, as it was originally designed to do instead of them funnelling
through the town, past schools and down Bakers Lane, Black Notley which is
an inadequate country lane.
5.4 BLA3HAlt - Land fronting Brain Valley Avenue, Black Notley
• When the estate was built in the 1960’s it was obvious houses would be built
on both sides of the road (as is the case on other side of Brain Valley
Avenue). Development here would have no significant impact on surrounding
area. There is only one public house and convenience store in the village, new
residents would help to stimulate the local economy in a small way. The
Parish Council have said they would consider low cost housing on this site
and therefore I believe they must also agree that the site should be put within
the village envelope and should allow market housing.
5.5 BLA5MAlt - Land at Great Notley (south of A120, north of Dragnets Lane, east
of London Road, west of Church Road/Buck Hill) - (submitted by Pegasus Planning
Group on behalf of Braintree South Alliance).
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•

Submitted comments during the various stages of Core Strategy and Site
Allocations regarding concerns relating to low housing provision as set by East
of England Plan and suitability of this site in relation to providing additional
housing and meeting local needs. Consider housing provisions which form
basis of the Core Strategy as out of date and unfounded. There should be a
formal review of Core Strategy. It is apparent that a significant number of
additional residential sites will need to be identified within Site Allocations
Development Plan Document to meet forecasted needs of growing population
in Braintree. Planned extension of Great Notley would be able to assist in
delivery of housing and delivery of local facilities, education, social, community
facilities and provide an opportunity to consider appropriate contributions
towards capacity of Braintree branch line and improvement of local highway
network at key points. BLA5MAlt represents a sustainable location for
additional growth and should be taken into consideration as a strategic
location for a mixed use development during review of Core Strategy and
identification of sites in Site Allocations.

5.6 BLA2HEAlt (Land at junction of Bakers Lane and London Road, Great
Notley and BLA13HAlt – (Land at and rear of 279 London Road, Black Notley)
• Should be considered as gypsy and traveller sites. (Suggested by resident of
Stisted opposed to Twin Oaks).
5.7 BLA8MAlt Oatlands, Ludham Hall Lane (submitted by Strutt and Parker on
behalf of Mr G Lanza).
• There is no defined criterion on how development boundaries have been
drawn in the draft ADMP. The SA/SEA is silent on providing an explanation as
to how precisely they have been chosen. It is reasonable and logical to require
a formal reassessment of all development boundaries for development of any
type, no matter how limited. The existing Site Allocations and Development
Management Plan does not reflect the character of existing built development.
The site has relevant planning history most recently 12/00366/FUL for
demolition of existing bungalow ‘Oatlands’ to be replaced with two storey
cottage with a garage. As noted in officers delegated report on this application
the proposed dwelling was considered to be in harmony with the established
character of the area. The area does not have the character of open
countryside. Landscaping could be provided to the rear to ensure
development on this site would result in no harm to the wider landscape.
Development would comply with Core Strategy policy CS5. Site is well located
in relation to services/facilities and employment opportunities available in
Great Notley and nearby Braintree.
5.8 BLA14HAlt - 119 London Road (submitted by Mr Went)
• Object to exclusion of this site and object to extension of boundary in Great
Notley, London Road west, south of King William pub on grounds that the
Council would not extend the boundary on the other side of London Road to
include his site. Offers to withdraw his objection if Council allocates his land..
Unlike, proposed extension to west, I have a spare postal number for my plot
no 119 London Road. Originally, when I made an application for a single
dwelling I was told you need a dividing line between Notley and Braintree,
person has obviously not seen Braintree bypass. Enclose letters of original
approval from occupiers of no’s 117 and 123 the latter being built on part of
same garden as mine.
5.9 Parish Council representations
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•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Do not want to extend the Village Envelope.
Against any of the suggested alternative sites which encroach into the
countryside and useful agricultural land.
These sites are another step along in linking Black Notley with Braintree.
Black Notley would no longer be a village in the real sense as is the case with
Great Notley village.
The development of the hospital site has increased the size and population of
the village.
Preference is for Brownfield sites rather than Greenfield.
The Parish Council does not like the infill of small bungalow plots with
maximum footprint houses.
Concerning alternatives, any building should be restricted to Brownfield sites
within the bypass.
Raised concerns regarding Galleys Corner.

5.10 Essex Wildlife Trust representations
• BLA10HTAlt – Woodlands Manor Hotel, Lynderswood Lane, Black Notley.
Concerns regarding potential impacts on Bushy Wood, Great Leighs Local
Wildlife Site (LoWs) (CH98) and Pauls Wood LoWs (BRA56) due to close
proximity of proposed development site. A buffer zone, mitigation and
protected species survey would be required. High potential for adverse
impacts on bats.
5.11 Greenfields representations
• Land to the front of Oxley House, Bedells Avenue Black Notley (proposed
allocation as Visually Important Space).
Greenfields is reviewing all of its older persons' accommodation. Whilst there
are no immediate plans for changes to Oxley House, this review is also
looking strategically at the needs of the ageing population in the District and
whether older persons' schemes such as this need to be refurbished, changed
or provided elsewhere. Greenfields is also looking at the need for the provision
of specialist accommodation such as extra care and dementia care. The
allocation of this land as Visually Important Space assumes that Oxley House
will be retained, exactly as it is currently into the future - and restricts
possibilities for any future re-provision or re-development to respond to the
needs of older person’s accommodation.
5.12 Officer Comments
The LDF Sub Committee on the 7th December 2011 considered Black Notley, and
representations received from the Parish Council when agreeing what should be
included in the draft Inset Map for consultation. The meeting agreed that none of the
sites put forward
(BLA1HAlt/BLA2EAlt/BLA3HAlt/BLA4EAlt/BLA5MAlt/BLA6HAlt/BLA7MAlt/BLA8MAlt/
BLA9MAlt/BLA10HTAlt/BLA11HAlt/BLA12HAlt/BLA13HAlt/BLA14HAlt/BLA15HAlt)
should be included in the draft Inset Plan.
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5.13 BLA3HAlt – Land fronting Brain Valley Avenue, Black Notley
• This site is situated immediately adjacent to the existing development
boundary for Black Notley. The existing properties on Brain Valley fronting this
site are predominately bungalows. When the Parish Council were consulted
on this site in November 2011, they stated that they, ‘would be willing to
extend part of Brain Valley Avenue to provide local housing of 8 (eight) 2-3
bedroom bungalows with gardens the size of the plot to be decided, at the
lower end of Brain Valley Avenue, this would preserve the view of the Brain
Valley from Witham Road. The bungalows must only be for persons already
residing in Black Notley Parish/White Notley Parish for a period of two years.’
The Parish Council seem supportive of an affordable housing scheme.
However, the site does not need to be included within the development
boundary, as such a scheme could be considered as an ‘affordable housing
exception scheme’. If it were to be included within the development boundary,
it could not be restricted to local needs housing.
5.14 BLA5MAlt - Land at Great Notley (south of A120, north of Dragnets Lane, east
of London Road, west of Church Road/Buck Hill)
• This site would require a significant extension to the existing development
boundary of Great Notley, which would protrude awkwardly into the open
countryside, along Bakers Lane into the parish of Black Notley. The site is
located some distance from the village of Black Notley and would be
physically attached to Great Notley. It is not considered to have logical site
boundaries. This area is identified in the Landscape Character Assessment as
being within the Felsted Farmland Plateau which is summarised as having
moderate to high sensitivity to change. It is therefore considered to be an
inappropriate area for development.
5.15 BLA8MAlt - Oatlands, Ludham Hall Lane
• As indicated by the representation submitted, a planning application has been
approved on this site for a replacement dwelling. Although this replacement
dwelling could be considered ‘to be in harmony with the established character
of the area’ the development of further dwellings along this lane could impact
on the setting and character of the lane. Ludham Hall Lane is a narrow lane
which serves approximately 11 dwellings. It is not considered suitable to
extend the development boundary of Great Notley (into Black Notley Parish) to
enable further infill development to take place, along Ludham Hall Lane, due
to the poor access.
5.16 BLA10HTAlt - Woodlands Manor Hotel, Lynderswood Lane, Black Notley
• This site is located near to the A131, south of Great Notley, adjacent to a
Local Wildlife Site. It is proposed for a hotel or residential care home. The site
has previously been used as a care home and is now in active use as a hotel.
This site does not need to be specifically allocated for a hotel or residential
care home. If a planning application was submitted this could be considered
against Development Management, Core Strategy policies and the National
Planning Policy Framework.
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5.17 BLA2HEAlt - Land at junction of Bakers Lane and London Road, Great
Notley and BLA13HAlt – Land at and rear of 279 London Road, Black Notley
• These two sites are not being put forward by the promoters of the site for
allocation as Gypsy and Traveller sites. BLA2HEAlt would be an inappropriate
isolated small development on the east side of London Road.
BLA13H would be an inappropriate backland development at the rear of
ribbon development along London Road.
5.18 BLA14HAlt – 119 London Road
• The inclusion of this site within the development boundary would extend
ribbon development along London Road and lessen the gap between
Braintree and Great Notley. There are also tree preservation orders on this
site as shown on the plan in the Appendix.
5.19 Oxley House, Bedells Avenue
• Officers consider that to enable flexibility in possible future redevelopment of
Oxley House, part of the proposed Visually Important Space could be
removed from the plan (see appendices). However, the area of Visually
Important Space at the junction of Bedells Avenue and Witham Road should
be retained as it is planted with trees and contributes to the character and
setting of the area.
Recommendations
1. That an amended Inset Map 8 for Black Notley is approved subject to
amendment of the Visually Important Space at Bedalls Avenue and that none of
the alternative sites are included within the development boundary.

6. Castle Hedingham
6.1 Castle Hedingham is classed in the Core Strategy and the Site Allocations Plan
as an ‘Other Village’. This means that it is not one of the six largest Key Service
Villages in the District, but it does have a development boundary, or village envelope.
6.2 The Site Allocations Plan identifies a Conservation Area, a Churchyard/cemetery,
Visually Important Open Space, education land around the school, informal
recreation and the Castle area is shown as a scheduled ancient monument. An
extensive area at risk of flooding is also marked on the map as well as a Local
Wildlife Site and a Local Nature Reserve. No sites of 10 or more dwellings have been
included.
6.3 Seven alternative housing sites have been put forward by landowners in Castle
Hedingham. Six comments have been submitted about Castle Hedingham.
Summary of support representations
Essex Wildlife Trust
6.4 CAS4BIAlt would impact on Hedingham Station Marsh Local Wildlife Site
(Bra117), due to the close proximity of the proposed development site. A buffer zone,
mitigation and protected species surveys would be required.
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6.5 CAS3TMAlt EWT objects to this proposed development site due to the potential
for serious adverse impacts on the riverine habitats and wildlife of the River Colne,
including Otters and Water Voles.
English Heritage
6.6 We support the rejection of CAS2HAlt to the north of the settlement which would
result in a significant extension to the settlement and erode the sense of connection
between the historic core and the surrounding landscape.
Summary of objection representations (from the site owners/promoters)
6.7 CAS4AHAlt Land at St James Street used as playing field/CAS4BHAlt Land
near to Village Hall /CAS5HAlt New Park
• CAS4AHAlt Playing Field St James St had an unenforceable designation for
informal recreation. There is no lease on the land and the use of it by the
Parish Council can be terminated within 3 months.
• The LDF Sub Committee should consider allowing development on site
CAS4AHAlt.
• CAS5HAlt Land at New Park makes no sense to be designated as informal
recreation. It is a small sloping piece of scrub alongside New Park and should
be returned to no designation.
• We would also be interested in submitted site CAS4BIAlt near to village hall
for development.
6.8 CAS6HAlt North of Nunnery Street
• Our site is within the larger site referenced CAS6HAlt, comprises a parcel of
garden land to the rear of dwellings fronting Nunnery Street and is 0.11ha.The
site is outside, but adjacent to an area at risk of flooding and would be
accessed by the private drive, which serves 110 and 110a.
• Taking account of the character of the existing built-up area and its setting, we
consider that an average housing density of 20 dwellings per hectare would be
appropriate. On this basis we envisage the site would provide 2 new
dwellings.
• The site is screened by established trees and hedging and would not cause
material harm to the character and appearance of the surrounding
countryside. It shares its eastern boundary with two detached houses.
• We calculate that the Parish of Castle Hedingham grew by 27 households
between 2001 and 2011 (using data from the 2011 Census) i.e. just under
three households per year. Over the next fifteen years to 2026, we therefore
anticipate growth of at least 40 additional households.
• The site presents an opportunity to supplement the local housing stock with a
modest development, which could be implemented without causing undue
harm to the character of the village, or to residential or rural amenity. We
therefore propose a minor amendment to the Development Boundary to
include our Client's site and the two established residential properties to the
immediate east.
6.9 Nunnery Farm
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A representation has been received on behalf of the landowner requesting
reinstatement of the original Local Plan development limits as agreed by the LDF
Sub Committee on 25.7.12 and supported by the Parish Council and shown on the
plan in the appendix.
Parish Council comments
6.10 None received during this consultation
Officer Comments
CAS4AHAlt/CAS4BIAlt/CAS5HAlt Land at St James Street, land near the Village
Hall and land at New Park
6.11 Castle Hedingham is situated in close proximity to Sible Hedingham Key
Service Village where a large number of new dwellings are proposed. Coupled with
the historic character of Castle Hedingham and the areas at risk of flooding which
constrain development, it is not necessary to allocate any new sites for housing
development in the village as sufficient housing has already been allocated in the
other Villages to meet the Core Strategy requirements. The informal recreation
designation was removed from site CAS4HAlt when the draft plan was published,
due to an objection from the landowner that this provision of informal recreation here
was undeliverable as the land was in their private ownership. It is considered that the
Council should not be actively promoting the site for residential development by
specifically allocating it for housing, as the Parish Council had previously leased the
site for recreation and have not identified a replacement site. However, as the site is
within the development boundary there would not be an objection in principle to
residential development providing that appropriate provision of open space could be
made.
6.12 CAS5HAlt at New Park is in the ownership of the District Council and is
proposed to retain its allocation of informal open space.
CAS6HAlt/CAS7HAlt North of Nunnery Street
6.13 The site which is now being proposed forms part of sites CAS6HAlt and
CAS7HAlt. Whilst there are two dwellings which have been built to the rear of these
houses fronting onto the north side of Nunnery Street, an appeal in 2005 was
dismissed for a creation of a single dwelling and the inspector questioned why the
village envelope has been drawn away from properties boundaries. It is considered
that development here would be inappropriate backland development and the Village
Design Statement, which was completed in 2008, specifically states in its guidance
for Nunnery Street that the village envelope should be drawn to ensure that backland
development does not take place and should be maintained on its existing line and
definition.
Nunnery Farm
6.14 At the LDF Sub Committee meeting on the 25th July 2012 minutes record that
members agreed “That the village envelope to the south of Nunnery Street,
Castle Hedingham be amended to include the barns at Nunnery Farm within the
envelope. (This is contrary to the decision made by the Local Development
th

Framework Panel at its meeting on 7 December 2011)”.
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6.15 However the draft plan which was published for consultation shows a revised
development boundary along the farmyard wall, which excludes some of the farm
buildings which were previously included in the development boundary. This error will
now be amended in line with the LDF Sub Committee decision on 25.7.12.
Recommendations
1. To amend the development boundary at Nunnery Farm to re-instate the
envelope boundary set out in the Local Plan Review 2005 shown on the
revised Inset 15 in the Appendix.
2. Not to allocate alternative sites CAS4AHAlt, CAS4BIAlt, CAS5HAlt,
CAS6HAlt and CAS7HAlt for residential development
3. Not to include any other alternative sites in Castle Hedingham.

7 Finchingfield and Cornish Hall End
7.1 Finchingfield is identified in the Core Strategy as an “other village”. This means it
is not a key service village, but is large enough to have a development boundary.
7.2 The Site Allocations Plan identifies the following designations in Finchingfield:
flood zones, conservation area, village envelope, visually important space,
cemetery/church yard, formal recreation and protected lanes.
7.3 Summary of representations
• Support the Draft Inset Maps
• Additional Sites (put forward during this consultation) at FIN7X – Agricultural
land at Duck End, Finchingfield – 3.6ha (please see plan in Appendix), small
scale residential development with affordable housing.
Parish Council Comments
7.4 Overall the Parish Council have identified no valid reason for further development
although a suitably located car park would be an asset, but not associated with
residential development proposals. They have not supported any of the alternative
sites, commenting as follows:7.5 FIN 1H Alt Brent Road - No justification for development of this site other than
speculative - a large portion is also outside the village envelope. Access has always
been a problem from a highways point of view. Additional traffic movement created
by an additional property to be discouraged because of speeding traffic and no
footpath. These problems have been identified to ECC Highways on many
occasions.
7.6 FIN 2HAlt North of Cornish Hall End - Proposals for this area in CHE have been
discussed by the Council on previous occasions and have been rejected. This small
hamlet has no infrastructure to support any development; there is a totally
inadequate public transport system to feed any development and residents of this
hamlet have indicated that any large development would totally change its character.
7.7 FIN 3HAlt Wethersfield Road- Development - namely the Freshwell Health
Centre and Valley View Affordable Housing - was granted exceptionally under a 106
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Agreement. At the time it was confirmed that the area between these and the start of
the row of existing properties should be protected to avoid linear development. Also
the area is outside the village envelope.
7.8 FIN 4HAlt adjacent to the Churchyard - This site in the centre of a Conservation
Area is totally unsuitable for development and unacceptable in this visually sensitive
area.
7.9 FIN 5HAlt South of Brent Road - This area and proposals by Bermac Properties
have been discussed on many occasions and was the subject of a public meeting /
exhibition a few years ago. My Council did not receive any positive feedback
although landowners who could benefit from the use of their gardens may have felt
differently. However, it has been brought to our attention that within the plans is
garden land, whose owner/s have no interest in releasing their land for development
and oppose any such plans. The area is wholly outside the village envelope.
7.10 FIN 6 H Alt-Area including the sports ground. My Council find the fact that this
area is included quite puzzling. The Playing fields which make up all the land to the
north of the bridleway is owned by the Parish Council and registered with Land
Registry as such. There are no circumstances they can foresee under which they
would release this land. The area is wholly outside the village envelope.
7.11 The Parish Council were unanimous in their objection to the new site (FIN7X)
proposed at Duck End and can see no benefit to the village for change of use from
agricultural to residential development. This strip of land faces a narrow busy village
road and is wholly outside the village envelope.
A linear development of any sort would detract from the village and add nothing.
Our freshly completed Parish Plan confirmed that residents do not want any
additional housing in the village. Recent forums held by BDC confirmed that, to
satisfy government targets, any development in the District, would be focused around
Witham and Halstead areas, therefore this proposals could be justified on these
grounds. It is hoped that these comments together with any relevant policies will
exclude this proposal.
English Heritage Comments
7.12 FIN4HAlt – We support the rejection of this site which is important to the setting
of the church.
7.13 FIN5HAlt – The site would have an adverse effect on the character of the
Conservation Area and we support its rejection.
Officer Comments
7.14 Parish Council support for the draft inset map and opposition to the alternative
sites is noted.
7.15 The new site proposed for housing at Duck End is located outside the
development boundary for Finchingfield. It comprises an agricultural field adjacent to
the B1057 and runs approximately 430m along the road frontage. The site is
proposed for small scale residential development. Allocation of this site would not be
considered a natural extension to the development boundary and would create the
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potential for ribbon development along the road frontage, and would have a negative
impact on the character and appearance of this area.
7.16 The other villages are capable of meeting the Core Strategy required housing
target without the inclusion of this site within the development boundary.
7.17 Officers are therefore recommending no changes to the draft site allocations
plan for Finchingfield or Cornish Hall End.
Recommendations
1. It is recommended that the Draft Inset Maps for Finchingfield and Cornish
Hall End are approved with no changes.

8. Gosfield
8.1 Gosfield is classed in the Core Strategy and the Site Allocations Plan as an
‘Other Village’. This means that it is not one of the six largest Key Service Villages in
the District, but it does have a development boundary, within which development is
normally acceptable.
8.2 The Site Allocations Plan identifies a Conservation Area, several areas of
Visually Important Open Space, a school, informal recreation, a local wildlife site and
local nature reserve and a historic park and garden. No development sites of 10 or
more dwellings are proposed.
8.3 Gosfield Airfield is also shown on the plan where an employment policy area has
been designated and structural landscaping.
8.4 Six sites were submitted for development in Gosfield Parish, which were not
included in the development boundary and have been shown in the draft plan as
alternative sites. Two of these are located on the edge of the village and 4 of which
were proposed for employment development around Gosfield Airfield.
8.5 Eleven comments have been submitted on Gosfield. These include a petition of
58 signatures objecting to residential development at GOS5HAlt, north-west of the
village - west of the A1017 and north of Chestnut Avenue.
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Summary of support representations
8.6 GOS5HAlt site north-west of Gosfield
• No further building is necessary in Gosfield under the conditions of the LDF.
My understanding is that Braintree District has now fulfilled its quota of new
build homes, for the coming period.
• Development on GOS5HAlt would drastically affect the character of the
landscape, the village and the grade 2 listed property on the boundary of the
site
• Heavy water run-off from the site has occasionally caused minor flooding
• Access to via narrow residential roads of the existing houses which will affect
the quality of life of those living in Meadway and Hall Drive
• Will exacerbate congestion on the main road at peak times
• Object to development at the eastern end of the field as it would mean a loss
of privacy, light and views for residents
• The drainage system in Meadway is under stress with several severe
problems
• Are other areas in the village more suitable for future development
• If this proposal is approved there is every likely-hood that the rest of the site
would also be developed.
• The Spinney would become a financial liability for the village and issues with
parking associated with the school can be addressed through other means.
8.7 GOS2HAlt land south of The Limes
• The proposal for 14homes here does not make economic use of the land or
consider the need for a mix of housing in the village.
8.8 Gosfield Airfield
• Support for the inclusion of Gosfield Airfield as an employment policy area and
its inclusion within policy ADM15 and ADM18.
Summary of objection representations
8.9 GOS1EAlt -Gosfield Airfield.
• Minor extension to existing airfield boundary could be considered to the
boundary of Forest Road
8.10 GOS2HAlt Land south of The Limes
• The development boundaries should be reviewed and the criteria on which
they have been drawn up set out. The review should take into account logical
extensions, capacity of current boundary, service provision, addressing
anomalies and identified need for housing and services.
• Represents a logical rounding off and new housing would sustain and
enhance the vitality of the rural community.
• Conservation area will ensure that a high quality development would be
proposed.
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•

•
•

Enhancements and improvements to the trees, planting of additional
hedgerow and community orchard and an area of open space could be
delivered with this development.
There are no issues in terms of highways.
A plan has been submitted (shown in appendix) which illustrates how the site
could come forward for 15 residential dwellings including new pedestrian links
and possibly extending the allotments. It would also contribute to the need for
a pedestrian crossing.

8.11 GOS5HAlt land north-west of Gosfield
• The site is well related to the existing development boundary and has
defensible boundaries.
• The owners will gift the Spinney on the eastern side of the playing field and
the western side of The Street. This will not only allow the village to pursue its
goals of a safe crossing of The Street, but it will radically improve pedestrian
access at the heart of the village. This could also provide for a turning bay and
parking area for school pick up and drop off time.
• The owners will enter into a restrictive covenant with GPC so that all of their
land (more than 40 acres in the heart of the village) will not have future
development on it, without the Parish approving and leading that development.
• New development in the village could support the village and its services
• Two layout options for 14 dwellings are provided and are shown in the
appendix.
• The District Council should not be planning for the numbers in the Core
Strategy to be an absolute minimum as the objectively assessed need is
expected to be much higher than this.
8.12 GOS7EAlt - Airfield.
• This area should not be developed because GOS1/6E is contained within
natural boundaries.
8.13 Gosfield general
• The landowner objects to the Historic Parks and Garden designation of its
land as this implies a public access and may be more suitable for a
redevelopment due to its position close to the centre of the village.
• English Heritage wrongly assume that the Grove belongs to Gosfield Hall.
• With regard to The Spinney; I would welcome a parking/turning area at the
school end. It would greatly relieve the daily congestion in Mead Way whilst
still leaving an adequate area to be used for recreational purposes.
Parish Council comments
8.14 At its meeting on the 18th February 2013 Gosfield Parish Council agreed: "No
alteration to the existing village envelope" is submitted to Braintree District Council.
8.15 In respect of the Firs, Gosfield. Current classification in the Draft Allocation and
Development Management Plan is "visually important space". This category would
stop any development on this site. The Parish Council has agreed that: "The whole
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area be lifted from the category of visually important space for reasons of improved
parking for residents and for highway improvements".
Officer Comments
8.16 Land south of the Limes at GOS2HAlt lies to the south of the existing
development boundary and is mostly within the designated Conservation Area. It also
contains a group of trees which are subject to Tree Preservation Order. This is a
sensitive site which should not be included within the village envelope.
8.17 Revised proposals have been received from GOS5HAlt which request the
allocation of one of two small portions of the site for a development of around 14
dwellings in return for gifting of The Spinney to the village and a restrictive
convenient preventing development on the rest of the land. This scale of proposal is
much more in keeping with the size of Gosfield, than the whole site which had
previously been submitted. However there appears to be little local or Parish Council
support for the scheme, the area is shown in the Landscape Character Assessment
as having a relatively high sensitivity to change and there is no requirement for
additional new housing in the ‘Other Villages’ to meet the requirements as set out in
the Core Strategy.
8.18 Historic Parks and Garden designations are not decided by the District Council
and the Council have no power to alter such a designation. The Council will write to
English Heritage to query the site boundary.
8.19 The area to the front of the Firs is situated in the heart of the village and in the
Conservation Area. It is a large area of visually important open space which makes
an important contribution to the conservation area and the character of the village.
Whilst the requirement for additional parking for the residents is noted, the removal of
this area of visually important open space is not supported.
8.20 The area for the employment policy area at Gosfield Airfield has been drawn to
include the existing built development and some land for further extension. Any
further expansion is not supported.
Additional Sites (put forward during this consultation)
10 New Road Gosfield GOS8X
8.21The site is approximately 1.7ha and includes an irregular shaped piece of land
between the main A1017 and New Road. The site is currently used partly as a
workshop/storage area but is largely derelict and expected to become completely
derelict when the owner of the last business on the site retires shortly. The owner
wishes to put forward the site for residential use. The current access is from the
A1017 but the landowner also owns a property in New Road which if demolished
could provide an additional access point.
Rear of 13-14 Park Cottages, The Street GOS9X
8.22 This is a 0.65ha site which is located to the rear of existing built development off
the Street and which is being proposed for residential development. The site is within
the Conservation Area and is accessed via a narrow track from The Street between
existing properties and is proposed for residential use.
Former Shell Oil Deport, Hedingham Road GOS10X
8.23 The site comprises a depot premises with outbuildings of 0.5ha together with
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woodland and partial hard standing on a total site of approximately 1.68ha.There are
3 redundant buildings on the site. The site is proposed for residential or commercial
development to support the local economy and make the best use of a brownfield
site.
Land south of old runway, Gosfield Airfield GOS11X
8.24 The present allocation only includes areas where employment development has
already or is already permitted to take place therefore request an additional 9ha to be
included within the development boundary. The site is well positioned on the main
road network and to avoid congestion in built up areas such as Halstead. This
additional land will provide new rural employment opportunities and the proposal
includes additional structural landscaping.
Parish Council comments
The Parish Council, at this time, do not wish to see the village envelope enlarged for
further development.
Officer Comments
10 New Road Gosfield GOS8X
8.25 The site is a large mostly redundant employment site in a constrained location
behind residential development on the A1017 and New Road and the countryside.
This area of development is around 1km away from the existing development
boundary for Gosfield in a small group of around 40 dwellings with no facilities. As
this site is located in the countryside away from the main built development of
Gosfield and the site access is constrained, the allocation of this site for residential
development is not supported.
Rear of 13-14 Park Cottages, The Street GOS9X
8.26 The proposal is considered to be backland development to The Street and
whilst there is a development of properties at Edmund Green adjacent to the site, this
site would encircle the allotment site with built development and the access point is
extremely narrow. As such it is not considered suitable for development.
Former Shell Oil Deport, Hedingham Road GOS10X
8.27 The site has previously had planning permission refused for a waste transfer
station in 2005 and now appears to be derelict. However the site is situated some
distance from the main built up area of the village. Its position within the countryside,
away from the village of Gosfield means the site is not appropriate for residential
development. The allocation of the land for employment uses is not supported as it is
an isolated site in the countryside however it could be dealt with through draft policy
ADM23 which relates to Rural Enterprise.
Land south of old runway, Gosfield Airfield GOS11X
8.28 The Council has already identified an employment boundary to permit some
development at Gosfield Airfield within a logical boundary together with structural
landscaping. This proposed additional area of 9ha would hugely expand the
employment area that has been allowed and is not considered to be a sustainable
location for a large scale employment area, away from trunk roads in a rural area.
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Recommendations
1. To not allocate sites GOS2HAlt or GOS5HAlt for residential development and
to retain an unchanged developed boundary at Gosfield.
2. To retain the Visually Important Open Space designation at land to the front
of The Firs, The Street.
3. To not allocate proposed new sites GOS8X, GOS9X, GOS10X and GOS11X
for development.
4. To retain the existing development boundary and structural landscaping at
Gosfield Airfield

9. Great Notley
9.1 Great Notley is defined as a Main Town in the Core Strategy along with Braintree
and Bocking. The Core Strategy allocates an employment growth location on the
west side of the A131, south-west of Great Notley.
9.2 Four alternative housing sites were previously submitted which have not been
included within the draft development boundary. Additional housing sites were
submitted east of London Road during the public consultation, which are located
within Black Notley Parish and have been considered as part of the report on Black
Notley.
9.3 Summary of representations
•

GRN2HAlt London Road adjacent to the King William PH. When the Local
Development Framework Panel considered the development potential of site
GRN2 it was done on the assumption that the rear part of the site could only
be accessed by way of a separate access through the King William Public
House site GRN5 which is heavily wooded. An Arboricultural Feasibility Report
has been undertaken to test that assumption that was found to false. This
Report concluded that a Type 6 Minor Access Way capable of serving 25
dwellings could be constructed within site GRN2 to the north east of the
protected trees on the site to serve the rear part of the site for development
without affecting the protected tree group.. The development boundary should
include the whole of the land between 114-126 London Road except for the
structural landscaping strip as shown on the inset map.(please see plan in
Appendix).

Additional Site (put forward during this consultation)
9.4 GRN7X 92 to 112 London Road – This area consists of a row of existing houses,
industrial type uses and a small field. Request that development boundary should be
extended to include this site up to A120.
Parish Council Comments
9.5 Great Notley Parish Council wish to comment that although site number BRC7H
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Land off London Road, Braintree is outside the boundaries of the Parish; the fact that
the proposal is for 150 new homes in close proximity to the Parish will mean that
there will be an impact on both the educational and health resources within the
Parish.
Officer Comments
9.6 The comment from the Parish Council relates to site BRC7H. No objection has
been received from either the education authority or NHS North Essex regarding the
allocation of this site.
9.7 GRN2HAlt – Information has been provided showing a potential access road
could be achieved to access the rear of the site without compromising a group TPO.
Having consulted with Essex County Council It is agreed that a suitable access could
be achieved. However, built development in this location would have no relation to
existing development in the area; it would be separated by existing landscape
features, effectively making it an isolated development and inappropriate backland
development. It and would not be a logical extension to the development boundary
for Great Notley. Officers are therefore not recommending inclusion of this area
within the development boundary.
9.8 96 to 92 London Road are already proposed for inclusion within the development
boundary, as part of the expansion necessary to allocate BRC7H. The remaining
area to 112 London Road consists of buildings in residential use and an area used in
association with engineering use for the reconditioning, restoration and storage of
vehicles. An area of field is located at the back which was associated with a former
piggery which has not been submitted for consideration. The former pig farm is
currently used for B1, B2 & B8 uses, including concrete crushing, rubble recycling
facilities and vehicle repairs. The site does not appear to have a planning permission
although it has been claimed in a previous application on adjacent site GRN7X
(12/01186/OUT) that it has operated in excess of 10 years. No lawful development
certificate appears to have been issued.
9.9 In 2007 a planning application was refused (07/01221/FUL) and appeal
dismissed (APP/Z1510/A/08/2065054) for the erection of 4 dwellings at GRN7X on
the basis that it was outside of the development boundary and contrary to policy
RLP2 Town Development Boundaries and Village Envelopes– and RLP78
Countryside. The appeal Inspector also concluded that the presence of the
retirement village on the other side of London Road reinforces the need to protect the
remaining undeveloped area between Braintree and Great Notley. A further
application was made in 2012 (12/01186/OUT) for residential development, which
was also refused.
9.10 The extension of the development boundary to include GRN7X and no’s 106 to
112. London Road is not considered to be appropriate as it is considered important to
retain remaining undeveloped areas between Braintree and Great Notley.
Recommendation
1. To make no changes to the draft Site Allocation Plan for Great Notley.
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10. Greenstead Green
10.1 Greenstead Green is classed in the Core Strategy and the Site Allocations Plan
as an ‘Other Village’. This means that it is not one of the six largest Key Service
Villages in the District, but it does have a development boundary, or village envelope.
10.2 The Site Allocations Plan identifies an area of Visually Important Open Space
on the playing field.
10.3 Five alternative housing sites (identified as GRG1, 2, 3, 5, 6) have previously
been put forward by landowners in Greenstead Green, but only one of these sites is
adjacent to the development boundary of the village. GRG6HAlt is located at the
southern end of the village including behind three properties; Magnolia, Ridgeways
and Waveney. The rest are located on the edge of Halstead.
Representations
10.4 Greenfields Community Housing has requested that the garden of 8 Burtons
Green Road should be included within the village envelope, to enable the future
provision of a small number of additional affordable homes in the village.
Parish Council comments
10.5 None received during this consultation
Officer Comments
10.6 Greenstead Green is a mainly linear settlement with few facilities. The
development boundary is drawn tightly around the existing village and excludes
some of the longer back gardens on Church Street, which would be inappropriate for
development. Residential development on site GRG6HAlt to the south of the village
off Grange Hill would be out of character with the linear character of Greenstead
Green and would be too large for a village such as this to support.
10.7 It would not be necessary to extend the village envelope to include the garden
of 8 Burton Green Road to provide affordable housing on this site, as it is adjacent to
the village envelope and could be considered as a ‘rural exception site’ for affordable
local housing. As it is a small triangular shaped site, currently used as a garden, it is
unlikely to provide more than 2 dwellings, if the loss of the existing garden was
considered to be appropriate.
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Recommendations
1. To make no changes to the Draft Site Allocation Plan for Greenstead
Green published for consultation.
2. Not to include any alternative sites in Greenstead Green.

11. Helions Bumpstead
11.1 Helions Bumpstead is classed in the Core Strategy and the Site Allocations Plan
as an ‘Other Village’. This means that it is not one of the six largest Key Service
Villages in the District, but it does have a development boundary, or village envelope.
11.2 The Site Allocations Plan identifies a Conservation Area, two areas of Visually
Important Open Space in the centre of the village, a Churchyard/cemetery, the
recreation ground as informal recreation and new allocations and employment uses.
No sites of 10 or more dwellings have been included, but a development boundary
has been drawn around the properties at Pale Green, which includes some space for
infill properties.
11.3 Nine alternative housing sites have been put forward by landowners in Helions
Bumpstead, four of which are in and around the main village and five of which are
located at Pale Green. HEL3HAlt and HEL4HAlt have been included within the new
development boundary at Pale Green and HEL5HAlt (which is the same ownership)
has been put forward for the location of a new allotment site outside the development
boundary. Most of site HEL9HAlt has also been included within the development
boundary of the main village.
11.4 Four comments have been submitted on Helions Bumpstead
11.5 Summary of support representations
• Greenfields Community Housing support the addition of a development
boundary at Pale Green
11.6 Summary of objection representations
• Objection to the development boundary for Helions Bumpstead as it does not
include site HEL1HAlt Sages End Road.
• HEL1HAlt could deliver 2 open market houses and the rest of the land would
be gifted to a housing association for a development of around 8 affordable
dwellings (see indicative masterplan in appendix).
• The layout, design and density of the development at HEL1HAlt will be in
character with the adjoining settlement and the site is well screened to the rear
by mature vegetation.
• The allotment allocation on site HEL5HAlt is undeliverable as the landowners
do not intend to allow the use of this site for allotments and there is no proven
need for allotments of this scale.
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•

•

•

•

We would put forward an alternative site for allotments of 0.35ha on land north
of Slate Hall Farm, which is more centrally located (shown on aerial
photograph in appendix).
Support the employment uses at site HEL2E at Pale Green to be B1 uses only
and to include an element of live work units. This would require the following
additional text in policy ADM16. “In addition, the Pale Green, Helions
Bumpstead site shown above may also include ‘live/work’ units in addition to
B1 use, provided that the residential element is modest and the ‘work’ element
comprises at least 40 square metres of B1 space.”
Support an enlargement of the development boundary up to the entrance of
Haven Farm, which would include the front part of site HEL5HAlt Pale Green
and some existing properties within it.
Asks that HEL7HAlt Mill Road be allocated as it has access, drainage and has
no issues with flooding.

Parish Council comments
11.6 None received during the consultation. Helions Bumpstead Parish Council have
in previous correspondence been supportive of small scale growth in the village and
supported small scale employment development on site HEL2 and had no objection
to development on sites HEL3 and HEL4 and for some of site HEL9 being allocated
for development.
Officer Comments
11.7 The Parish Council have been supportive of some growth in Helions Bumpstead
and this has been achieved through the amendments to the development boundary
which have been proposed in the draft plan.
11.8 HEL1HAlt Land to the rear of Willowmead, Sages End Road
The landowner has now put this site forward for a mix of 2 open market houses, with
the rest of the land handed over to a housing association for a development of
affordable homes. A new access point would need to be created from the side
garden of a property on Sages End Road. The site is considered backland
development in an area where the prevailing character is linear in nature. There is
also a protected lane to the west of the site. Whilst the site could potential deliver up
to 8 new affordable houses the Council is not actively seeking new sites for
affordable housing in the village. It is considered that the planning reasons in terms
of the impact on the character of the settlement and the intrusion into the countryside
would outweigh the advantages of affordable housing and the site would not be
supported.
11.9 HEL2E/HEL3HAlt/HEL4HAlt/HEL5HAlt/HEL6HAlt at Pale Green
Whilst the landowner is broadly supportive of the new proposed development
boundary at Pale Green they wish some amendments to be made to it. There is no
objection to restricting further the uses on the HEL2E site to B1 uses only and it is
considered that this will be a better neighbour to any nearby residential properties.
However the introduction of live/work units on the site is not supported as these have
proved to be ineffective at promoting employment uses on other sites in the District
and this allocation is intended to provide some small scale employment opportunities
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to serve the whole village. Residential development at HEL5HAlt together with the
likely residential development of sites HEL3HAlt and HEL4HAlt would be significant
in the context of this settlement and of Helions Bumpstead as a whole. As such it is
considered that it would change the character of Pale Green and is not supported.
11.10 HEL7HAlt Mill Road
Whilst it is agreed that HEL7HAlt appears to have no issues with drainage and
flooding it is located in a visually prominent position on the edge of the village on a
slope. The current village boundary is well screened by trees and could make
development on the site feel separate from other dwellings in the village.
Additional Sites (put forward during this consultation)
11.11 HEL10X Allemagne, Timbers and adjacent land.
An additional proposal has been made to include the properties Allemagne, Timbers
and the land adjacent to be included within the Pale Green development boundary.
This is north east of the proposed development boundary for Pale Green and adjoins
site HEL5HAlt. The site is 0.59ha.
Parish Council comments
11.12 It was noted that the site owner has strong connections with Helions
Bumpstead, having lived in the village until about 20 years ago. In principle, my
Council would not want the opportunity for her to return to the village to be denied if
she was unable to build a small bungalow on the above mentioned site. However, my
Council is mindful of the potential impact that Mrs Vinton’s proposed extension to the
village envelope would have given the proposals previously submitted by my Council.
My Council therefore proposes that the village envelope be extended as marked and
highlighted in yellow on the attached plan, as an alternative to the site owner’s
proposal (as shown in the appendix).
Officer Comments
11.13 The Parish Council have supported the inclusion of this site within the village
envelope. This area of land is not contiguous with the development boundary for Pale
Green as drawn at present and does not face development on the other side of the
road. The only logical way for this site to be included within the development
boundary would be to extend the boundary on this side of the road to include the
front part of site HEL5HAlt, as suggested by the landowner in their own
representations, however as set out above this is not supported. It is not possible to
show only the land suggested by the Parish Council for development due to its
position in the countryside.
Recommendations
1. To amend the employment designation of HEL2E to B1 uses only and list the
site in policy ADM16 rather than ADM17.
2. To remove the allotment allocation from site HEL5HAlt and to designate the
yellow area on the aerial photograph north of Slate Hall Farm as allotments
outside the development boundary.
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3. To not designate alternative sites HEL1HAlt, HEL5HAlt, HEL7HAlt, HEL10X
nor any other alternative site for residential development.
4. To retain the development boundaries for Helions Bumpstead and Pale
Green as set out in Inset no 37 published for consultation.

12. Little Yeldham and Ovington
12.1 Little Yeldham is classed as an “Other Village” within the Core Strategy. North
End had a development boundary in the Local Plan Review 2005. It is proposed to
remove this development boundary in the draft Site Allocations Plan as the boundary
is intended to denote an area within which infill would be suitable in principle.
However, North End is not considered to be a suitable location for infill development
because of flood risk and the boundary has therefore been removed. Ovington does
not have a development boundary and is therefore considered to be within the
countryside.
12.2 Little Yeldham Inset number 41 has a designated formal recreation area,
churchyard/cemetery, visually important open space and a small parking area to the
rear of the Hall.
12.3 Three alternative sites were previously put forward around Ovington.
12.4 One comment has been received on Ovington during the public consultation
period from the Parish Council
Parish Council comments
12.5 You may recall that representatives of the Parish Council met BDC Councillors
and Planning Officers on 11th November 2011 at the Village Hall, Little Yeldham.
The majority of items, discussed at that meeting have since being incorporated into
Inset Nos. 41, 61 and 68, which accompanied your letter of 9th January 2013. On
Inset no. 68 (for Ovington) it was suggested that plot OVI1HALT is redrawn to be
more compact at the southern end and that the long straggly northern end is
removed. It is not practical to build in the long thin northern end of this plot. I confirm
that the more compact south end, where there are still the remains of an old cottage,
is acceptable.
Officer Comments
12.6 Ovington does not have a development boundary and a development boundary
in this location is not supported due to the small size of this settlement and its
dispersed nature. Without a development boundary, it is not possible to allocate site
OVI1HAlt.
12.7 No comments have been received on Little Yeldham and no changes to the
map are proposed.
Recommendations
1. To make no changes to the development boundary for Little Yeldham.
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2. To not allocate site OVI1HAlt, OVI2HAlt and OVI3HAlt or any other alternative
sites for residential development in Ovington.
3. To maintain Ovington and North End as settlements without a development
boundary.
2. To make no changes to the development boundary of Little Yeldham as set
out in Inset 41 of the draft Site Allocations Plan.

13. Rayne
13.1 Rayne is identified in the Core Strategy as an “Other Village”. This means it is
not a key service village, but is large enough to have a development boundary.
The Site Allocations Plan shows a Village Envelope and designations for education;
allotments; a Conservation Area; flood zone 2 & 3; formal and informal recreation;
Sustainable Accessible Natural Greenspace (The Flitchway); and a country park
(The Flitchway).
13.2 5 alternative housing sites have been previously put forward by landowners in
Rayne. 4 comments have been submitted during the public consultation.
Summary of representations
•

Support the Draft Inset map as it does not allocate RAY1HAlt, RAY3HAlt and
RAY4HAlt;
• District Housing Targets and trajectories appear optimistic regarding windfall
provision and housing market recovery;
• Zero housing over the plan period for Rayne is irrational;
• Part of site RAY2 ( strategic site rejected in Core Strategy between Great
Notley, Rayne and Braintree shown in the appendix) should have been
considered for development;
• A provision of at least 20 new dwellings to meet local needs and
meet/maintain demand for local services and social infrastructure
Additional Sites (put forward during this consultation)
• RAY8X – Land East of School Road (2.1ha) - is in a sustainable location, in a
sustainable settlement on the accessible side of Braintree District and could
allow at least 20 dwellings, allowing 6 affordable for local housing needs
provision to 2026. Without visual harm.
• RAY9X – Fairy Hall Lane (0.65ha) - is in a sustainable location, in a
sustainable settlement on the accessible side of Braintree District and could
allow at least 20 dwellings, allowing 6 affordable for local housing needs
provision to 2026. Without visual harm.
Parish Council Comments
13.3 (Officers have replaced PC references to the ‘application’ with references to the
‘site submission’).
13.4 Rayne Parish Council objects to the proposals for land parcels RAY8X (Site 1)
and RAY9X (Site 2). Our reasons for objecting are set out below:
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13.5 Rayne has had substantial development over its more recent history and it is
acknowledged that there is little development space within the village boundary.
The Parish Plan, completed in 2005 and in the process of being updated, showed
that 98% of respondents stated that and that open spaces within the village should
be protected. Rayne should remain as a village with a separate identity. At the time
84 respondents stated that they may need a starter home within the next five to ten
years, since when properties have been built on the Foundry site. 13 people
identified the possible need for retirement type properties, none have been built
recently apart from three bungalows at The Woost in 2002.
13.6 The site submission (by the developer/landowner) for RAY8X and RAY9X
makes reference to the Braintree Development Plan and does not show how the
development would benefit the village of Rayne. Part of the development would be
accessed by a single track road, a not wholly satisfactory situation.
13.7 1.19 of the site submission - Details a total of nine properties:
Tudor Barn Rayne Hall Farm
1
Garage Court Capel Road Rayne
7
Goss House The Street
1
13.8 Whilst this figure may be correct, it does not reflect the reality of the
development of Rayne.
•
•

•
•
•

Garage Court Capel Road, Rayne is presumed to be the development off
Capel Close, a development of seven Housing Association properties.
Goss House, The Street is the conversion of office space into a flat. This is on
a recently completed development of 82 properties and two offices.
Approximately 40 of these properties are housing association owned.
The Paddocks 6 detached houses
Granary Halt 14 houses
Barnards Orchard 5 houses

13.9 Paragraph 1.13 of the site submission - it is unclear how additional new
properties will maintain the social vitality of this settlement. No evidence is presented
to support this statement and does not reflect the reality of village life.
13.10 Paragraph 1.16 of the site submission states that Rayne is close to the new
employment areas of Great Notley and the town Centre. Rayne is readily accessible
to all of these with public services. An hourly bus service between Colchester and
Stansted Airport, which serves as the local bus to Braintree when it is not full and
does not allow for a return journey to the village in the later evening, may not be
described as being well-served.
13.11 Paragraph 1.19 of the site submission - The case for slowing the potential for
further loss of local services is not made by the provision of 25 – 30 houses over
future years, particularly when the types of property have not been considered.
13.12 Paragraph 1.21 of the site submission- The case that the social infrastructure
will not be maintained is not supported with any evidence.
13.13 Paragraph 2.2 of the site submission - The reference to need for affordable
housing for the village is made without consideration of the current volume of
affordable housing within the village. Only a small proportion of affordable housing
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within the village has been made available to villagers or those with a connection to
the village.
13.14 Paragraph 2.4 of the site submission - If there is the demonstrated need for an
exception site for affordable housing for those living within the village, the Parish
Council will consider this. This proposal numbers six affordable dwellings. It is not
clear what the applicant understands by affordable but it is presumed that there
would be a requirement that the properties would be part owned to allow the
retention of the stock for local people.
13.15 Paragraph 5.1 of the site submission - The A120 is not “readily accessible
westbound from the A120 junction between the Saling Oak and Rayne” as the
nearest access is at Dunmow.
13.16 Paragraph 5.7, 5.16, 1.19 of the site submission - There is confusion as to the
proposal as 5.7 and 5.16 refer to 20 dwellings and 1.19 alludes to 20 – 30 dwellings.
However it is noted that an exception site would be made available should it be
required.
13.17 Paragraph 6.2 of the site submission - The reference to further housing is
another concern should these site submissions be accepted.
Officer Comments
13.18 Support for the Draft Inset Map for Rayne is noted.
13.19 The Council housing targets require the “other villages” which Rayne has been
designated, to provide a minimum of 300 dwellings over the Plan period. The other
villages do not have any individual targets. The Council’s estimated housing supply
as set out in Table 2 of the Draft Site Allocations and Development Management
Plan does not have a windfall allowance included. The Council has an identified 5
year and 15 year housing land supply as set out in its housing trajectory.
13.20 RAY2 was a strategic site submitted for consideration through the Core
Strategy. As such it was not considered through the Draft Site Allocations and
Development Management Plan. A smaller area could be considered for allocation if
additional housing was required in the other villages.
13.21 No evidence has been provided demonstrating that additional housing is
required to help support community facilities and services within Rayne.
13.22 In terms of affordable housing provision, planning permission was granted for 7
affordable dwellings at Capel Close (11/01019/FUL), this development has recently
been completed. Also as Rayne has a population of less than 3000, a rural exception
site for affordable housing for local residents can be pursued. This would normally
require Parish Council support.
13.23 RAY8X – this site is located to the east of School Road on the southern side of
Rayne. The site comprises of an open field between The Woost and Little Paddocks
(off School Road). It is approximately 2.1 ha in size. The site has no special features
or any type of protection other than it being outside the development boundary.
13.24 RAY9X – This site is located off of Fairy Hall Lane is approximately 0.65ha.
The site has no special features. For this site to be included in the development
boundary additional areas would also end up within the boundary resulting in much
35

higher development than what would be planned for. The site would be accessed of
a single track lane way which is unlikely to be suitable for intensification.
Neither site is required to be allocated as the Council is able to meet its identified
housing requirements.
Recommendations
1. That the development boundary be extended to include No 3 The Woost
School Road;
2. That the Draft Inset Map for Rayne is approved without any of the
alternative sites.

14. Ridgewell
14.1 Ridgewell is classed in the Core Strategy and the Site Allocations Plan as an
‘Other Village’. This means that it is not one of the six largest Key Service Villages in
the District, but it does have a development boundary, or village envelope.
14.2 The Site Allocations Plan identifies a Conservation Area, several areas of
Visually Important Open Space, a school, informal recreation, a local wildlife site and
two scheduled ancient monument. Two development sites of 10 or more are
proposed, one of which is also allocated for business and industrial uses.
14.3 Eight comments have been submitted on Ridgewell, plus 3 new site proposals
shown in the appendix.
Summary of representations
14.4 RID1EH Housing/Employment site rear of the Kings Head
• Objections due to the impact on listed buildings in the vicinity
• Backland development
• Not all of the site is brownfield
• Mostly low lying land with drainage problems and haven for wildlife
• Boundary issues with the site and the neighbouring property
• Sustainable location
• Support the allocation and welcome the opportunity to help BDC meet its
housing targets
14.5 RID4H Housing Site at Stambourne Road
• The density is out of character and there will be loss of privacy to the
neighbouring property The Cottage.
• Detrimental impact on trees and wildlife habitat on the site.
• Development boundary on the West of the village should remain as it is set
out in the 2005 Local Plan, mirroring the boundary of the conservation area.
Essex County Council Historic Buildings Advisor
14.6 No objection to frontage development on RID4, but in depth development would
be uncharacteristic, affect the countryside setting and approach to the Conservation
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Area. Reservations are raised on the extent of the proposed allocation into the depth
of this site.
Parish Council comments
14.6 The Parish Council supported the plan but said that RID4 was not suitable for
10 or more houses. The Council is happy for it to be taken into the village envelope,
but considers that it is probably only suitable for one to three homes.
Their previous comments were;
 “A small increase in housing stock up to 2026 would create greater
sustainability for the village in terms of the school and local services, e.g.
public transport
 Mixed housing preferred with particular emphasis on smaller family homes,
bungalows for older people wishing to stay in the village or live near their
families (some capable of adaptation for disabled).
 Small developments (less than 10 homes) rather than larger estates.
 Design and style in keeping with rural conservation area
 No more than 10-15% increase in total number of homes (existing c. 240).
We would consider development of up to 15% as beneficial to the village in terms of
critical mass in support of services, e.g. school and public transport. However,
increases beyond this are seen as detrimental to the character of the village.”
Officer Comments
14.7 Ridgewell is a medium sized village with reasonable community facilities
including a school. The Parish Council is supportive of small scale growth to support
the village.
14.8 RID1EH is partly in commercial use at the present time and has a reasonable
access point onto the main road. It is located close to the centre of the village and is
supported by the Parish Council. If the commercial uses on the site ended, it is
considered that a small scale residential scheme could be contained here without
detriment to nearby listed buildings. The site has been rated green by Anglian Water
but any development would need to set out a drainage strategy to address any
current issues on the site.
14.9 It is agreed that the allocation of RID4H for 10 or more dwellings should be
removed. On this edge of village location development will be required to be less
dense and suitable landscaping will need to be provided. The concerns of the historic
buildings advisor are noted. It is recommended that the development boundary
should be redrawn to allow frontage development, but no development in depth on
this site to follow the principle of the development line along Stambourne Road.
Additional Sites (put forward during this consultation)
Pineside, off Ashen Road RID5X
14.10 Currently has an unauthorised use as a builders’ yard and office and was
previously part of the garden space of Bentley House. The land owner requests the
site be allocated for residential uses as there is existing residential development to
the southwest and northwest and on the opposite side of the road. It is also well
screened.
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Land off Hall Lane RID6X
14.11 The developer requests that this site near the centre of the village be allocated
for residential development as there are not enough deliverable sites for the “Other
Villages”.
Land to the rear of the Kings Head RID7X
14.12 This site has been put forward for residential development. A right of access
has been maintained to the land through the pub car park. It could be developed
alongside RID1H to provide a suitable residential scheme.
Parish Council comments
RID5X – Pineside, Ashen Road (0.18 hectare)
14.13 Members do not support development of this site. Currently housing is located
along one side only of Ashen Road and the Council felt that to develop both sides of
the road would lead to a more urban feel in a predominantly rural area thus depriving
existing properties of amenity. It would be more appropriate to develop the piece of
land between the existing housing in Ashen Road and the homes in Tilbury Road as
was suggested in our letter of 14 November 2011.
RID6X – Land off Hall Lane (1.35 hectare)
14.14 Members do not support development of this site. Development of this site
could create a large housing estate which would not be in keeping with the rural
nature of the village. The only access is via Hall Lane which is a narrow road
essentially providing access to the farm. The point at which it joins Church Lane is
already congested with parked vehicles and becomes even more so at school times.
There is no footway to the school which necessitates children walking in Church
Lane itself and more traffic would increase their safety risk. The land in question is
used by residents for walking and is a beautiful area adjoining the curtilage of the
church and should be preserved as an area of natural beauty.
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RID7X – Land behind The King’s Head (0.46 hectare)
14.15 Members do not support the development of both this site and RID1.
Combined with RID1 the land is nearly 1 hectare which could lead to development of
a large estate which would not be in keeping with the rural nature of the village.
Members’ preference is for RID1only to be included as this would have less impact
on neighbouring properties and has more sensible access. Access to RID7X is only
via The King’s Head car park area or through RID1.
14.16 In summary, Members believe that, using average low density housing figures,
the sites identified in the first consultation give the opportunity for the village’s
housing stock to grow by 8-17% (19-38 houses) over the period to 2026 which is
deemed appropriate. If the three additional sites proposed were included, this could
give rise to a 25-47% (34-62) increase in housing stock which would be totally
detrimental to a small village lacking in infrastructure.
Officer Comments
Pineside, Ashen Road RID5X
14.17 This is a small site on the northern side of Ashen Road where there is at
present little residential development. An additional area of land on the corner of the
south side of Ashen Road has been included within the development boundary to
facilitate new development at this side of the village, therefore the allocation of this
site is not supported.
Land off Hall Lane RID6X
14.18 Hall Lane is completely unsuitable for additional traffic as it is an extremely
narrow single track lane which is constrained by existing properties. As such
development here is not supported.
Land to the rear of the Kings Head RID7X
14.19 This site is an undeveloped site to the rear of the Kings Head public house and
car park. The current proposed access point through the pub car park is not
supported, although access could be taken through the neighbouring allocated site.
However, a combined development of RID1 and this site would be out of character
with the scale of Ridgewell and is therefore not supported.
Recommendations
1. To remove the designation of 10 or more dwellings on site RID4H and to
redraw the development boundary to permit frontage development on RID4H in
line with the other properties along Stambourne Road.
2. To not allocate sites RID5X, RID6X, RID7X or any other alternatives for
development in Ridgewell.
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15. Sturmer
15.1 Sturmer is classed in the Core Strategy and the Site Allocations Plan as an
‘Other Village’. This means that it is not one of the six largest Key Service Villages in
the District, but it does have a development boundary, or village envelope.
15.2 The Site Allocations Plan identifies an area at risk of flooding and a protected
lane on the village Inset Map 58. The Parish is also included on Inset Map 59 which
includes Sturmer West and Helions Bumpstead North and covers the edge of
Haverhill. This map includes the identification of 2 employment areas and an area of
informal recreation. No residential sites of 10 or more are proposed on either map.
15.3 Two alternative housing sites have been put forward by landowners in Sturmer.
Two comments have been received on Sturmer from the site promoters of STU1HAlt
adjacent to Crunch Croft.
15.4 Summary of representations
•

•

•

•

•

The Core Strategy is not in accordance with the NPPF as it does not provide
adequate housing supply to meet the objectively assessed needs of the
District.
There are no other sites identified for housing within Sturmer. It is considered
necessary therefore to make allowance within the Site Allocations Plan for
modest residential growth within the sustainable settlement of Sturmer in order
to meet growing local demand for housing and support employment growth in
Haverhill.
The residential development is proposed to comprise of all single storey
dwellings. The development would also include community benefits such as
public open space, village hall improvements and affordable housing.
The existing ribbon development along the A1017 already extends further
towards Haverhill than the proposed development would and therefore there
would be no further encroachment towards Haverhill caused by the proposed
development than already exists at present.
It is anticipated that the existing road, Crunch Croft, is of sufficient capacity to
accommodate a development of this modest scale without being detrimental to
existing residents.

Parish Council comments
15.5 Previously the Parish Council did not support development due to the erosion of
the gap between the village and Haverhill
Officer Comments
15.6 Development at STU1HAlt would represent backland development to properties
which front on to the A131. Crunch Croft an existing cul-de-sac to the east of the site
is development of a similar depth, but is built with housing facing on to roads which
lead off from the cul-de-sac, rather than to the rear of existing development. As an
‘other village’ there is no requirement to allocate new sites in Sturmer and the
allocation of this site is not supported.
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Additional Sites (put forward during this consultation)
15.7 One additional site has been put forward for consideration at Woodlands Green,
Coupals Road during this consultation period and has been given the reference
number STU3X.Whilst it is located within the Sturmer Parish, the site is on the
outskirts of Haverhill. The site has residential development to the north and East
Town Park to the south. The developer asks for a scheme of aspirational housing to
be built to serve an unmet need from Haverhill. A proposed scheme has been
submitted which is included within the appendix.
Parish Council comments
15.8 The Parish Council said that STU3X may be acceptable to the Village provided
that;
1. The number of dwellings on the site was significantly reduced
2. The ingress and egress to and from the site is greatly improved from that shown
on the plan. Coupals Road (not Close as indicated) has a bad accident record at this
point
3. There is some element of affordable housing within the development.
St Edmundsbury District Council Comments
15.9 The allocation of this site would run counter to the aspiration for the
development of NE Haverhill and the important green buffer between the strategic
growth and adjoining villages and hamlets. We are restricting the eastward extent of
housing in Haverhill. It also appears that some of the land in question appears to be
owned by St Edmundsbury District Council.
Officer Comments
15.10 Haverhill is the subject of significant levels of growth as set out in the St
Edmundsbury Core Strategy policy CS12. A new development of 2,500 dwellings on
the north- east of Haverhill has been identified as well as development at north-west
Haverhill for 1,150 dwellings, which was identified in the St Edmundsbury
Replacement Local Plan 2016. It is considered that this significant level of growth in
the town will provide a level and a mix of housing, including larger homes which will
meet the needs of Haverhill. The site STU3X would impact upon the green buffer
between Haverhill and Sturmer.
Recommendations
1. To not allocate site STU1HAlt, STU3X or any other alternative sites for
residential development in Sturmer.
2. To make no changes to the development boundary of Sturmer as set out in
Inset 58 of the draft Site Allocations Plan.
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16. Toppesfield
16.1 Toppesfield is classed in the Core Strategy and the Site Allocations Plan as an
‘Other Village’. This means that it is not one of the six largest Key Service Villages in
the District, but it does have a development boundary, or village envelope.
16.2 The Site Allocations Plan identifies a Conservation Area, a
Churchyard/cemetery and education land around the school. No alternative housing
sites were proposed for Toppesfield.
Additional Sites (put forward during this consultation)
16.3 Two additional sites have been put forward for consideration during this
consultation and have been given the reference number TOP1X and TOP2X.
TOP1X, land to the west of the Causeway, is a 1.4ha site which the developer
proposes for residential development with potentially a set back from the road to
protect the existing tree belt and which could provide a new village green area. The
developer suggests it could accommodate something in the region of 28 dwellings.
16.4 TOP2X, land to the east of The Causeway measures 0.94ha and the developer
is proposing a frontage development could be provided along the road providing
around 15 dwellings. A footpath could be provided along the site frontage to better
connect the site with the rest of the village.
Parish Council comments
16.5 The Parish Council do not support either TOP1X or TOP2X for 2 reasons:
The process in which late applications were accepted by Braintree District Council
and following public consultation it was very clear that parishioners are strongly
against inclusion of the two sites and the large development project mentioned in the
proposed extension to the village envelope.
Additional comments from residents following PC meeting
16.6 Over 120 people attended meeting to discuss these sites. Over 90% of
assembly opposed extension of envelope. This development would lead to a
potential 25% increase in residents, loss of views, dramatic traffic increase.
Insufficient infrastructure. Infill would be preferable- 3 barns are being renovated rear
of Berwick Hall Farm and 2 renovated houses on the Causeway which will bring new
residents.
Officer Comments
16.7 Toppesfield is a small village in terms of population although it does benefit from
a number of community facilities including a school, pub and community shop. As an
“Other Village” there is no requirement for new dwellings to be located here.
16.8 Site TOP1X is situated on the western side of the road where there is little
development at present. There are a number of large and mature trees situated to
the front of the site and ribbon development located across the road. A proposal of
this size would be considered too large for a village of the size of Toppesfield and in
this location it would appear slightly separate from the rest of the village.
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16.9 Site TOP2X would extend the existing ribbon development further away from
the main village centre. At present the site is a large exposed field with no natural
boundaries or screening. Further to the south the road narrows further and as such
this is considered an unsuitable location for new development
Recommendations
1. To not include sites TOP1HX and TOP2HX within the development
boundary as residential sites of 10 or more dwellings.
2. To approve the Toppesfield development boundary as set out on Inset
No 62.

17. Wethersfield and Blackmore End
17.1 Wethersfield is identified in the Core Strategy as an “Other Village”. This means
it is not a key service village, but is large enough to have a development boundary.
Blackmore End was had a development boundary designated.
17.2 Four alternative housing sites have been put forward by landowners in
Wethersfield. 1 alternative housing site was put forward by a landowner at Blackmore
End. No comments have been submitted for Wethersfield. 3 comments have been
submitted for Blackmore End from 1 objector.
17.3 Summary of representations (Relating to Blackmore End)
•

•

The development boundary at Blackmore End has been drawn too tightly. Site
WET3 should be included within the development boundary in order to allow
development to take place and make the village more sustainable.
The two development boundaries should be joined together and extended to
include additional properties in order to allow for further development to take
place. (Reference to WET7X and WET8X).

New Site Submissions
17.4 Two areas have been submitted as extensions to the development boundary
rather than site specific allocations, as such landownership may vary and no specific
housing allocation is proposed. The purpose of the extensions would be to allow
further infilling development and potentially several small sites to come forward.
17.5 WET7X – This consists of undeveloped open areas between the proposed
extents of the development boundary at Blackmore End. Part of the area (Between 1
Bronte Cottages and 14 Syers Field) has a planning history for the development of 5
village dwellings (92/01415/OUT) this was however refused and a subsequent
appeal dismissed as the site was outside the development boundary and that the
erection of 5 dwellings would be conspicuous development which would diminish the
open rural character of the area. The other main area to the front of Owls Hall Farm
has no planning history. The Thatched Cottage is a grade II listed building and it
would not be appropriate to include it within the development boundary.
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17.6 The green triangle of land opposite Jarvis Green Cottage is proposed for
Visually Important Space.
17.7 WET8X – This area comprises of existing development to the north of
Blackmore End between The Bull Public House and Mill House. 5 properties with
various outbuildings are proposed for inclusion of which 4 are grade II listed
structures. A small open area is located between the public house and Daisy Cottage
which has no planning history.
17.8 The Bull has a recent permission for renovation work (13/00055FUL).
Parish Council Comments
None.
Officer Comments
The site WET3HAlt was considered as an alternative site. It was not included in the
Plan as it is not necessary to allocate the site in order to meet the Districts housing
land requirements. Also it was not considered that the level of service provision in the
village would be sufficient to enable a sustainable allocation.
Further extension of the boundary would be considered inappropriate and
unnecessary for the District to meet its housing targets. The development boundary
is intended to identify the area where infilling may be appropriate. It is not intended to
allow the wholesale infilling of the village as this could have a considerable impact on
the character and appearance of the area as well as listed buildings. It was not
considered appropriate to include properties along the northern side of the village
(WET8X) as many of them are listed, and low density in character, if they were
included development could potentially result in inappropriate infilling development.
Recommendations
1. To approve the Draft Inset Maps for Wethersfield and Blackmore End without
the inclusion of site WET3HAlt.
2. To not extend the development boundary at WET7X or WET8X.

18. White Colne
18.1 White Colne is identified in the Core Strategy as an “Other Village”. This means
it is not a key service village, but is large enough to have a development boundary.
The Site Allocations Plan shows a village envelope; flood zone 2 & 3;conservation
area; community use; residential allocation (WHC3H);local wildlife site; local nature
reserve; and Site of Special Scientific Interest.
18.2 Two alternative sites were put forward by landowners in White Colne
(WHC1DAlt – Colneford Hill and WHC2HAlt – Land north of Colchester Road).
18.3 One new site has been submitted through the consultation (WHC4X –land to the
rear of 65 Colchester Road White Colne Essex.)
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18.4 One residential site has been allocated WHC3H at land south of Colchester
Road. 4 comments have been submitted.
18.5 Summary of representations
• WHC3H – There are already existing sites that have been allocated for
development, this should be sufficient based on the VDS.
• White Colne has already had a proportionate housing development in the last
few years.
• WHC3H – Support and confirm that the site is available for development. (Site
Agent).
Parish Council Comments
18.6 WHC3H – Land South of Colchester Road
The parish council object strongly to the inclusion of WCH3H for the following
reasons:
1. This field is outside the village envelope. Several years ago the landowner
partitioned this field by planting a hedge on a line to simulate, and thus try to extend,
the envelope.
2. It is a green wedge providing sweeping views from footpaths and properties
opposite, down the valley to the river. By developing this field these views will be lost.
3. White Colne village design statement, which has been adopted by BDC as an
additional planning document, states that residents are not in favour of the village
envelope being opened.
4. There are currently 2 sites in the village with outline planning permission to provide
a total of 9 houses, (land behind the village hall, Bures Road and land at 41
Colchester Road.)
5. Over the last five years there has been several new houses built on infill sites
within the village. We believe White Colne has already taken its share of providing
new homes and we do not want to see the envelope extended in this way.
6. We also believe that the site is too small for 10 dwellings, and will give the
appearance of a cramped site in a special landscape area.
Officer Comments
18.7 WHC3 is a relatively well contained site between existing built development
along the A1124 (Colchester Road). It is approximately 0.48ha and was included as
a housing allocation site for 10 or more dwellings by the LDF Sub-committee and has
had a development boundary drawn around the site.
18.8 Whilst there have been no specific finds on the site, it is part of a wider
archaeological area (Seax Reference – 8627, 8628, 8704 and 8705) comprising of
Mesolithic, Neolithic and Bronze Age finds and a Bronze Age Cemetery.
Development of the site would be subject to the Council’s policy on archaeological
evaluation, excavation and recording.
18.9 White Colne is located in area A4 Colne River Valley in the Landscape
Character Assessment 2006. It describes the key characteristics of the area as a
shallow river valley with relatively steep valley sides with varying length. It highlights
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a concern that residential expansion of settlements onto the surrounding valley sites
which would be conspicuous on the skyline. The allocation site is considered to be
well screened by existing development along the A1124 and a hedgerow to the rear
of the site and should not have a significant impact on the character and appearance
of the area.
18.10 The purpose of the White Colne Village Design statement (VDS) is to influence
development within the village but not to prevent it. The VDS concludes that there is
little low cost affordable housing for first time buyers and what remaining sites within
the village are likely to be used for higher value housing. A development at WHC3
will provide an element of affordable housing which will provide accommodation for
those people who would be unable to afford to buy locally. The development would
also be expected to provide a mix of house types and size at an appropriate density
for the area.
18.11 The suitable density of development on the site would ultimately be determined
by a planning application. The allocation does not mean that 10 dwellings must be
developed on this site. If it were developed at a density of 30 dwellings per hectare
approximately 14-15 dwellings could be accommodated. However considering the
surrounding properties and the location toward the edge of the village a lower density
is likely to be more appropriate.
Anglian Water Comments
18.12 WHC3H – Overall score for site rated at Amber.
Additional Sites (put forward during this consultation)
18.13 WHC4X – Proposed development for 6 “eco” friendly houses on land to the
rear of 65 Colchester Road White Colne Essex. (Please see location plan in the
appendix).
Parish Council Comments
18.14 The Parish Council object strongly to the inclusion of WHC4X for the following
reasons:1. This land is outside the village envelope.
2. This area forms part of a section of agricultural land which was purchased for
gardens several years ago. At that time the Parish Council were unhappy about the
situation as most of the properties benefiting from the purchase were a fairly new
build on agricultural land - the permission to build was controversial and the
development of executive style housing looked overdeveloped with small gardens.
The Parish Council therefore asked for permitted development rights to be removed
from this new section of amenity land to protect the natural landscape in the area. It
is totally inappropriate for this land now to be designated for dwellings.
3. White Colne village design statement, which has been adopted by Braintree
District Council as an additional planning document, states that residents are not in
favour of the village envelope being opened.
4. There are currently 2 sites in the village with outline planning permission to provide
a total of 9 houses, (land behind the village hall, Bures Road and land at 41
Colchester Road.)
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5. Over the last five years there has been several new houses built on infill sites
within the village. We believe White Colne has already taken its share of providing
new homes and we do not want to see the envelope extended in this way.
6. We also believe that the site is too small for 6 dwellings, and will give the
appearance of a cramped site in a special landscape area.
7. There are sweeping views from the nearby footpath and by developing this land
these views will be lost.
Officer Comments
18.15 The site consists of a domestic garden and has no specific allocations or
designations. It has previously been used for agricultural land. As part of a wider
scheme permission was granted for a change of use from agriculture to domestic
garden under (03/00510/COU).Including this site within the development boundary
would not be a logical extension to the boundary of White Colne and would result in
inappropriate backland development.
Recommendations
1. To not amend the development boundary of White Colne Inset 23 to
include WHC4X;
2. To retain the allocation WHC3H land south of Colchester Road for a
housing site of 10+ dwellings;

19. Wickham St Paul
19.1 Wickham St Paul is identified as an ‘Other Village’ in the Core Strategy. The
draft Site Allocations and Development Management inset map for Wickham St Paul
illustrates a development boundary, visually important space and
cemetery/churchyard.
19.2 The Council previously received two alternative site submissions, which were
not allocated in the draft plan. There has been one representation made concerning
Wickham St Paul during the public consultation.
Summary of objection representation
19.3 WIC1A/BHAlt Church Road (submitted by Strutt and Parker on behalf of Mr
Gosling)
Plan No.65 relating to Wickham St Paul fails to meet tests in paragraph 182 of the
NPPF and to demonstrate that it is the most appropriate strategy when considered
against the reasonable alternatives. There is no defined criterion on how
Development Boundaries have been drawn. Wickham St Paul development
boundary should be extended to include the land off Church Road (site references
WIC1AHAlt and WIC1BAHlt). The sites are opposite existing residential development
in this northern part of the village, and would represent a logical small scale
extension of the existing boundary. The existing residential development already
extends north along Church Road, and the proposed extension would reflect this
pattern of development. If properly designed and constructed, the development of
these sites would not be incongruous because of the size and form of the settlement.
The site represents a logical rounding off of development in this part of the village
that would not result in harm to the area. Its inclusion would enable a limited
contribution to housing supply with the provision of housing in a sustainable location
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to enhance or maintain the vitality of the rural community. The village currently
benefits from a number of services including a village hall, pub, post office and
grocery store.
Parish Council representations
19.4 There have been no representations from the Parish Council.
Officer Comments
19.5 The LDF Sub Committee considered Wickham St Paul, and representations
received from the Parish Council on the 24th January 2012 when agreeing what
should be included in the draft Inset Map for consultation. The meeting decided that
none of the alternative sites put forward (WIC1AHAlt/WIC1BHAlt/WIC2HAlt) should
be included in the draft Inset Plan.
19.6 Wickham St Paul is largely focused around the large green which is used for
multiple activities. The Landscape Character Assessment identifies the area of
countryside around Wickham Farmland Plateau as having a relatively high sensitivity
to change. Therefore, development of the alternative options put forward including
WIC1AHAlt/WIC1BHAlt would impact upon this and the character of the village.
19.7 Although Wickham St Paul has a village hall, pub, post office and grocery store
it does not have a local school within the village and does not provide many
employment opportunities or frequent public transport, therefore it would be an
unsustainable location to promote further growth.
Recommendations
1. It is recommended that the Draft Site Allocations and Development
Management inset map 65 for Wickham St Paul is approved and that none of
the alternative sites should be included within the development boundary or
allocated for development.
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Local Development Framework Sub-Ctte
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Report on Halstead Bypass and Coggeshall
Infrastructure
Corporate Priority:
Report presented by:
Report prepared by:

Agenda No: 6

Building a Prosperous District. A Better Place.
Eleanor Dash
Eleanor Dash

Background Papers: Braintree District Site Allocations and Public Report
Development Management Plan - Draft for Consultation
2013. Agenda and Minutes of LDF Sub Committee 26.3.13
on Coggeshall and 11.4.13 on Halstead Bypass.
Responses to Public Consultation. Correspondence from
Essex County Council.
Options: To approve, or not to approve, changes to the
Key Decision: No
Draft Site Allocations and Development Management Plan
set out in this report, or to make further changes to the Draft
Plan.
Executive Summary: This report sets out the recent decision by Essex County Council
not to abandon the route of Halstead Bypass. It reports upon the future development
issues at the Dutch Nursery Coggeshall, as requested by the LDF Sub Committee and
sets out the impact of proposed housing site allocations in Coggeshall on school places.
There will be a recommendation to Council (this is intended to be on 29.7.13) to approve
the draft Site Allocations and Development Management Plan in its entirety.
Decision:
- To note the decision of Essex County Council not to abandon the route of the
Halstead Bypass.
- Not to amend the development boundary of Coggeshall in relation to proposals
for the Dutch Nursery, West Street.
- To delete the housing allocation of the land adjacent to 78 West Street,
Coggeshall and to retain the development boundary as set out in the draft Site
Allocations Plan Inset 16 at West Street.
Purpose of Decision: To report further upon development potential at the Dutch
Nursery, Coggeshall. To report information on school places provision for development
at Coggeshall. To note the decision of Essex County Council regarding the Halstead
Bypass.
Corporate implications
Financial:
Legal:

Equalities/Diversity

Costs of preparing the Site Allocations and Development
Management Plan
The Site Allocations and Development Management Plan
Cannot be adopted unless it is found to be sound by the
Planning Inspectorate. It will be the basis for future planning
decisions.
The Council’s policies should take account of equalities and
diversity and will be subject to an equalities impact
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assessment.
Customer Impact:
Providing housing, employment, open space and
infrastructure and protecting the countryside and the
environment.
Environment and
Impact on environment of sustainable policies and
Climate Change:
sustainable design of housing.
Consultation/Community Consultation with the public and stakeholders between
Engagement:
10.1.13 and 22.2.13.
Risks:

That the Draft Site Allocations and Development
Management Plan may not be found sound when it is
examined by the Planning Inspector.

Officer Contact:
Designation:
Ext. No.
E-mail:

Eleanor Dash
Planning Policy Manager
2563
eleda@braintree.gov.uk

1. Halstead Bypass
1.1 This issue was considered by the LDF Sub Committee on 11th April, when
Members agreed to:‘Delete the proposed Halstead Bypass from the Proposals Map and policy ADM
49, as this is unfunded and therefore undeliverable within the plan period.’
1.2 This decision was in response to two objections to the designation of the
Halstead Bypass in the draft plan by Essex County Council and Suffolk County
Council.
1.3 ECC Highway officers had also reported that ECC intended to formally abandon
the route, which is currently safeguarded and disclosed on land charges property
searches. The ECC officer request for abandonment was submitted for ECC member
approval in May 2013.
1.4 Essex Highway officers have now informed Braintree District Council that Essex
County Council has not approved the abandonment of the Halstead Bypass route.
This means that the route will still be disclosed on land charge property searches.
1.5 Officers do not consider that the decision by the LDF Sub Committee, set out
above, should be amended in response to the County Council’s decision not to
abandon the route, as the Halstead Bypass is still unfunded and therefore
undeliverable.
Recommendation
To note the decision of Essex County Council not to abandon the route of the
Halstead Bypass, but to make no changes to the Site Allocations and
Development management Plan in response to this decision.
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2. Coggeshall
2.1 The draft site allocations for Coggeshall were considered by the LDF Sub
Committee on 26.3.13 when Members decided:‘That, subject to the draft Site Allocations and Development Management Plan
being approved in its entirety by the Council for public consultation:-.
1. That site COG20HAlt - Land at Walford Way, Coggeshall be allocated as a
residential site of over 10 dwellings in the Site Allocations and Development
Management Plan, with an estimated capacity of an additional 20 dwellings.
2. That the housing allocation at COG12H – Land at East Street, Coggeshall be
retained.
3. That the allocation at COG11HAlt – Vicarage Fields, land rear of West Street,
Coggeshall be amended from formal recreation to informal recreation.
4. That proposals for COG21X - The Dutch Nursery, West Street, Coggeshall be
investigated and a report submitted to a future meeting of the Local Development
Framework Sub-Committee.

5. That site COG13HAlt – Land at West Street, Coggeshall adjacent to No. 78 West
Street be allocated as a housing site for 10 or more dwellings based on the option
for a capacity of 40 dwellings, including 16 affordable units, on 3.0 hectares with a
car park of 18 spaces for Nos. 60-78 West Street, a B1 employment area and open
space.
6. That the garden of The Old Vicarage, West Street, Coggeshall be designated as
Visually Important Space.
7. That no other alternative sites in Coggeshall (i.e. apart from COG20 HAlt – Land
at Walford Way, Coggeshall and COG13HAlt – Land at West Street, Coggeshall) be
allocated.’
The Dutch Nursery, West Street, Coggeshall
2.2 The Dutch Nursery is outside the development boundary for Coggeshall. The
representation from the Dutch Nursery stated that it is an established family business,
which has been trading for more than 50 years. With fierce competition, trading has been
difficult and a complete modernisation, redevelopment and restructuring of the business is
necessary in order to compete with the current markets, so that the Garden Centre can
serve local needs.
The representation requested that the Dutch Nursery and an adjoining area in West
Street, identified on the aerial photograph in the appendix, should be included within the
development boundary for Coggeshall, in order to allow flexibility for growth of the Nursery
site to meet local needs and current marketing trends of mixed development.
Officer Comments
2.3 The owners of the Dutch Nursery are not proposing to redevelop the Nursery, but
rather to add to the existing uses on the site to make best use of its potential. It is
considered that there is potential to further develop the site, (excluding the area at risk of
flooding within flood zones 2 and 3) by, for example, conversion of one or more
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commercial buildings to residential use, developing areas of derelict greenhouses and
adding commercial uses, which would be compatible with the Nursery. It is not considered
that any of these proposals would require either an extension to the development
boundary, or a specific site allocation. These could be dealt with through pre-application
advice and planning applications.
Recommendation
That there are no site allocations, or development boundary alterations relating to
the Dutch Nursery, West Street, Coggeshall.

School Places at Coggeshall
2.4 Essex County Council were consulted on the draft Inset Plan for Coggeshall, which at
that time identified one draft housing allocation in Coggeshall, at Cookfield, East Street
which had an estimated capacity of 12 dwellings.
2.5 Following the decision of the LDF Sub Committee on 26.3.13, in which the draft
housing allocations in Coggeshall were significantly increased to a total of 72 dwellings,
officers re-consulted Essex County Council concerning the impact upon infrastructure.
There was no objection from County Highways concerning impact upon highways. The
following response has been received from Essex County Education:2.6 ‘Please find attached the response from Education with regards the potential
additional development at Coggeshall in the emerging Site Allocations Plan
·
·
·

Cookfield in East Street (COG12H) -12 dwellings.
Walford Way (COG20Halt) - demolition of 16 and erection of 36 affordable
dwellings.
Highfields West Street - 40 dwellings.

2.7 Having checked the most recent pupil forecast figures for Coggeshall it can be
confirmed that Schools and Education Services would be concerned if any significant
housing developments were planned for Coggeshall. The cumulative impact of the three
sites identified above, are likely to lead to significant problems in relation to the provision
of sufficient primary school places in the village.
2.8 You will already be aware that St Peter’s CE Primary School is the only primary school
located in Coggeshall. Well over 90% of the children attending the school in January 2013
lived in the school’s priority admissions area. All of this year’s Reception intake live within
the priority admissions area for the school, as do all of next September’s Reception
intake.
2.9 Whilst the G.P. registrations for children living in the school’s priority admissions area
decline slightly over the next few years the decline is not significant and these numbers
remain very close to the school’s published admission number of 45 pupils per year.
Forecast pupil numbers across the school planning group, which includes St Peter’s,
Feering CE Primary and Kelvedon St Mary’s CE Primary indicate that these schools will
continue to admit up to, or close to, their published admission numbers for the foreseeable
future. Over recent years it has been possible to accommodate all of the pupils requiring
Reception places in one of the three schools within this school planning group. However,
this is likely to prove much more difficult to achieve if the draft housing allocations for
Coggeshall are agreed. (I am also aware that housing developments planned in Kelvedon
and Feering will also put pressure on primary school places in this school planning group.)
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2.10 .Careful consideration has been given as to whether St Peter’s could be expanded to
meet any additional demand created by new housing in the village. However, the school is
located on a very restricted site and it is not possible to expand the school further. In
addition a number of the school’s existing classrooms are smaller than the recommended
size and the school is already operating very close to its physical capacity.
2.11There have recently been a number of parents who have been upset that they have
been unable to obtain a place at St Peter’s even though they reside within its priority
admissions area. It is likely that the parents of a number of the children that would be
generated by new housing would be similarly disappointed and might even face the
prospect of having to send their children to schools outside the 3 included within the
planning group.
2.12 The County Council’s intention is to provide, as far as is practicable, school places
for children within reasonable travelling distance of their home address. It might prove
impossible to do this if all 3 of the draft housing allocations in Coggeshall are approved.
This could well result in young children being bussed to schools some distance from their
home addresses, together with the associated transport costs. Neither the parents nor
ECC would be happy if this situation occurred.’
Officers Comments
2.13 Planning permission was approved for the proposed brownfield development of
affordable housing at Walford Way on 21.5.13, which is within the current development
boundary.
2.14 The Core Strategy total housing requirement for the 6 Key Service Villages (KSV) is
600 dwellings. 99 dwellings were provided between 2009 and April 2012 and planning
permission has been granted for a further 88 dwellings at April 2012, leaving a minimum
of 413 dwellings still to be provided.
The draft Site Allocations Plan allocated 527 dwellings in the KSV and, with the addition of
Walford Way, there would be an allocation of 547 dwellings in the 6 Key Service Villages,
which is 134 over the minimum required.
2.15 Infrastructure required for the site allocations is always an important factor in plan
preparation. In the light of the information provided by County Education, officers consider
that there is a need to review the site allocations in Coggeshall to reduce the number of
dwellings proposed in this Key Service Village. As the Walford Way site has already been
approved, this leaves the two sites at East Street and West Street to be reconsidered.
Officers recommend that removal of the West Street site, with a capacity for 40 dwellings,
would reduce the pressure for school places on St Peter’s School and would be a
sustainable decision based upon the infrastructure capacity in this village. The East Street
site has a lesser capacity – for 12 dwellings. Members could also consider whether they
would also wish to delete the East Street site in response to the lack of school place
capacity and inability to expand the St Peter’s school site.
2.16 If Members decide to retain a small allocation of about 12 dwellings, this could be
either at East Street, or on the frontage only of the West Street site. In this instance,
officers would refer to the report to 26.3.13, which sets out the adverse impact of the West
Street development upon the landscape and listed buildings. An extract from the report on
26.3.13 is attached to this report. The smaller frontage West Street site is therefore
considered to be less suitable than the East Street site for the reasons set out on 26.3.13,
particularly the effect upon agricultural land, lack of a defined boundary for the
development, landscape impact and impact upon the listed Highfields Farm.
53

Recommendation
To delete the housing allocation of the land adjacent to 78 West Street, Coggeshall
from the draft Site Allocations Plan and to retain the development boundary as set
out in the draft Site Allocations Plan Inset 16 at West Street.

Extract from report to LDF Sub Committee on 26.3.13 on Coggeshall
Consultation Responses about Coggeshall
There were about 70 representations concerning Coggeshall.
2.5 General Representations
• Village infrastructure is at capacity; including schools (St Peter’s School already oversubscribed), doctors (only 2 GP’s) and parking.
• Most of us would opt for refusing all development sites, but Government policy means
something will have to be adopted.
• Should more houses be allowed, when the Co-op application keeps being turned down
for a decent sized foodstore? 90% of residents want a large foodstore.
• Thank-you for keeping Co-op in present site at Doubledays Corner, next to public carpark.
Proposed Housing Allocation COG12H East Street –estimated capacity 12
dwellings.
2.6 Representations Supporting COG12H East Street
• Logical extension and infill in East Street. Tree Preservation Order trees would still be
protected.
• Minimal effect upon Essex Way adjacent to site (may need to be fenced) and could be
enhanced. Site is not in flood plain.
• Development would not affect junction of East Street/St Peters Street and Feering Road.
Additional traffic from site would be minimal.
• Ample room for off-street parking on the site.
2.7 Representations Against COG 12H East Street
• Parish Council now objecting to COG 12H as no further need for additional affordable
housing, in light of proposed housing at Walford Way.
• Anglian Water has rated COG12H East Street as an amber site, with sewers crossing
the site. They have stated that infrastructure and or treatment upgrades are required to
serve proposed growth or diversion of assets may be required.
Should use sites within envelope to meet housing need eg Garage site on East Street.
Officer comment- Garage site unsuitable for housing due to flood risk.
• Objection from Coggeshall Heritage Society. Development of COG12H could lead to
development of remainder of the field. Spoil entrance to village as many mature trees
grow along the side of the road. Objection on scenic grounds.
Objection from Colne Stour Countryside Association - Walford Way will provide sufficient
housing.
Close to/within a Conservation Area. Officer comment- The Conservation Area boundary
includes the site frontage.
• Attractive countryside. Access would be adjacent to Essex Way footpath. Effect upon
mature trees, (some with tree preservation orders), hedgerows, flora and fauna, no
ecological study has been done.
• Could overlook properties in Feering Road. Increase noise in quiet residential area.
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• Flood risk from surface water running onto East Street, road flooded last winter, adjacent
stream, active springs. Lower end of site liable to subsidence. Adjacent to flood plain.
o Should consult Environment Agency.
• There are better sites in the alternatives.
2.8 Traffic issues
• This area already suffers from congestion and easing this does not appear to be part of
the plan.
• Increase in traffic near dangerous junction St Peters Rd/ East Street/Colchester Road.
• Traffic from A120 travels over 30mph speed limit here.
• Potentially dangerous access; short-term during construction and long-term. Accidents.
• Difficult to cross road to school. Narrow busy road on incline. No footpath on south side
of East Street at site and no room for one.
• Does not adjoin the existing bus route.
• Parking along wall of recreation ground.
• Drivers experience sudden transition from sunlight to tree-shaded darkness.
• Recent 6 dwelling development at Popes Leeze, East Street has already caused onstreet parking and refuse collection problems in East Street.
• In the event of planning permission for the Co-op, East Street is in danger of being
completely built-up, with a change in character and more traffic.
• No additional parking proposed as part of the site.
Officer Comments
2.9 Officers consider that the representations supporting COG12H East Street set out
valid reasons. The allocation of both this site and the site at Walford Way would provide
for the needs for housing and affordable housing in Coggeshall. Development of COG12H
East Street site would be subject to the protection of trees with tree preservation areas
and within the conservation area and to meeting ecological and biodiversity requirements
and protecting the Essex Way.
Essex Highways have not objected to this site on highway safety grounds and if the site
was allocated, they would be consulted on any planning application.
The Anglian Water objection would need to be dealt with by the developer.
COG 13 HAlt Land at Highfields West Street- 0.72 ha estimated capacity 12
dwellings.
2.11 Representations Supporting COG13HAlt
• The agent has submitted 2 illustrative layouts for this site: One option with a capacity for
14 dwellings on 0.72ha on the frontage of West Street, with a car park of 18 spaces for
60-78 West Street. A further option with a capacity for 40 dwellings, including 16
affordable units, on 3.0 ha with a car park of 18 spaces for 60-78 West Street and a B1
employment area and open space.
• Coggeshall needs some additional houses and this site is well placed. A gap fill would
enhance the aesthetics.
• No surface water flooding risk, or close to flood plain.
• No dangerous junction. On a straight road, wider than East Street at COG12.
• Safe access can be provided. Adjoins the existing bus route. Existing footpaths.
• Support for the off- street parking proposed. Parked cars along West Street provide a
hazard and often cause traffic to back up, making it unsafe for pedestrians and drivers.
Developer will provide traffic calming in West Street.
• Would provide area of green-space to be transferred to Parish Council.
• Additional green-space would be beneficial to the village.
• Ecological study has found no adverse effects on flora and fauna.
• Better balance to village than COG12.
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• Opposite vineyard. No impact on neighbours.
• Prefer layout with houses looking over the road, rather than with back to the road.
• Council should press for more forest tree and hedgerow planting, including at
COG13HAlt.
2.12 Representations Against COG13HAlt and COG6HAlt larger site at Highfields off
West Street
• Intrusion into countryside. Infilling of a significant open gap would create ribbon
development along West Street. Harmful to rural setting of the village and of the
conservation area.
• Archaeological interest.
• Suggested car park will not reduce on-street parking as people park within sight of their
dwellings. Bus route- existing congestion.
• Objection on scenic grounds- The public footpath across the top of this ex-football pitch
gives wonderful views across the vineyard, river and valley to the south.
• Increase traffic on West Street.
• Closer to Paycockes than COG12.
• High quality agricultural land. Could lead to further extension and undesirable
development in future up and around Highfields. COG6HAlt- harmful impact on a
protected lane.
• Could affect setting and curtilage of Highfields Farm Grade 2 listed building.
Proposed development will give rise to an increased risk of flooding to West Street. West
Street drainage already inadequate, eg. flood May 2012. Consultation with the
Environment Agency is required.
The Parish Council gave up the vicarage fields which were used by the community, why
do they need more open space here?
Officer Comments
2.13 Officers consider that the reasons why the site should not be allocated, which are set
out in the representations against COG13HAlt and COG6HAlt, are valid.
2.14 Representation Opposed to All Alternative Housing Sites
• The Council's housing supply figures indicate that there is an adequate supply of
dwellings in the district for the plan period.
• These would be harmful to the character of the village, as a small market town with a
rural setting.
• It would place pressure on inadequate local faculties, including the primary and
secondary schools, doctor’s surgery and community bus service.
• Adverse impact on the highway network.
• Impact on nature conservation.
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LOCAL DEVELOPMENT
FRAMEWORK SUB-CTTE

AGENDA
THIS MEETING IS OPEN TO THE PUBLIC (Please note that this meeting will be webcast and audio
recorded)
http://www.braintree.gov.uk/meetings

Date: Monday, 17th June 2013
Time: 6.00pm
Venue: Council Chamber, Causeway House, Braintree CM7 9HB
Membership:
Councillor D L Bebb

Councillor Lady P Newton

Councillor G Butland

Councillor W D Scattergood

Councillor A V E Everard

Councillor C Siddall

Councillor M C M Lager

Councillor M Thorogood

Councillor J M Money

Councillor R G Walters (Chairman)

Members are requested to attend this meeting, to transact the following business:PUBLIC SESSION
1.

Apologies for Absence

2.

Declarations of Interests. To declare the existence of any interests relating to items on
the Agenda having regard to the Code of Conduct for Members and having taken
appropriate advice (where necessary) before the meeting.

3.

Minutes. To approve as a correct record the Minutes of the meeting of the Local
Development Framework Sub-Committee held on 13th June 2013. (Copy to
follow).

4.

Question Time. (See paragraph on Page ii of the Agenda).

5.

Site Allocations and Development Management Plan Draft - Inset Plans for
HATFIELD PEVEREL, NOUNSLEY, BRAINTREE AND BOCKING, CRESSING
and CRESSING TYE, SHALFORD CHURCH END, GREAT YELDHAM, and
EARLS COLNE – SITES EAR3H and EAR1H, plus additional comments by
Greenfields Community Housing, and other settlements within the District
without development boundaries. To consider the attached report. (Page 1)
(An Appendix is enclosed for Members of the Sub-Committee only, but it may be
viewed on the Council’s web site).

i

6.

Urgent Business. To consider any matter, which in the opinion of the Chairman,
should be considered in public by reason of special circumstances (to be
specified) as a matter of urgency.

7.

To agree the exclusion of the public and press for the consideration of the
following item for the reasons set out in Part 1 of Schedule 12(A) of the Local
Government Act 1972.
At the time of compiling the Agenda, there were no items for inclusion in this part of the
Agenda.

PRIVATE SESSION
8.

Urgent Business. To consider any matter, which in the opinion of the Chairman, should
be considered in private by reason of special circumstances (to be specified) as a matter of
urgency.
A PEACE
Member Services Manager

The last page of this Agenda is numbered 61.
QUESTION TIME
Immediately after the Minutes of the previous meeting have been approved there will be a period
of up to 30 minutes when members of the public can speak. Members of the public wishing to
speak should contact the Council's Member Services Section on 01376 552525 or e-mail
alison.webb@braintree.gov.uk at least two working days prior to the meeting. Members of the
public can remain to observe the whole of the public part of the meeting.
Contact Details
If you require any further information please contact Alison Webb on 01376 552525 or e-mail
alison.webb@braintree.gov.uk
Health and Safety
Any persons attending meetings at Causeway House are requested to take a few moments to
familiarise themselves with the nearest available fire exit, indicated by the fire evacuation signs.
In the event of a continuous alarm sounding during the meeting, you must evacuate the building
immediately and follow all instructions provided by a Council officer who will identify him/herself
should the alarm sound. You will be assisted to the nearest designated assembly point until it is
safe to return to the building.

ii

Mobile Phones
Please ensure that your mobile phone is switched off during the meeting.
Webcast and Audio Recording Please note that this meeting will be webcast and audio
recorded.
Agendas, reports and minutes for all the Council's public meetings can be accessed via the
internet at http://www.braintree.gov.uk/meetings
Braintree District Council welcomes comments from members of the public in order to make its
services as efficient and effective as possible. We would appreciate any suggestions regarding
the usefulness of the paperwork for this meeting, or the conduct of the meeting you have
attended.
Please let us have your comments setting out the following information
Meeting Attended

…………………………………………………….

Date of Meeting

…………………………………………………….

Comments……………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

iii

Minutes
Local Development
Framework SubCommittee
17th June 2013
Present:
Councillors
D L Bebb
G Butland
A V E Everard
M C M Lager
J M Money

Present
Yes
Apologies
Apologies
Yes
Yes

Councillors
Lady Newton
W D Scattergood
C Siddall
M Thorogood
R G Walters (Chairman)

Present
Yes
Yes
Apologies
Yes
Yes

Councillors Baugh, Horner, D Louis and Spray were also in attendance.
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DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST
INFORMATION: The following interests were declared:
Councillor J Baugh declared a non-pecuniary interest in Agenda Item 5 - Site
Allocations and Development Management Plan and Draft Inset Plans and, in particular,
sites located in Bocking as District Council Ward Councillor for Bocking South, and as
he had been contacted by an objector.
Councillor D L Bebb declared a non-pecuniary interest in Agenda Item 5 – Site
Allocations and Development Management Plan and Draft Inset Plans and, in particular,
sites located in Hatfield Peverel and Nounsley and access to Arla Dairies, Bury Lane,
Hatfield Peverel in his capacity as District Council Ward Councillor for Hatfield Peverel.
Councillor D L Bebb stated that he would take part in the discussion on these sites, but
not vote.
Councillor Lady Newton declared a non-pecuniary interest in Agenda Item 5 - Site
Allocations and Development Management Plan and Draft Inset Plans as the Essex
County Council elected Member for the Braintree Eastern Division and a member of the
County Council’s Development and Regulatory Committee.
Councillor G A Spray declared a non-pecuniary interest in Agenda Item 5 - Site
Allocations and Development Management Plan and Draft Inset Plans and, in particular,
sites located in Earls Colne as District Council Ward Councillor for The Three Colnes.
Councillor R G Walters declared a non-pecuniary interest in Agenda Item 5 - Site
Allocations and Development Management Plan and Draft Inset Plans as the Essex
County Council elected Member for the Great Notley and Three Fields Division.
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In accordance with the Code of Conduct, all Councillors remained in the meeting and
took part in the discussion, unless stated otherwise, when the matters were considered.
11

MINUTES
INFORMATION: The Minutes of the meeting of the Local Development Framework
Sub-Committee held on 13th June 2013 were not available for approval and were
deferred until the next meeting.
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QUESTION TIME
INFORMATION: Twenty two statements were made. Members of the Sub-Committee
agreed that the public should speak immediately prior to each village/site being
considered rather than during Question Time. Details of the people who spoke at the
meeting are contained in the Appendix to these Minutes.
Principally, these Minutes record decisions taken only and, where appropriate, the
reasons for the decisions.

13

SITE ALLOCATIONS AND DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT PLAN DRAFT - INSET
PLANS FOR HATFIELD PEVEREL, NOUNSLEY, BRAINTREE AND BOCKING,
CRESSING AND CRESSING TYE, SHALFORD CHURCH END, GREAT YELDHAM,
AND EARLS COLNE – SITES EAR3H AND EAR1H, PLUS ADDITIONAL
COMMENTS BY GREENFIELDS COMMUNITY HOUSING, AND OTHER
SETTLEMENTS WITHIN THE DISTRICT WITHOUT DEVELOPMENT BOUNDARIES
Councillor John Baugh (District Council Ward Councillor for Bocking South) attended
the meeting and spoke on this item and, in particular, Site BON16H – land rear of 45-59
Broad Road, Bocking.
Councillor Graham Bushby, representing Hatfield Peverel Parish Council, attended the
meeting and spoke on this item and, in particular, Sites HAT14H – land at
Waycott/Vineyards, Hatfield Peverel, HAT17H - land at Sorrells Field, Bury Lane,
Hatfield Peverel and HAT4MAlt – land at Woodend Farm, Hatfield Peverel.
Councillor Philip Rawlinson, representing Great Yeldham Parish Council, attended the
meeting and spoke on this item and, in particular, Sites GRY3H - Nuns Walk Field,
Great Yeldham and GRY5X - Hunnable Industrial Estate, Great Yeldham.
Councillor Gabrielle Spray, (District Council Ward Councillor for The Three Colnes)
attended the meeting and spoke on this item and, in particular Sites EAR1H(N) and
EAR1H(S) - land South of Halstead Road, Earls Colne.
INFORMATION: Mrs E Dash, Planning Policy Manager, presented a report on the
preparation of the Site Allocations and Development Management Plan and the Draft
Inset Plans to be included within it. The report included proposed Inset Plans for the
villages/town of Hatfield Peverel, Nounsley, Braintree and Bocking, Cressing and
Cressing Tye, Shalford Church End, Great Yeldham, and Earls Colne – Sites EAR3H
and EAR1H, plus additional comments by Greenfields Community Housing, and other
settlements within the District without development boundaries
A Site Allocations and Development Management Plan was required to set out land
allocations and policies, against which future planning applications for development in
11
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the District would be determined over the period to 2026. The Plan had to be in
accordance with the Council’s Core Strategy which set out the overall strategy for future
development in the District and the number of dwellings for which land should be
allocated, details of which were set out in the report.
Public consultation on the draft Site Allocations and Development Management Plan
had taken place between 9th January and 22nd February 2013. The report summarised
the representations which had been received and set out the Officers’ comments on
these, including additional sites which had been proposed. The report recommended
the inclusion of sites within the ‘Submission Draft’ of the Site Allocations and
Development Management Plan which would be published for a six week period. Any
representations submitted during that time would be considered by an Inspector
appointed by the Planning Inspectorate to examine the soundness of the Plan.
A written statement received from Councillor Everard, District Council Ward Councillor
for Bocking North regarding Site BON16H – land rear of 45-59 Broad Road, Bocking
and Site BON5CH – land at Polly’s Hill, Church Lane, Bocking was read to the SubCommittee during the consideration of this item.
During the consideration of Site BON16H – land rear of 45-59 Broad Road, Bocking,
reference was made to an E-Mail which had been received from Councillor Abbott,
District Council Ward Councillor for Bradwell, Silver End and Rivenhall. Councillor
Abbott considered that the site had high landscape character and visual sensitivity,
being situated at the top of a steep slope overlooking the river valley, and that there
were views to it from surrounding land and public rights of way. Councillor Abbott
queried whether the public footpath leading from the road was within the site (it was
confirmed by an Officer that this footpath was not within the site). Councillor Abbott
requested that the allocation of Site BON16H for development should be removed, or
that the site should be reconsidered at a future meeting of the Sub-Committee.
DECISION: That, subject to the draft Site Allocations and Development Management
Plan being approved in its entirety by the Council for public consultation:That the draft Inset Plans for the villages/town of Hatfield Peverel, Nounsley, Braintree
and Bocking, Cressing and Cressing Tye, Shalford Church End, Great Yeldham, and
Earls Colne – sites EAR3H and EAR1H, plus additional comments by Greenfields
Community Housing, and other settlements within the District without development
boundaries and the specific recommendations set out in the report relating to these
settlements, be approved, subject to the recommendations relating to Hatfield Peverel,
Nounsley, Braintree and Bocking, Shalford Church End, Great Yeldham, Earls Colne
and Greenfields Community Housing being amended as follows :-
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Hatfield Peverel
(1)

That the amended draft Site Allocations and Development Management Plan
Inset Map for Hatfield Peverel, as shown in the Appendix to the report, be
approved including the following amendments:a - Allocation of the cricket ground for formal recreation;
b - Proposed extension to the burial ground;
c – Allocation of the allotments off Church Street;
d – Inclusion of The Duke of Wellington Public House garden within the Local
Centre boundary and exclusion of the belt of trees along the A12;
e - Retention of the allocation of Site HAT17H – land at Sorrells Field, Bury
Lane, Hatfield Peverel including the property known as Mortiers, as a
residential site of 10 or more dwellings and the identification of structural
landscaping screening adjacent to the A12.

(2)

That the allocation of Site HAT14H - land at Waycott/Vineyards, Hatfield Peverel
as a residential site of 10 or more dwellings including structural landscaping
screening adjacent to the A12 be deleted from the Plan.

(3)

That no other alternative sites in Hatfield Peverel be allocated for development

NOTE: It was agreed that Site HAT20X – land adjacent to Walnut Tree Cottage, The
Street, Hatfield Peverel should not be included within the development boundary.
Nounsley
(1)

That consideration of Site HAT15HAlt - land adjacent to Badgers Oak, Nounsley
Road, Nounsley, and the possible inclusion of properties known as Badgers Oak,
The Bourne, Red Robins, Timbers and Barns and Gate Farmhouse, Nounsley
Road, Nounsey within the development boundary, be deferred.

(2)

That no other alternative sites in Nounsley, including Sites HAT11HAlt - land to
South-East of The Sportsman’s Arms Public House, Sportsman’s Lane,
Nounsley; HAT19X - land at Priory Farmhouse, Sportsman’s Lane, Nounsley;
and HAT21X – The Sportsman’s Arms Public House, Sportsman’s Lane,
Nounsley, be allocated for development.

Braintree and Bocking
(1)

That the allocation of Site BON16H – land to the rear of 45-59 Broad Road,
Bocking be deleted from the draft Site Allocations and Development Management
Plan.
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(2)

(Site BON5CH – land at Polly’s Hill, Church Lane, Bocking)
That the following requirement (additional wording in italics) be added to Policy
ADM6:Care Homes and Specialist Housing Allocations
An extension to St Dominic’s Care Home in Kelvedon and land at Polly’s Field off
Church Lane, Bocking have been allocated for Care Homes on the Proposals
Map. Within these areas, proposals will only be acceptable for specialist
housing. Development at Polly’s Field will be limited to two storeys in height to
limit the impact upon the character of this area of Church Lane and the wider
landscape. General needs housing will not be permitted on any part of the site.

(3)

That consideration of Site BON8HAlt – Bakehouse and Unit 1, Bovingdon Road,
Bocking be deferred.

(4)

That consideration of Site BON19HAlt – Former Landfill Site, Bovingdon Road,
Bocking be deferred.

(5)

That the existing commercial/leisure use allocation at Site BON12MAlt –
Towerlands, Panfield Lane, Bocking be retained

(6)

That no other alternative sites in Bocking North, including Sites BON4HAlt,
BON7MAlt, BON9HAlt, BON11HAlt and BON34X – land at Straits Mill, Convent
Lane, or to the East of Broad Road/Highfields Stile Farm Road, Bocking,
Braintree be allocated for development in the draft Site Allocations and
Development Management Plan.

(7)

That consideration of Site BRC80E - Broomhills Industrial Estate, Pod’s Brook
Road/Rayne Road, Braintree be deferred.

(8)

That the allocation of Site BRE26H - land at Braintree Tennis Club, Cressing
Road, Braintree as a residential site of 10 or more dwellings be extended to
include an additional area of land as shown on page 70 of the Appendix to the
report.

(9)

That an additional area of parking be allocated at Braintree Freeport Outlet
Village on land adjacent to Freeport Railway Station, Braintree, as shown on
page 72 of the Appendix to the report.

(10)

(Greenfields Community Housing Sites)
That the incorrect education designation be removed from Greenfields
Community Housing land to the rear of Nos. 95 to 97 Lister Road, Braintree, as
shown on page 74 of the Appendix to the report.
That the incorrect informal recreation and Suitable Accessible Natural
Greenspace (SANG) designation be removed from Greenfields Community
Housing land to the rear of Nos. 59 to 69 Rifle Hill, Braintree, as shown on page
76 of the Appendix to the report.
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That the incorrect allotments allocation be removed from the Greenfields
Community Housing car parking area to the rear of Nos. 4 to 8 Dukes Road,
Braintree, as shown on page 78 of the Appendix to the report.
(11)

That, with respect to all other sites in Bocking and Braintree, High Garrett and
land adjacent to the A120 (West Tey Consortium) no further changes be made to
development boundaries, and no additional, or alternative sites be allocated for
development.

Shalford Church End
(1)

That Site SHA1 - land between Little Gables and Fox Cottages, Shalford Church
End be excluded from the development boundary which will end at Little Gables,
subject to the line of the boundary being drawn along the edge of the road as
shown on the map circulated at the meeting.

(2)

That the development boundary at Site SHA7HAlt - White Court, Braintree Road,
Shalford Church End be amended and the frontage of the site designated as
Visually Important Space and informal recreation, as shown on page 93 of the
Appendix to the report.

Great Yeldham
(1)

That the allocation of Site GRY3H - Nuns Walk Field, Great Yeldham as a
residential site of 10 or more dwellings be retained.

(2)

That land at Site GRY5X - Hunnable Industrial Estate, Great Yeldham be
allocated for residential, community and employment uses as shown on page 100
of the Appendix to the report

(3)

That land located at the junction of Toppesfield Road and the A1017, Great
Yeldham (GRY1HAlt) be allocated as informal recreation.

(4)

That no other alternative sites in Great Yeldham be allocated for development.

(5)

That the community use designation of the green at Whitlock Drive, Great
Yeldham be removed and replaced by an informal recreation designation.

(6)

That further detailed information be sought from the site promoter to ensure that
the proposal to redevelop Site GRY5X - Hunnable Industrial Estate, Great
Yeldham for residential, community and employment uses is viable.

Earls Colne
(1)

That Site EAR3H - land North of Station Road, Earls Colne be allocated for
residential development, informal recreation and structural landscaping as shown
on the map circulated at the meeting (removing the informal recreation
designation from the area of land South-West of Keepers Cottage).

(2)

That the revised residential development boundary, informal recreation space
and structural landscaping at Sites EAR1H(N) and EAR1H(S) – land South of
Halstead Road, Earls Colne, as shown on page 112 of the Appendix to the
report, be approved.

Greenfields Community Housing
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(1)

That the designation of Greenfields Community Housing land adjacent to Church
Street, Kelvedon be amended from informal recreation to Visually Important
Space.

(2)

That the Visually Important Space designation on Greenfields Community
Housing land adjacent to 111 Windmill Road, Halstead be retained.

(3)

That the Visually Important Space designation on Greenfields Community
Housing land at Parkfields, Sible Hedingham be retained.

(4)

That the Visually Important Space designation on Greenfields Community
Housing land at the junction of De Vere Road and Station Road, Earls Colne be
removed.

(5)

That consideration of the designation of Greenfields Community Housing land
adjacent to Oxley House, Black Notley be deferred to enable information to be
submitted regarding Black Notley Parish Council’s application for village green
status.

The meeting commenced at 6.00pm and closed at 9.15pm.
Councillor R G Walters

(Chairman)
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APPENDIX
LOCAL DEVELOPMENT FRAMEWORK SUB-COMMITTEE
17TH JUNE 2013
PUBLIC QUESTION TIME
Details of Questions Asked / Statements Made During Public Question Time
Statements Relating to Item 5 - Site Allocations and Development Management Plan
Draft - Inset Plans For Hatfield Peverel, Nounsley, Braintree and Bocking, Cressing and
Cressing Tye, Shalford Church End, Great Yeldham, and Earls Colne – Sites EAR3H
and EAR1H, Plus Additional Comments by Greenfields Community Housing, and Other
Settlements Within the District Without Development Boundaries
Hatfield Peverel
Statement by Mr Matthew Lee, 5 Yew Tree Close, Hatfield Peverel (Re. Site HAT14H –
land at Waycott/Vineyards, Hatfield Peverel (objector))
Statement by Mr Eddie Hymas, 14 Rookery Close, Hatfield Peverel (Re. Site HAT17H land at Sorrells Field, Bury Lane, Hatfield Peverel (objector))
Statement by Mr James Firth, Strutt and Parker, Coval Hall, Chelmsford (Re. Site
HAT17H - land at Sorrells Field, Bury Lane, Hatfield Peverel (Agent for site promoter))
Statement by Mr Richard Gray, (address not supplied) (Re. Sites HAT2HAlt and
HAT3HAlt - land South of The Street, West of Garden Field, Stonepath Drive, Hatfield
Peverel (land owner/site promoter))
Statement by Councillor Graham Bushby for Hatfield Peverel Parish Council (Re. Sites
HAT14H – land at Waycott/Vineyards, Hatfield Peverel, HAT17H - land at Sorrells Field,
Bury Lane, Hatfield Peverel and HAT4MAlt – land at Woodend Farm, Hatfield Peverel
(objector to allocations))
Nounsley
Statement by Mr Gary Miller, Barnards and Gates Farm, Nounsley Road, Nounsley (Re.
Sites HAT11HAlt - land to South-East of The Sportsman’s Arms Public House,
Sportsman’s Lane, Nounsley; HAT19X - land at Priory Farmhouse, Sportsman’s Lane,
Nounsley; and HAT21X – The Sportsman’s Arms Public House, Sportsman’s Lane,
Nounsley (spokesman for objectors))
Statement by Mr Angus Bates, c/o Mr Chris Loon, Springfields Planning &
Development, 15 Springfields, Great Dunmow (Re. Site HAT21X – The Sportsman’s
Arms Public House, Sportsman’s Lane, Nounsley (land owner))
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For further information regarding these Minutes please contact Alison Webb, Member Services on
01376 552525 Ext. 2614 or E-Mail alison.webb@braintree.gov.uk

Braintree and Bocking
Statement by Councillor John Baugh, 67 Church Lane, Bocking, Braintree (Re. Site
BON16H – land rear of 45-59 Broad Road, Bocking (objector))
Statement by Mr Terry Cooper (address not supplied) (Re. Site BON16H – land rear of
45-59 Broad Road, Bocking (objector))
Statement by Mr Jim Konig, 107 Bridport Way, Braintree (Re. Sites off Broad Road and
Convent Lane, Bocking, (Chairman of and spokesman for Convent Lane and Broad
Road Action Group (CLABRAG)/objector))
Statement by Mr Tony Joyce, 116 Broad Road, Braintree (Re. Site BON7MAlt – land to
the East of Broad Road/Highfields Stile Farm Road, Braintree (CLABRAG Executive
Ctte/objector))
Statement by Mr James Firth, Strutt and Parker, Coval Hall, Chelmsford (Re. Site
BON4HAlt - land off Convent Lane, Braintree (Agent for site promoter))
Statement by Mr Paul Yeates, Grove House, Bradfords Court, Bradford Street,
Braintree (Re. Site BOB7HAlt - land rear of Bradford Street, Braintree (objector))
Cressing and Cressing Tye
Statement by Mr Mark Jackson, Mark Jackson Planning, Gateway House, 19 Great
Notley Avenue, Great Notley (Re. Site CRE18X – Ivy Cottage, Long Green, Cressing
(Agent for site promoter))
Shalford Church End
Statement by Mrs Heather Legerton, c/o Mr Chris Loon, Springfields Planning &
Development, 15 Springfields, Great Dunmow (Re. Site SHA7HAlt - land at White Court,
Shalford (land owner/site promoter))
Statement by Dr Peter Mayo, 1 Fox Cottages, Church End, Shalford (Re. Site SHA1 land between Little Gables and Fox Cottages, Shalford Church End (objector))
Great Yeldham
Statement by Mr James Gray, c/o Strutt and Parker, Coval Hall, Chelmsford (Re. Site
GRY3H - Nuns Walk Field, Great Yeldham (land owner/site promoter))
Statement by Councillor Philip Rawlinson for Great Yeldham Parish Council (Re. Sites
GRY3H - Nuns Walk Field, Great Yeldham and GRY5X - Hunnable Industrial Estate,
Great Yeldham (speaking in support of Site GRY5X))
Earls Colne
Statement by Mr John Wilson, (address not supplied) (Re. Site EAR3H - land North of
Station Road, Earls Colne (objector/against allocation of site))
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For further information regarding these Minutes please contact Alison Webb, Member Services on
01376 552525 Ext. 2614 or E-Mail alison.webb@braintree.gov.uk

Statement by Mr Andrew Hodgson, Savills, Unex House, 132-134 Hills Road,
Cambridge (Re. Site EAR3H - land North of Station Road, Earls Colne (Agent for site
promoter))
Statement by Mr Stuart Williamson, AMEC Environment and Infrastructure UK Limited,
Gables House, Kenilworth Road, Leamington Spa (Re. Sites EAR1H(N) and EAR1H(S)
- land South of Halstead Road, Earls Colne (Agent for site promoter))
Statement by Councillor Gabrielle Spray, 21 Morleys Road, Earls Colne (Re. Sites
EAR1H(N) and EAR1H(S) - land South of Halstead Road, Earls Colne (speaking as
District Councillor for The Three Colnes Ward)
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Local Development Framework Sub-Ctte
17th June 2013
Report upon Representations to Draft Site Allocations
and Development Management Plan Draft for
Consultation 2013 relating to Hatfield Peverel,
Nounsley, the Main Town of Braintree and Bocking,
Cressing and Cressing Tye, Shalford Church End,
Great Yeldham, Earls Colne EAR3H and EAR1H,
additional comments by Greenfields Community
Housing and other settlements in the District without
development boundaries
Corporate Priority:
Report presented by:
Report prepared by:

Agenda No: 5

Building a Prosperous District. A Better Place.
Eleanor Dash and Emma Goodings
Eleanor Dash, Emma Goodings, Alan Massow and Juliet
Kirkaldy

Background Papers:
Public Report: Yes
Braintree District Core Strategy 2011. National Planning
Policy Framework.
Braintree District Site Allocations and Development
Management Plan - Draft for Consultation 2013.
Responses to Public Consultation (on line in Planning
Policy Consultation Portal on Braintree Council website
under Planning Policy). Braintree Annual Monitoring Report
2012.
Hatfield Peverel Highway Assessments:
- HAT 14 (Land at Waycott/Vineyards) Highway
Position Statement on behalf of Thomas Dixon
Developments
- HAT 14 (Land at Waycott/Vineyards) Highways
Statement Access (automatic traffic count summary)
on behalf of Thomas Dixon Developments
- HAT 17 (Sorrells Field) Highways Position Statement
on behalf of Knight Developments
- Highways Agency response – initial review of
Highway Position Statement HAT 14 (Land at
Waycott/Vineyards)
- Highways Agency response – initial review of
Highway Position Statement HAT 17 (Sorrells Field)
- Highways Agency further response on Highway
Position Statement HAT 14.
Options:
Key Decision: No
To approve, or not to approve, changes to the Draft Site
Allocations and Development Management Plan set out in
this report, or to make further changes to the Draft Plan.
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Executive Summary:
The report sets out the context of the Site Allocations and Development Management
Plan (ADM) in terms of housing numbers as set out in the adopted Core Strategy. The
report then goes on to discuss the representations which were received during the
consultation relating to the Key Service Village of Hatfield Peverel, the Other Village of
Nounsley, the Main Town of Braintree and Bocking, the Other Villages of Cressing and
Cressing Tye, the Other Village of Shalford Church End (deferred from the LDF Sub
Committee on the 11th April 2013), the Other Village of Great Yeldham, the Key Service
Village of Earls Colne sites EAR3H and EAR1H (partly deferred from LDF Sub
Committee 26th March 2013), additional comments submitted by Greenfields Community
Housing and all other settlements in the District without development boundaries. It sets
out a summary of the representations, including those from the Parish Councils and
other key stakeholders and officer comments on those representations. Where additional
sites have been proposed these are also set out.
There will be a recommendation to Council (this is intended to be on 29.7.13) to approve
the draft Site Allocations and Development Management Plan in its entirety.
Decision:
To approve the inset plans and recommendations as set out in the report for Hatfield
Peverel, Nounsley, Braintree and Bocking, Cressing, Cressing Tye, Shalford Church
End, Great Yedham and Earls Colne, additional comments by Greenfields Community
Housing, and all other settlements in the District without development boundaries.
Purpose of Decision: To approve allocations to be included in the draft Site Allocations
and Development Management Plan, which will be included in the Submission Draft of
the Plan.
Corporate implications
Financial:
Costs of preparing the Site Allocations and Development
Management Plan
Legal:
The Site Allocations and Development Management Plan
Cannot be adopted unless it is found to be sound by the
Planning Inspectorate. It will be the basis for future planning
decisions.
Equalities/Diversity
The Council’s policies should take account of equalities and
diversity and will be subject to an equalities impact
assessment.
Customer Impact:
Providing housing, employment, open space and
infrastructure and protecting the countryside and the
environment.
Environment and
Impact on environment of sustainable policies and
Climate Change:
sustainable design of housing.
Consultation/Community Consultation with the public and stakeholders between
Engagement:
10.1.13 and 22.2.13.
Risks:
That the Draft Site Allocations and Development
Management Plan may not be found sound when it is
examined by the Planning Inspector.
Officer Contact:
Emma Goodings
Designation:
Local Plans Manager
Ext. No.
2511
E-mail:
emmgo@braintree.gov.uk
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1. Background
1.1The Council is preparing the Site Allocations and Development Management Plan
(ADM) to set out land allocations and policies, which will be used to determine future
planning applications in the District, over the period to 2026.
1.2 The Council has already prepared a Core Strategy, which sets out the overall
strategy for future development in the District and aims to concentrate future growth
in sustainable locations and to promote the development of previously developed
land and urban regeneration. The Core Strategy sets out the overall numbers of
dwellings for which land should be allocated over the period to 2026 and the Site
Allocations Plan must be in accordance with the Core Strategy.
Public Consultation
1.3 The public consultation on the draft ADM took place between the 9th January and

22nd February 2013. On the first two days of the consultation, site notices were
placed at all residential sites of 10 or more dwellings and new employment
allocations. These included a map of the proposed site, the date and location of the
nearest public exhibition and details of where to find out more information and how to
respond to the consultation.
1.4 The Council also held a series of 12 public exhibitions in the District between the
15th January and the 7th February, which were located in the Main Towns, Key
Service Villages and Great Yeldham. These were very well attended with a total of
around 880 attendees across the 12 exhibitions. An unstaffed display was also
available at Braintree and Witham libraries for the duration of the consultation period
and at Halstead library from the 8th to the 22nd of February.
1.5 Several Parish Councils also arranged their own meetings to discuss the
proposals for their areas.

2. Hatfield Peverel
2.1 There have been around 150 representations submitted concerning Hatfield
Peverel. The Council has received petitions opposing both developments at HAT14H
(land at Waycott/Vineyards) and HAT17H (land at Sorrells Field, Bury Lane). A
petition was also received for HAT4MAlt/WIS 6 (Growth Location at Lodge Farm)
indicating that the additional 100 dwellings proposed at the Growth location off
Hatfield Road WIS6 should be provided on adjoining site HAT4MAlt land at Wood
Farm.
2.2 The draft Site Allocations and Development Management Plan for Hatfield
Peverel identifies HAT14H (land at Waycott/Vineyards) and HAT17H (land at Sorrells
Field, Bury Lane) as residential sites for 10 or more dwellings with an access road
proposed through HAT17H to Arla Dairy. HAT18E (Arla Dairy) is identified as an
employment site. The plan also identifies the railway station car park, the local centre
boundary, informal/formal recreation, education, allotments, cemetery/churchyard,
historic park and garden, proposed cycle/pedestrian link and an ancient monument.
2.3 A Ward Councillor has asked that attention is drawn to the following statistics for
Hatfield Peverel:
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•

Hatfield Peverel has had significantly lower relative dwelling completions over
the past 10 and 15 years than other Key Service Villages. Table 1 sets out the
2011 Census population for each Key Service Village and the number of
dwellings that have been previously provided in these villages over different
timescales, to provide a context for the growth now been proposed up to 2026.

Table 1
Key Service
Villages

2011
Census
Population

Hatfield Peverel
Coggeshall
Earls Colne
Kelvedon
Sible Hedingham
Silver End

4376
4727
3693
3587
3994
3861

•

Dwelling
Completions
15 years
1997 - 2012
46
155
169
99
173
107

Dwelling
Completions
20 years
1992 - 2012
94
246
197
207
200
157

Population for Hatfield Peverel

2001 Census
(Hatfield Peverel)
2001 Census
(District)
2011 Census
(Hatfield Peverel)
2011 Census
(District
•

Dwelling
Completions
10 years
2002 - 12
31
87
157
59
120
91

4,384

3.32% of
District popn.
100%

132,179
4,376

2.97% of
District popn.
100%

147, 084

Population Profile for Hatfield Peverel

• Affordable Housing Statistics for Hatfield Peverel
Source: Housing SatNav
http://www.braintree.gov.uk/housingstatnav/downloads/file/18/hatfield_peverel_key_s
tatistics
Tenure of housing (Census 2011)
• 73% owner occupied
• 16% social rented
• 10% private rented
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•

There are 282 existing housing association homes to rent in Hatfield Peverel.

Lettings history

Number of bids per property in Hatfield Peverel

2.4 Hat14H (Land at Waycott/Vineyards)
(Gross site area Ha: 1 – proposed residential site - approx.30 dwellings)
Hat17H (Land at Sorrells Field, Bury Lane)
(Gross site area Ha: 1.88 - proposed residential site - approx.40 dwellings / 50
dwellings (including Mortiers))
Summary of objection representations
2.5 General Issues
• Coalescence with Witham and Hatfield Peverel (HAT 14). How far will
development on HAT 14 be allowed to proceed?
• Development of these sites is not in accordance with adopted Core Strategy.
• Sites are located outside of the existing Village Envelope. Hatfield Peverel is
the largest Key Service Village and therefore does not justify any
development.
• HAT17 Sorrellls Field is located in a position not easily accessible to village or
A12.
• The garage site on The Street should be regenerated instead of HAT 14 (Land
at Waycott/Vineyards) and HAT 17 (Land at Sorrells Field, Bury Lane).
• These developments will set a precedent for a pattern of development which is
not sustainable or justified.
• The B1019 is the most congested road in Essex.
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•
•
•
•

At the public Parish Council meeting there was a resounding objection (246
residents) to the development of HAT 14 and HAT 17.
Development of these sites will provide no real economic benefit to the village.
Development of these sites will devalue property.
Development north of the A12 splits the village built-up area.

2.6 Services/Facilities Issues
• The existing services in the village cannot cope (schools/doctors etc.).
• There are problems with the sewerage system in the village.
• The drainage system cannot cope with more development.
2.7 Environmental Issues
• Development will have an impact on existing wildlife.
• Noise pollution due to proximity to the A12. 50mph should be enforced limit on
A12 adjacent to the village.
• There is no amenity space on this side (north of A12) of Hatfield Peverel.
• Sorrells Field (HAT 17) adjacent to Arla Dairy is a poor environment for
development. There was recently a chemical spill here there is a railway line
on one side and the A12 on the other.
2.8 General Transportation/Highway Issues
• Usage of the railway station will increase. There are already parking problems
with the station with commuters parking in residential areas.
• Traffic from Maldon and beyond trying to access the A12 causes congestion.
• A new road should be taken from Maldon Road across to the old gravel pits to
Lynfield junction of the A12 to reduce traffic at the junction of Maldon Road
and the mini- roundabout.
• It is dangerous to cycle to/from these sites.
2.9 HAT14H (Land at Waycott/Vineyards) Transportation/Highway Issues
• Footpaths along The Street and Vineyards are dangerous.
• There is a public footpath which runs through this site.
• The A12 slip near to HAT 14 is recognised as being too short and is
substandard.
• Exit from the site should be via the Pines.
• There needs to be pedestrian access through the Pines to allow commuter
access to the railway station.
• The A12 bridges are in poor condition. The bridge near HAT14 (Land at
Waycott/Vineyards) is partially closed which causes tail- backs.
• Development of this site could pose a traffic hazard if access is gained
through the Pines.
• Do not want a pedestrian access to the station through the Pines.
2.10 HAT 17H (Land at Sorrells Field, Bury Lane) Transportation/Highway
Issues
• There is congestion on the A12 slipway during peak hours which is
dangerous.
• Junction improvements are needed at Bury Lane/Main Street.
• Footpaths along The Street and Bury Lane are dangerous.
• There is not a pedestrian crossing near the post office.
• The traffic coming onto the slip road at Sorrells Field travel in excess of the
speed.
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•
•
•

Arla Dairy could fund a new access road if they wanted it.
Bury Lane is in poor condition.
Provision should be made for a footpath to connect HAT17H to Station Road,
to minimise cars travelling to station at peak times.

2.11 Petitions Received
•
•

Against HAT 14 – 255 signatures
Against WIS6 Lodge Farm Growth Location (to move 100 dwellings onto HAT
4) – 28 signatures

Summary of support representations
2.12 HAT 14H - 1 ha (Land at Waycott/Vineyards – submitted by ‘Thomas Dixon
Developments’ agent promoting the site) HAT14HAlt (measures 7.59ha)
• Do not think that the reduced area and shape of the site will lead to the most
efficient use of land for residential development. Proposing use of the
remaining agricultural land and installation of utilities. Therefore, enlarge site
to 1.5ha which is a practical and sustainable use of the land.
2.13 HAT 17H (Land at Sorrells Field, Bury Lane 1.88ha)
• Support alternative access road to Arla Dairy through Sorrells Field and a
modest development (12 dwellings).
• Owner of the property the ‘Brecklands’, Station Road indicates they are willing
for their garden to be used to enable a footpath link to be constructed to
provide a shorter connection to the railway station. (Identified in plan in
appendix).
2.14 HAT 17H (Submitted by ‘Strutt and Parker’ on behalf of Knight
Developments)
• The site is fully deliverable, its allocation is fully justified and appropriate when
considered against reasonable alternatives and is consistent with the spatial
strategy set out by the Core Strategy.
• The site is located within reasonable walking distance of services and facilities
within Hatfield Peverel. It is a sustainable location to deliver homes to meet
local housing need and also has potential to deliver wider community benefits,
such as the proposed highway improvements and road links.
• The site is located amongst existing development in this area of Hatfield
Peverel and would therefore not unacceptably impact on landscape character
and the amenity of the countryside in accordance with Policy CS5 and CS8.
• The Sustainability Appraisal of the draft Site Allocations and Development
Management Plan includes assessment of Site HAT17H at Sorrells Field
(Addendum to Annex D, paragraph 2.8.2 and shows the site should be
considered to be sustainable, particularly with regards to its accessible
location, access to bus services, and access to rail links as a consequence of
the nearby station in Hatfield Peverel.
• A key opportunity at this site is the potential to provide a road link directly from
Bury Lane to the Arla Works site, the deliverability of which is otherwise
uncertain. This would reduce congestion and the amount of HGVs travelling
through the village. The improved access to the Arla Works site would help
support its allocation as an employment area in the draft Site Allocations and
Development Management Plan (site HAT18E).
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•

There are no over-riding site access constraints and the site represents an
appropriate allocation for development with the opportunity to provide highway
safety benefits for the village.
• The site is adjacent to the existing development boundary and existing
development in this area of Hatfield Peverel. The site will not adversely impact
on the wider countryside or landscape character.
• Option 1 - The site provides for a development of approximately 40 homes.
The dwellings provided would consist mainly of detached and semi-detached
properties consistent with the character of context of the surrounding
development in accordance with Policy ADM60.
• Option 2 - In addition to the features set out in option 1, this option provides
for the inclusion of land at the existing property of Mortiers within the site
boundary. The land at Mortiers is not presently included within the allocation
(Site HAT17H) identified in the draft Site Allocations and Development
Management Plan. Should this land be included within the final allocation,
however, the site would have potential to deliver an approximate additional 10
units to help meet housing needs in this sustainable location. Hatfield Peverel
is identified as a Key Service Village for sustainable growth in the Braintree
Core Strategy and therefore this option provides for additional sustainable
development whilst still providing the key community benefits associated with
this site. This option would not result in any greater landscape impacts and a
landscape buffer would be provided to the western boundary of the site.
2.15 Parish Council representations
• The general services and facilities (doctors/dentist/school/nurseries) are close
to capacity or beyond. Developers will need to provide additional services
within their development boundaries.
• There is a commuter parking problem.
• Traffic volume and speeding are two of the biggest problems in Hatfield
Peverel. Regular closure of A12 leads to blockages in the village.
• The slip roads on/off the A12 will not cope with additional development in the
village and extra development planned for the Maldon area.
• Development will lead to increased traffic. Access through village is poor at
peak times.
• There are safety and maintenance concerns of the 3 bridges over the A12.
• Neither slip road nor junction will cope with a lorry every 6 minutes for a
proposed two-way access route to Arla Dairy.
• The Parish Council did agree to a small development on HAT 14H (Land at
Waycotts/Vineyards) However, since consulting with residents there are valid
reasons why the site should not be included:
- Slip road is too short
- Access to and from Vineyards is problematic
- Safe pedestrian access is questionable
• Arla Dairy site if it should become available in the future should be used as a
mixed use housing/employment site.
• Sewerage and drainage system is insufficient.
• There is no economic benefit to developing the sites.
• Parish Council only supported a one- way access from Bury Lane across
Sorrells Field to Arla Dairy.
• HGV’s will cause havoc at Bury Lane/The Street
• Recent chemical spillage at Arla Dairy may endanger public if a further 40
dwellings are built.
• Noise/vibration from Arla Dairy HGVs causes disturbance to local residents.
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•
•
•
•

HAT 14H/HAT 17H should not take place within the village until significant
improvements to roads/bridges/services are rectified and residents are
satisfied the village is in a better position.
The Duke of Wellington should be included within the retail area.
The green areas behind the library should be kept free from development.
The country roads leading to the proposed park are poor country lanes, which
will create additional problems with traffic to and from the proposed park
clogging up the B1019.

2.16 Essex Highways representations
•

HAT 14H - The transport assessment submitted by the promoter of the site
has used a speed of 33.4 mph with a 2 second reaction time and a 0.375g
(3.68m/s) deceleration rate to calculate a visibility splay of 62.5 metres. This is
incorrect as they should have used a deceleration rate of 0.25g (2.45m/s) as
stated in standards, this would give a visibility splay of 77.7metres. The
transport assessment has stated the maximum visibility splay they can
achieve is 77 metres which is acceptable. The 2 metre wide footway at the site
entrance should continue into the site before turning into a shared surface.
Full details to be agreed at a planning application stage.

•

HAT 17H – No specific concerns regarding the transport assessment
submitted by the promoter of the site. We have also had discussions with the
Highway Agency and they have raised concerns regarding queuing at peak
times from the junction of Bury Lane with The Street back onto the A12. The
applicant will need to do a capacity analysis as part of the transport
assessment submitted with the planning application and address any issues.

2.17 Highways Agency representations
• HAT 14H – Based on the material submitted through the transport assessment
and following further analysis we would be minded to grant permission on this
site if it were to be submitted, but would request the Local Planning Authority
to require the following information to be provided as part of any Transport
Statement or Assessment at Planning Application stage: a) An updated speed
survey… b) A detailed layout plan of the site access… c) Swept path plots to
show how the occasional Heavy Goods Vehicle requiring access to the site
can manoeuvre in and out without forcing other traffic to slow down suddenly
and excessively as they approach the access point and confirm that vehicles
could still enter the site if a large vehicle was waiting in the dwell area; d) If
necessary, a mitigation scheme to bring the access up to relevant design
standards as they exist at the time of the Planning Application.
•

HAT 17H – at the time of writing the report the Highways Agency were still
reviewing the findings of the Highways Position Statement submitted by Knight
Developments. Officers will provide a verbal update at the meeting.

2.18 Anglian Water representations
• HAT 14H and HAT 17H have been categorised overall as ‘green’ (capacity
available to serve the proposed growth) although concerns have been raised
regarding surface water network capacity.
2.19 Essex County Council representations
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•

•

Education - the additionally proposed dwellings in Key Service Village and
Other Villages may potentially have a significant impact on a local school’s
ability to accommodate the extra pupils generated, both in terms of the
physical capacity of buildings and the need to provide school transport. In
addition to provision of new additional schools, it is likely that some
remodelling and extension of existing schools will be required to
accommodate changing pupil numbers in parts of the District. Proposals to
meet the operational needs of schools should be positively supported through
an additional new policy in the document, to read, ‘Policy ADM38A-Existing
Education Provision – the remodelling and expansion of primary and
secondary schools will be supported to meet local need’.
Proposed Country Park - Essex County Council, as Minerals Authority,
supports this proposal as an appropriate after use of sand and gravel
extraction.

2.20 Health Authority representations
• The Site Allocations and Development Management Plan needs to include
supporting text and policies, to ensure necessary health care mitigation
measures are identified and secured, before development proposals can
proceed’. They are also seeking for a new policy ‘Health Impact Assessments
(HIA) to be submitted with planning applications for all residential
developments of 50 dwellings or more and all non-residential developments of
1,000m2 or more’.
Officer Comments
- General Issues
2.21 Development boundaries are periodically reviewed to determine if they should
be amended, for example to accommodate additional development to meet housing
requirements. The development boundaries are being reviewed as part of the Site
Allocations and Development Management plan process.
2.22 The Core Strategy identifies Hatfield Peverel as a Key Service Village. The
Spatial Strategy of the Core Strategy is to concentrate the majority of new
development and services in the main towns of Braintree, Witham and Halstead, at
new Growth Locations at Braintree and Witham and in the Key Service Villages.
There is a minimum housing provision requirement of 600 dwellings in the Key
Service Villages up to 2026. The allocation of residential development sites in
Hatfield Peverel is in accordance with the Core Strategy. Additional development will
support existing businesses and services in the village providing some economic
benefit.
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Key Service Village Minimum Dwelling Requirement
Core Strategy Requirement

600 dwellings

Provided between 2009-12
Number required 2012-26
Sites with planning
permission April 2012
Number required from sites
of 10 or more dwellings.

99 dwellings
501
88
413

Allocated Housing Sites and Estimated Capacity
Key Service Village

Site Location

Coggeshall
Coggeshall

COG12H Cookfield East St
COG13H Land at Highfields
West Street
COG20H Walford Way
EAR1H Rear of Halstead Rd
EAR3H Station Rd
EAR21H Harold Sims House

Coggeshall
Earls Colne
Earls Colne
Earls Colne
Hatfield Peverel
Hatfield Peverel
Kelvedon
Sible Hedingham
Silver End
Silver End

HAT14H The Vineyards
HAT 17H Sorrells Field
KEL6CD works and garage
off Station Rd
Premdor/Rockways
SIL6RG Crittall Works/
Finishing Company
SIL7H Car park Sheepcotes
Lane

Total

Estimated housing
capacity
12
40
20 additional
35
40
13 Permission granted Oct
2012
30
40
32 part of a comprehensive
development area
230
80
12
584

2.23 Hatfield Peverel is divided by the A12, with the historic part of the village located
south of the A12. Sites submitted for consideration south west of the A12 are
considered particularly sensitive due to their proximity to the registered parks and
gardens and Hatfield Priory a Grade 2 star listed building. The Landscape Character
Assessment also identifies this area as having ‘medium to high sensitivity’ due to
overall strength of the rural area. For sites submitted east of Hatfield Peverel, there
are concerns regarding coalescence with Witham. Although the allocation of HAT
14H (Land at Waycott/Vineyards) would extend the development boundary slightly
towards Witham, as can be seen from the draft Site Allocation Plan, it would still be
aligned with the extent of the existing development boundary south of the A12 and
therefore would maintain a clear separation between Hatfield Peverel and Witham
ensuring that the village retains its own identity.
2.24 The promoter of HAT 17H (Sorrells Field) has put forward two options for
development. The second option proposes the inclusion of the property Mortiers
within the site boundary which it is suggested could provide an additional 10
dwellings (see appendices). Inclusion of the property would enable a more
comprehensive development to take place on the site. Officers therefore consider
that the site should be included.
-

Services/Facilities Issues
11

2.25 Officers note the representations received from Essex County Council,
education department, health authority and Essex County Council highways. If
capacity issues are identified in the local schools, the education authority will seek
financial contributions from developers towards funding additional school places
when a planning application is submitted. Further information is being sought from
ECC about school places which will be reported at the meeting. The health authority
may seek funding from developers towards additional health provision and the
highway authority may seek funding towards highway and public transport
improvements.
- Environmental Issues
2.26 A noise buffer is likely to be required for sites HAT 14H and HAT 17H
considering their close proximity to the A12. The extent of noise attenuation required
would be detailed and agreed with Environmental Health at a planning application
stage when there is further information available regarding the layout and form of the
development. A landscaping buffer for both sites should be indicated on the draft
plan for Hatfield Peverel (see appendices).
2.27 The suggestion put forward for a 50mph enforced speed limit on the A12 would
be a matter for the Highways Agency who is responsible for the A12.
2.28 The Core Strategy policy CS10 ‘Provision for Open Space, Sport and
Recreation’ requires new development to make appropriate provision for publically
accessible green space or improvement of existing accessible green space to accord
with standards. A financial obligation from development at HAT14H (Land at
Waycott/Vineyards) and HAT17H (Sorrells Field) would be sought towards open
space provision either onsite or offsite. This would be determined at a planning
application stage.
2.29 Environmental Health would be consulted at a planning application stage and
would consider any concerns regarding impact of adjoining uses (Arla Dairy) on the
proposed development.
- Transportation Issues
2.30 Concerns have been raised regarding increased commuter parking around the
railway station, traffic volumes/congestion and the safety and maintenance of bridges
over the A12. This is a matter for the highway authority and not the Site Allocations
and Development Management Plan.
2.31 Policy ADM 45 ‘Sustainable Access for All’ of the draft plan seeks to promote
sustainable modes of transport through new developments. It is stated in paragraph
7.15 of the draft plan that ‘a transport information and market scheme will be required
for any new residential development including those with only one or more dwelling
units’. There are footways from HAT14H (Land at Waycott/Vineyards) and HAT17H
(Land at Sorrells Field) which provide connections to The Street. There is a public
footpath through HAT14H (Land at Waycott/Vineyards) which would need to be
retained as part of any development of the site. As part of the development schemes
financial obligations will be sought from the developers towards cycle/pedestrian
improvements.
2.32 The owner of the property ‘Breaklands’ has submitted a representation to the
consultation putting forward part of their garden as a proposed foot/cycle link from
HAT 17H to Station Road (see appendices). This would create a much shorter route
to access the railway station. The agent for HAT17H has submitted a representation
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regarding this proposal stating, ‘there are clearly various options for footpath links to
the wider area and we believe the assessment of which links are most beneficial or
necessary should be the subject of detailed design work as part of a future planning
application. We do not consider it necessary to identify a particular footpath proposal
at this stage’.
The Council do identify proposed cycle/pedestrian links on the draft plan however
these are usually in locations where the land is in public ownership or within the
development site itself. Although the landowner of the property ‘Breaklands’ is willing
for part of their garden to be used as a path, there are concerns regarding
deliverability, as negotiations would still need to be held between the landowner of
the Breaklands and the promoter of HAT 17 .
2.33 Access roads to sites HAT 14H (Land at Waycott) and HAT 17H (Land at
Sorrells Field) would need to be improved to standards approved by Essex County
Council highways as part of any development proposals.
2.34 Essex Highways have reviewed the highway assessments submitted by the
promoters of HAT 14H (Land at Waycott) and HAT 17H (Land at Sorrells Field) and
they are not objecting to the principle of allocating HAT 14H or HAT 17H for
residential development in the Site Allocations and Development Management Plan.
However, it is noted that they may require additional information to be submitted at a
planning application stage and certain conditions to be attached to planning
applications for these sites if granted.
2.35 The Highways Agency has also reviewed the highway assessments submitted
by the promoters of HAT 14H (Land at Waycott) and HAT 17H (Land at Sorrells
Field). They asked the promoters of both sites to carry out additional work on these
assessments, they have since analysed the findings and confirm they are raise no
objection in principle to the allocation of HAT 14H (Land at Waycott) subject to
certain conditions being attached at a planning application stage.
2.36 HAT 17H (Land at Sorrells Field) at the time of writing the report the Highways
Agency were still reviewing the findings of the additional work. Officers will provide a
verbal update at the meeting.
2.37 Concerns have been raised regarding traffic from Maldon trying to access the
A12 which causes congestion. Suggestions that a new road should be taken from
Maldon Road to the Lynfield, Witham junction of the A12 have been put forward
through the consultation. For the Site Allocations and Development Management
Plan to be found ‘sound’ it needs to be ‘effective’ and deliverable over its plan period.
This suggested road scheme is not identified in the Local Transport Plan and is not
funded. It is therefore not consider deliverable and cannot be shown as a proposed
road scheme on the Site Allocations and Development Management Plan.
- Anglian Water
2.38 HAT14H (Land at Waycotts/Vineyards) and HAT 17H (Sorrells Field) are not
located within an area at risk of flooding. Policy CS8 ‘Natural Environment and
Biodiversity’ of the adopted Core Strategy promotes the use of Sustainable Drainage
Systems (SUDs) wherever possible to reduce flood risk, promote groundwater
recharge, enhance biodiversity, and provide amenity benefit.
2.39 Anglian Water has raised concerns regarding surface water network capacity for
HAT 14H and HAT 17H. Policy CS8 of the adopted Core Strategy states, ‘it must be
ensured that the capacity of waste water treatment and foul sewerage infrastructure
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is not exceeded… developers must engage in discussions with water and sewerage
providers at the earliest opportunity to provide evidence with their planning
application that there is capacity for their proposals’. The developer would need to
discuss these concerns with Anglian Water to ensure that a viable solution could be
determined.
HAT (18e) Arla Dairy
2.40 Summary of objection representations
• The HGV’s accessing/entering Arla Dairy cause congestion in the village.
There is a HGV every 6 minutes.
• Development should be considered on the Arla Dairy site as it causes various
nuisances to the village.
• A comprehensive mixed area development on the Arla Dairy site seems to be
acceptable.
• The future of Arla Dairy is ‘uncertain’. It therefore seems pointless to build a
new access road.
Officer Comments
2.41 At the LDF Sub Committee held on the 24th October 2012, Members agreed to
the allocation of Arla Dairy as a comprehensive development area for mixed use
residential and employment. However, following the Committee meeting a
representative of Arla Foods contacted the Council and stated that, ‘Arla Foods has
an ongoing commercial operation on the site and that there had been no discussion
or decision regarding the future of the site.’ Following this, the Viability Review of
Employment Sites in the Braintree District proposed that the Arla Dairy site should be
retained as an employment site. Therefore, the site was identified as an employment
allocation on the draft Site Allocations and Development Management Plan (see
appendices).
2.42 Members approved the Viability Review of Employment Sites in the Braintree
District as part of the evidence base for the Local Development Framework on the
13th December 2012.
2.43 We have received no representations from Arla Dairy through the consultation
on the draft Site Allocations and Development Management Plan.
2.44 If Arla Dairy relocated during the plan period (up to 2026), the Council would
seek to secure employment uses on the site, to provide local jobs and promote
sustainability. However, paragraph 22 of the NPPF would need to be taken into
consideration which states, ‘planning policies should avoid the long term protection of
sites allocated for employment use where there is no reasonable prospect of a site
being used for that purpose. Land allocations should be regularly reviewed. Where
there is no reasonable prospect of a site being used for the allocated employment
use, applications for alternative uses of land or buildings should be treated on their
merits having regard to market signals and the relative need for different land uses to
support sustainable local communities.’ If Arla Dairy is redeveloped in the future the
provision of the proposed access road would also facilitate this.
2.45 The Parish Council has indicated they would only support a one way access
road into Arla Dairy. The proposed access road shown on the draft plan does not
indicate if the road would be one way or two way as this is a detailed matter which
would be considered at a planning application stage. However, the highway
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assessment which accompanies the representation from the promoter of HAT 17H
(Sorrells Field) indicates the road would be two way.
2.46 Alternative sites
•

For the alternative sites also see ‘summary of objection comments’ above and
representations made regarding transport concerns/ environmental
impact/lack of services and infrastructure/coalescence which have been made
generally to all sites submitted in Hatfield Peverel.

HAT1HAlt Land East of Gleneagles Way (see appendices)
2.47 Summary of support representations
•
•
•

This site should be made into a country park.
There are a lot of vehicle movements due to the café location.
This was previously allocated as ‘special landscape areas’.

HAT1HAlt / HAT 5HAlt –
Land east of Gleneagles (see appendices)
2.48 Summary of objection representations (submitted by promoter of site Ms
Hodges)
•

Proposing both HAT1HAlt and HAT5HAlt together for residential use. There is
access to the site from three access roads off Gleneagles Way, and drainage
and services have been already laid. The site is bounded by the A12 on one
side, and development has a natural maximum governed by the reservoirs to
the north east and south east. It is an easy to develop site close to main road,
obviating the necessity to bring building materials through the village itself,
lessening the impact of the building process.

HAT 2HAlt / HAT 3HAlt –
Land south of The Street, West of Garden Field (see appendices)
Stonepath Drive (see appendices)
2.49 Summary of objection representations
•

•

The provision of just 70 dwellings may well be insufficient to maintain the
social infrastructure and services for the planned period and additional
dwellings and a greater resident population may well be required for the
general good to make up for falling occupancy rates. These needs also
require objective consideration as part of the positive planning obligation as
set out in para.14 of the NPPF.
Rejection of these sites for inclusion as they form part of the larger sites is not
a sound planning reason.

2.50 Summary of support representations
•

HAT2HAlt – should be a country park as it’s accessible by all and contributes
to the rural landscape of the village. Stonepath Drive is used by commuters
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during the week and Church Road has heavy traffic at school time and can get
congested. This was previously allocated as ‘special landscape area’.
HAT 4MAlt/WIS 6H - (see appendices)
Land at Woodend Farm (submitted by the promoter of site Mr Wood)
2.51 Summary of objection representations
•
•

There is a case for considering whether some of the shortfall of 100 dwellings
(WIS 6H Lodge Farm Growth Location) could instead be accommodated on
part of HAT 4MAlt.
Promoter of site wishes to withdraw the land lying to the northwest of the
railway line (part of HAT4MAlt) from submission.

HAT9HAlt – (see appendices)
Allotment Gardens, Off Church Road, Hatfield Peverel
2.52 Summary of support representations
•
•

Currently used as an allotment site for residents of Hatfield Peverel this should
be identified as an allotment site.
Support exclusion of site which would intrude into the open countryside to the
west of the historic park and garden, adversely affecting its setting.

HAT 10MAlt / BHAlt - (see appendices)
Allotment Gardens, rear of Spinney House, Church Road
Allotment Gardens, rear of Spinney House (extending to rear of The Cross
Keys P.H.), Church Road
2.53 Summary of support representations
•

Developing the current allotments would mean a loss of a valued community
asset. Should be identified as an allotment site.

HAT 12HAlt - (see appendices)
Land between Hatfield Peverel and Witham, South of the A12
2.54 Summary of support representations
•

Development of this site would more than double the size of the village for
which there is insufficient infrastructure.

HAT 13HAlt – (see appendices)
Land south of the Street (rear of William Boosey P.H.), Hatfield Peverel
2.55 Summary of support representations
•

This was previously allocated as ‘special landscape area’

HAT 14HAlt - (see appendices) (7.59ha)
Land at and adjoining Waycott, Hatfield Peverel
2.56 Summary of support representations
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•

Do not support the development of the whole site, not in the interests and
wishes of local residents. How long will it be before the whole site is
developed? There will be no stopping developers.

Officer Comments
2.57 HAT1HAlt (Land East of Gleneagles Way)
Development of this site would reduce the separation between Hatfield Peverel and
Witham. The visual impact as you approach Hatfield Peverel from A12 could be
harmed, as it would provide a ‘hardened’ fringe to the edge of Hatfield Peverel
although landscaping could be provided.
2.58 HAT2HAlt (West of Garden Field - Stonepath Drive)
The Landscape Character Assessment identifies this area as having ‘medium to high
sensitivity overall due to strength of the rural area. However, part of this site could be
considered suitable for a small scale affordable housing scheme.
2.59 HAT3HAlt (Land south of The Street) – The Site Allocations DPD does not
consider residential allocations for isolated single dwellings. The Landscape
Character Assessment identifies this area as having ‘medium to high sensitivity
overall due to strength of the rural area. Hatfield Priory also contributes strongly to
the setting.
2.60 HAT4MAlt (Land at Woodend Farm) - Development of this site would reduce
the separation gap between Hatfield Peverel and Witham. The site although in the
boundary of Hatfield Peverel Parish is not physically attached to the built form of
Hatfield Peverel and would be considered as an urban extension to Witham as it is
immediately adjacent to the growth location at Lodge Farm. The Lodge Farm Growth
Location is identified in the adopted Core Strategy for 600 dwellings. The draft Site
Allocations and Development Management Plan proposes to increase this allocation
by an additional 100 dwellings.
Officers consider that an additional 100 dwellings still enables a mixed use
development to be delivered within the approved boundary for the growth location at
a density of 32.7 hectares. It is therefore unnecessary to allocate part of HAT4Malt to
accommodate the additional 100 dwellings.
2.61 HAT5HAlt (Land East of Gleneagles Way) - Development of this site would
reduce the separation between Hatfield Peverel and Witham. The visual impact as
you approach Hatfield Peverel from A12 could be harmed, as it would provide a
‘hardened’ fringe to the edge of Hatfield Peverel although landscaping could be
provided.
2.62 HAT9HAlt (Allotment Gardens, Off Church Road) – This site is in active use
as an allotment and should be identified as such on the Site Allocations and
Development Management Plan.
2.63 HAT10A/B Allotment Gardens, rear of Spinney House, Church Road
Allotment Gardens, rear of Spinney House (extending to rear of The Cross
Keys P.H.), Church Road – These sites are allocated on the draft Site Allocations
and Development Management Plan as allotments and should continue to be
protected as such.
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2.64 HAT12HAlt (Land between Hatfield Peverel and Witham, South of the A12)This is a large site which does not immediately adjoin the existing development
boundary, it would therefore be difficult to amend the boundary to include part of the
site. The visual impact as you approach Hatfield Peverel from A12 could be harmed,
as it would provide a ‘hardened’ fringe to the edge of Hatfield Peverel although
landscaping could be provided.
2.65 HAT13HAlt Land south of the Street (rear of William Boosey P.H.)- The
visual impact as you approach Hatfield Peverel from The Street could provide a
‘hardened’ fringe to the edge of Hatfield Peverel. The Landscape Character
Assessment identifies this area as having ‘medium to high sensitivity overall due to
strength of the rural area. Hatfield Priory also contributes strongly to the setting.
2.66 HAT14HAlt (Land off Waycott) – The promoter for HAT14H had originally
submitted the whole site for consideration during the call for sites in 2007. However,
they are now promoting a smaller area of the site for consideration which has been
identified on the draft Site Allocations and Development Management Plan as a
residential site for 10 or more dwellings.
2.67 Universal Garages, The Street
The development of Brownfield sites is preferable before Greenfield sites are
considered. Representations received to the consultation suggest the allocation of
the Universal garage site on The Street as a residential site. There is a planning
history on this site with an application granted in 2007(07/00338/FUL) for the erection
of 2 no. two bed flats, 4 no. one bed flats and 7 no. terraced properties. This
permission has since expired. The site is currently up for sale. The site is within the
development boundary and the principle of residential development has been
accepted on this site. Although the site is located within the Local Centre for Hatfield
Peverel it is considered this would not prevent either a mixed use scheme or
residential development. However the car parking standards have been increased
since the time of the previous application and it is unlikely that the site could be
satisfactorily developed for 10 dwellings. It should therefore not therefore be
specifically allocated on the plan. Any future dwellings that are approved on this site
will count towards the housing provision in Hatfield Peverel.
2.68 Additional sites submitted for consideration (received during consultation)
•
•
•

HAT 18 X - Crabbs Hill (1.2 hectares) bounded by Church Road and
Crabbs Hill (see appendices) – the proposal is for low density housing
comprising a maximum of 5 dwellings.
HAT20 X - Land adjacent Walnut Tree Cottage (0.21 hectares) (see
appendices) – the proposal is for residential development comprising
approximately 4 dwellings.
HAT 22 X - Wood End Farm – former Mayfield Nursery (2.3 hectares) (see
appendices) – the proposal is for industrial/commercial uses. It is stated that
this would compensate for recent reduction in allocation of land on the
Maltings Lane development for employment uses and being on edge of the
site would fit naturally with suggested ‘mixed use’ allocation of HAT4Malt.

2.69 Parish Council representations
•

HAT 18 X - Crabbs Hill – The site should be included within the development
boundary.
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•

•

HAT 20 X - Land adjacent Walnut Tree Cottage – The site should not be
included within the development boundary. Concerns regarding the speed of
traffic entering the village, and safety issues with access to and from the site
and the site being outside of the development boundary.
HAT 22 X - Wood End Farm – former Mayfield Nursery – The site should
not be included within the development boundary. Concern regarding speed of
traffic coming off the A12, and safety issues with access to and from the site.

Officer Comments
HAT 18 X - Crabbs Hill –
2.70 To include this site within the development boundary would lead to an awkward
protrusion of the development boundary into the open countryside. Although the
proposal suggests low density housing, a maximum of 5 dwellings, the submitted
plan outlining the area for inclusion would appear to be capable of accommodating
more than 5 dwellings. Once an area is included within the development boundary
the principle of development is accepted. The number of dwellings to be provided on
a site would not be determined until a planning application was submitted.
HAT 20 X - Land adjacent Walnut Tree Cottage –
2.71 To include this site within the development boundary would round off and align
the development boundary with that south of The Street to enable some infill
development. The area is currently overgrown and does not appear to contribute to
the character of the street scene. Development of this site could further enhance the
approach into Hatfield Peverel.
HAT 22 X - Wood End Farm, former Mayfield Nursery –
2.72 This site forms part of an important entrance into Witham from the A12
southbound slip road. The proposal for business/commercial units would be outside
of the defined development boundary for Witham.
2.73 Other representations received
• Hatfield Peverel could benefit from limited development, the level or provision
should be related to the number of people from Hatfield Peverel on the waiting
list and to be determined from the Parish Council.
• Hatfield Peverel Country Park- the legal issues may never be resolved. It will
result in further road congestion as people will need to drive to the country
park and will not be able to walk to it.
• The cricket ground (HAT9Halt) Church Road, should be shown.
• The proposed extension to the burial ground falls between the existing burial
ground and the allotment site.
• The library and parklands are valued amenity and need additional protection.
• HAT 4 (Hatfield Road) is not included on the draft plans for Hatfield Peverel
and should be shown.
• The District Council needs to consult with adjoining authorities on new housing
development, particularly if they border the sites.
Officer Comments
-

Proposed Country Park (see appendices)
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2.74 Hatfield Peverel Parish Council has raised concerns regarding the roads leading
to the proposed country lane and additional traffic. Essex County Council has
submitted representations in support of the proposed country park allocation.
Essex County Council have confirmed they are actively pursuing reinstatement of the
former quarry site for a country park (public access/use) as detailed in the s52
agreement attached to the original planning application. As this is an on-going legal
issue officers consider that the proposed country park allocation should remain in the
plan.
-

Allocation of the cricket ground and proposed extension to the burial
ground (see appendices)

2.75 Officers consider that the draft plan should be amended to include the allocation
of the cricket ground and the proposed extension to the burial ground.
-

Land to rear of the library

2.76 The area to the rear of the library is identified as informal recreation and
visually important space on the draft plan. This recognises that they are valued
amenity spaces which should be protected for that purpose.
-

Consultation with adjoining authorities

2.77 Paragraph 179 of the NPPF requires councils to work together to address
strategic priorities across boundaries and development requirements. A ‘duty to
cooperate’ meeting will be held with adjoining authorities and a report will be
presented to the LDF Sub Committee detailing the outcomes of this.
-

Inclusion of the Duke of Wellington Public House (see appendices)

2.78 The Parish Council have indicated that the Duke of Wellington Public House
should be included within the retail area. The Duke of Wellington Public House is
included with the proposed Local Centre boundary although the pub garden is
excluded. To ensure continuity it is proposed that the pub garden is also included
within this Local Centre boundary.
2.79 Summary of Dwelling Provision in Hatfield Peverel
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Table 2 – Allocated Housing Sites and Estimated Capacity
Site Location
HAT 14H – Land at
Waycott/Vineyards
HAT 17H – Land at
Sorrells Field
*including Mortiers*
TOTAL

Estimated housing capacity
30 dwellings
50 dwellings

80 dwellings

Recommendations
1. To approve the amended draft Site Allocations and Development
Management Inset for Hatfield Peverel shown in the appendix, which includes
amendment of the plan to include the following:
a - Allocation of the cricket ground for formal recreation;
b - Proposed extension to burial ground;
c – Allocation of the allotments off Church Street;
d – Inclusion of the Duke of Wellington pub garden within the Local Centre
boundary and exclusion of the belt of trees along the A12;
e – Inclusion of the area of land adjacent to Walnut Tree Cottage within the
development boundary;
f – Retention of the allocation of a residential site of 10 or more at HAT14H
(land at Waycotts/Vineyards) and the allocation of structural landscaping
screening adjacent to the A12 as shown on the plan.
g- Retention of the allocation of HAT17H (Sorrells Field) for a residential site of
10 or more and the identification of structural landscaping screening adjacent
the A12.
2. To not support any of the alternative sites submitted for consideration.

3. Nounsley
3.1 There have been around 9 representations submitted concerning Nounsley.
3.2 The draft Site Allocations and Development Management Plan for Nounsley
identifies the development boundary, flood zone, protected lane and registered park
and garden.
3.3 Summary of objection representations
3.4 HAT 21 X - Sportsman’s Arms Public House, Sportsman’s Lane (submitted
by promoter of site) (see appendices).
• The Sportsman’s Arms Public House is in decline and needs a solution in the
interests of environment and local amenity. National Policy supports re-use of
such sites and there are no overriding constraints to redevelopment. Inclusion
of all the land within the development boundary will allow a sensitive solution
for new housing to be carried out. There is a strong government desire to
boost housing supply and growth.
3.5 HAT11HAlt - Land to southeast of Sportsman’s Arm P.H, Sportsman’s Lane
(submitted by promoter of site) (see appendices) (0.14ha est)
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•

Consider that Policy ADM2 relating to development boundaries and Inset Plan
43 relating to Nounsley fails to meet the tests of soundness in the NPPF and
is not the most appropriate strategy when considering the reasonable
alternatives based on proportionate evidence. There are no defined criteria on
how development boundaries have been drawn up in the draft ADMP. It is
reasonable and logical to require a formal reassessment of all development
limits around settlements including that for Nounsley for development of any
type. There is capacity within the development boundary to accommodate
further infill development which is compatible with the form and character of
the settlement. Development boundary should be extended to include
alternative HAT11HAlt and existing built development on northern side of
Sportsman Lane including Sportsman’s Arms PH, 22 & 18 Sportsman Lane
and extent of Priory Farm. There is no impact on registered park/garden,
countryside or wider landscape.

3.6 HAT15HAlt - Land adjacent Badgers Oak, Nounsley Road (submitted by
promoter of site) (see appendices) (0.13ha estimated)
• Inset Plan 43 should be amended to include HAT15HAlt within the
development boundary. The site is redundant waste land and is subject to fly
tipping of garden waste which does not enhance the character or visual
amenity of the countryside. The site is adjacent to a stretch of residential
properties to the east, on the south side of Nounsley Road and to the north
side of Nounsley Road which extends east and west. The existing
development boundary incorporates all dwellings in Nounsley apart from these
5. Inclusion of this parcel would form a natural continuation of the
development boundary along a defendable well established boundary of trees
and could deliver up to 3 new homes, including affordable homes. There is an
identified need for housing in Braintree District and Nounsley as the Council
should incorporate a buffer of at least 20% to provide a range of available
housing sites and to increase flexibility within the market. Nounsley is a sought
after village however it has an extremely constricted supply of houses.
3.7 Summary of support representations
• Support retaining the existing development boundary in Nounsley.
• Support rejection of the alternative development sites in particular HAT11
HAlt. The site is outside of the development boundary and is not suitable for
development.
• HAT11HAlt and HAT15HAlt are not suitable for development and would result
in expansion of the hamlet of Nounsley into the surrounding countryside.
Additional sites submitted for consideration (received during consultation)
3.8 HAT19X Land at Priory Farmhouse, Sportsman’s Lane, Nounsley (site area 0.10ha) (see appendices)
• The site lies between two residential properties and on the opposite side of the
lane are densely packed small houses.
• Inclusion of what is an infill site, in an already developed street is logical.
• The site forms part of the garden for Priory Farmhouse.
• There are main services and drainage to the site.
• The Council has discounted minor amendments to village envelopes,
especially with regard to infilling proposals. There appears to be little or no
provision for infilling or rounding off small communities and villages.
• The building of one additional dwelling would not lessen the rural character of
Sportsman’s Lane nor would it noticeably alter traffic movements.
22

•

The Inspector in his report on the original local plan inquiry stated, ‘the
objection site, currently in agricultural use would constitute a ‘greenfield
extension of the village’ this is incorrect as it has been part of our garden since
1979.

3.9 HAT21X Sportsman’s Arms PH, Sportsman’s Lane, Nounsley (site area 0.8ha). (see appendices)
• Include the whole site within the development boundary.
• Public House has closed down, victim to recession and change in drinking
habitats.
• The existing building is suffering physically.
• There are issues with viability as the owner is not in a position to invest funds
in repair works to the building.
• Owners believe the future viability of public house maybe possible if there was
a significant shift from liquid to food. However, the premises have inadequate
dining and food preparation areas. There is little passing trade and inadequate
parking facilities.
• The former public house and its curtilage grounds are classified as previously
developed land. Core Strategy principles seeks to, ‘encourage effective use of
previously developed land provided it is not of high environmental value’. The
land is not of high environmental value. There are no planning designations
and there are no overriding constraints to development.
• Nounsley has a strong residential character. The owners have given
preliminary thought as to how the land would be redeveloped (see layout plan
in appendices). The proposal is for retention of the existing building and
addition of 3 new dwellings.
• Initial discussions with the Parish Council about the plight of the public house
indicate they might be receptive to a redevelopment solution.
Parish Council representations
3.10 HAT19X Land at Priory Farmhouse, Sportsman’s Lane, Nounsley (site area
– 0.10ha)
• The Parish Council discussed a previous planning application for one dwelling
on the site which had been refused in 2006, the site being a back garden
development, and the public’s earlier comments regarding environmental
issues.
• Parish Council considered that development here would change the character
of the area where the farmhouse has Grade II listed status, and also the farm
buildings adjoining.
3.11 HAT21X Sportsman’s Arms PH, Sportsman’s Lane, Nounsley (site area 0.8ha).
• Parish Council discussed the access into and out of the site if five dwellings
were erected on the site, the state of the pub itself, changing the character of
the area, and the large horse chestnut tree in front of the pub not having TPO
status.
• Parish Council resolved that the site should be included within the
development boundary for a maximum of three properties (including the
renovation of the pub or redevelopment for residential use) subject to safety
and environmental issues, and keeping to the character of Sportsman’s Lane.
Officer Comments
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HAT11HAlt – Land to the southeast of Sportsman’s Arms P.H, Sportsman’s
Lane
3.12 This site is located immediately adjacent to a registered park and garden as
defined by English Heritage on the draft Site Allocation Plan. Inclusion of this site
within the development boundary would result in an awkward protrusion of the
development boundary into the countryside. The promoter of the site suggests,
inclusion of ‘existing built development on northern side of Sportsmans Lane
including Sportsman’s Arms PH, 22 & 18 Sportsman Lane and Priory Farm’ within
the development boundary. These sites have large plots which would allow
significant infill development to take place which would change the character and
setting of Sportsman’s Lane. Development on this side of the road is also sporadic
and varied in nature and is currently included within the countryside that surrounds
the village.
3.13 Nounsley is classified as an ‘Other Village’ therefore amendment of the
development boundary to this extent is considered unnecessary.
HAT15HAlt – Land adjacent Badgers Oak, Nounsley Road
3.14 This site is located next to a cluster of 5 properties which have frontage onto
Nounsley Road and which are located adjacent to existing residential development.
Although the promoter of the site is suggesting 3 dwellings (2 of which would be
‘affordable) the exact number of dwellings to be provided would be determined at a
planning application stage.
3.15 The existing development boundary excludes this cluster of 5 dwellings.
Officers consider for consistency and continuity the development boundary should be
amended to encompass the existing properties (Badgers Oak, The Bourne, Red
Robins, Timbers and the Farmhouse) and the parcel of land adjacent to Badgers Oak
(HAT15HAlt). Inclusion of this parcel would form a natural extension of the
development boundary, enabling a small infill development to take place. It would
also reflect the existing linear residential development on the north side of Nounsley
Road.
HAT19X – Land at Priory Farmhouse, Sportsman’s Lane
3.16 Linear residential development on the south side of Sportsman’s Lane presents
a virtually continuous built up frontage to the road and is included within the
settlement boundary of Nounsley. Development on the opposite side of the road is
sporadic and is included within the countryside that surrounds the village.
3.17 Inclusion of this site within the development boundary would result in an
awkward protrusion of the development boundary into the countryside. Development
of this site would have a detrimental impact on the setting of the Grade II Listed
Buildings at Priory Farm. The site makes a positive contribution to the character of
the countryside and the village.
HAT21X - Sportsman’s Arms PH, Sportsman’s Lane
3.18 Linear residential development on the south side of Sportsman’s Lane presents
a virtually continuous built up frontage to the road and is included within the
settlement boundary of Nounsley. Development on the opposite side of the road is
sporadic and is included within the countryside that surrounds the village.
3.19 This site is located immediately adjacent to a registered park and garden as
shown on the draft Site Allocation Plan. A protected lane is also identified to the west
of the site. The Sportsman’s Arm public house and the property adjacent (no 28
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Sportsman’s Lane) are set back contributing to the setting and character before it
merges into the protected lane. Extension of the development boundary to include
the Sportsman’s Arms public house would enable infill development to take place
which would change the character and appearance of this part of the lane.
3.20 A change of use of the Sportsman’s Arms public house does not need to be
considered as part of the Site Allocations and Development Management process. A
planning application could be considered and the application would be determined
against existing policies in the Local Plan Review 2005. A viability assessment is
usually required to be submitted as part of a planning application to demonstrate that
the public house is no longer viable.
3.21 Although the Parish Council indicates they are supportive of 3 new dwellings on
this site, the exact number of dwellings to be provided would not be determined until
a planning application was submitted, as the proposal is for an amendment of the
development boundary.
Recommendations
1. That the Draft Inset Map 43 for Nounsley is approved subject to
amendment to the development boundary to include HAT15HAlt (land
adjacent Badgers Oak) and The Bourne, Red Robins, Timbers and the
farmhouse as shown on plan ‘Development Boundary, Nounsley Road,
Hatfield Peverel. Revised’ in the appendix.

4. Braintree and Bocking
4.1 Braintree and Bocking are identified in the Core Strategy as a Main Town.
The Core Strategy required that Braintree and Bocking should provide a minimum of
1300 dwellings between 2009 and 2026 and allocated a further 600 dwellings at the
NW Braintree-Panfield Lane growth location, to be phased between 2018 and 2026.
4.2 There were 555 dwellings completed in Braintree and Bocking between 2009 and
2012 and the Draft Site Allocations Plan included the following housing allocations in
Braintree and Bocking to provide for the Core Strategy housing requirement.
Table 1 Braintree and Bocking Housing Allocations 2012-2026

Site Ref
BOS11H
BRC37H
BRS2H, 3H, 4H
BRS26H
BOB38H
BON32H
BOS5H
BOS10H
BRC81H
BOS16H
BRC8H
BRC6H

Address
Land off Williams Drive
Land East of Station Approach
The Riverside St Johns Avenue
Land South of Mill Hill
Former Clinic Coggeshall Rd
Christy House Church St
DWP Office Panfield Lane
Land of 49-57 Church Lane
Land r/o 37/45 Clare Road
Land at Harkilees Way
WJC Hospital Site
Land North Rayne Rd
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Dwelling
Capacity
9
64
75
127
14
13
32
15
12
10
29
10

BRC1H/BRC31H Silks Way
BRC36H
Former Garage South St
BRC76H
Crossman House Station Approach
Land adj Telephone Exchange
BRC30H
South Street
BRC34H
Land at Kwik Fit South St
BOB20H
Former garage Falkland Court
BRE25H
Football Club Clockhouse Way
Braintree Tennis Club Clockhouse
BRE26H
Way
BRE1H
Former Playing Field Chapel Hill
BRE17H
300/302 Cressing Road
BON16H
R/O 45-59 Broad Road
BON5
Pollys Hill Church Lane
Land between London Rd/Pods
BRC7H
Brook
BRS35H
Rose and Crown Masefield Rd
BRC77H
Timber Yard Station Approach
Total Allocated Sites

10
24
10
14
20
12
50
35
30
14
31
40
150
10
10
870

Table 2 Braintree and Bocking Estimated Housing Supply
Estimated Dwelling Supply
Core Strategy Requirement for Braintree
and Bocking 2009-2026
Completions 2009-2012
Requirement 2012-2026
Total allocated sites (10 dwellings or
more) 2012-2026
Identified small sites (less than 10
dwellings) 2012-2026
Number of dwellings above minimum
requirement

Dwellings
1300
555
745 (ie 1300 minus 555 = 745)
870
105
230 (ie 870+105=975 minus745=230)

4.3 The 230 dwellings above the minimum requirement will ensure that the Council
has sufficient housing land to meet the 5 year land supply requirement through the
plan period, even if some sites have constraints, which need to be resolved, and are
slow in come forward.
4.4 Future strategic employment allocations have been made in the Core Strategy at
the NW Braintree Growth Location-(extension to Springwood Drive) and at the
proposed business park at the land west of the A131 at Great Notley.
4.5 Employment Policy Areas have been designated to protect employment land at:• Anglia Way – Braintree
• Broomhills Industrial Estate – Braintree
• Charterway Employment Area – Braintree
• Driberg Way Industrial Estate – Braintree
• Lakes Road Industrial Estate – Braintree
• Skyline 120 – Braintree
• Springwood Industrial Estate – Braintree
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•
•

Land to the West of Springwood Drive – Braintree.
Bovingdon Mill - Bocking

4.6 Summary of general representations
• More social housing and more 1/2 bed properties required.
Officer Comment
4.7 Comments noted. Draft Policy ADM8 – Housing and Density will require
developments to include a mix of house types and size at an appropriate density for
the area.
4.8 Adopted Core Strategy policy CS2 – Affordable Housing requires that built
development over a certain size is required to provide a percentage of affordable
housing. The number and size of site allocations proposed in the Draft Plan will
attract affordable housing provision.
Anglia Water Comments
4.9 Concerns have been raised regarding surface water network capacity for all sites.
However, with the exception of BRS26H and BRC7H all sites have been categorised
as “green” (Capacity available to serve the proposed growth);
Officer Comment
4.10 Noted.
Essex County Council Comments
4.11 The County Council is intending to commission a study in the next financial year
(2013/2014) in Braintree and Witham, which will identify areas currently at risk from
surface water flooding and areas where new development may significantly reduce
the impact of flooding through sustainable drainage design.
4.12 The County Council, as Minerals Authority, would wish to engage in further
discussions with the District Council at the earliest opportunity to resolve
inconsistencies between the Draft Proposals Map and Insets of the Braintree Site
Allocations and Development Management Policies Plan and the emerging Minerals
Plan. There are some sites identified on the Draft Proposals Map and Insets, which
do not meet criteria defined in the Minerals Plan.
Officer Comment
4.13 The information contained on the proposals and inset maps for minerals
safeguarding sites and areas was provided by Essex County Council. Further maps
have now been provided by Essex County Council, which will replace the previous
minerals information on the Proposals Map and Inset Maps.
English Heritage Comment
4.14 There are some major areas identified on the inset map for retail and town
centre use/regeneration as follows;
•
•
•

BRC4RTC/BRC5RTC – Land to the west of George Yard; Land at Manor
Street
BRC9RTC – Tesco Market Place;
BRC10RTC – Sainsbury Supermarket Coggeshall Road.

4.15 These sites offer considerable opportunities for enhancement of the
conservation area in accordance with paragraph 131 of the National Planning Policy
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Framework (NPPF), and the design policy approach set out in NPPF paragraphs 58
and 61. With regard to site BRC5RTC Manor Street, we hope that the setting of the
public library, a grade II* listed building, will be a key consideration in how plans for
this site are developed. In this, and all the other major sites, we would hope that
master planning will be carried out to ensure heritage assets and the wider
townscape, are respected and enhanced.
Officer Comment
4.16 Noted. Future planning applications would have to be supported by evidence
demonstrating that they would not have a significant impact on the character and
appearance of the conservation area, or the setting of listed buildings.

Bocking North
BON16H – Land to the rear of 45-59 Broad Road
Allocated housing area (estimated 31 dwellings) and informal recreation
4.17 Summary of objection representations
• Traffic Issues (safety, congestion, access, narrow road) and insufficient parking
• Brownfield first, vacant sites first
• Loss of habitats and loss of wildlife
• Loss of open countryside and greenfield/greenbelt land
• Loss of farmland. The land needed for food production
• Loss of recreation space and loss of views, allocate for open space and
landscaping
• Loss of public right of way
• Would set a precedent
• Noise, pollution
• Impact on schools, services and shops
• Drainage, flood plain
• Loss of property value and marketability
• Enough sites already
• Construction noise and disturbance
• Overlooking, loss of privacy, overbearing
• Inappropriate appearance and there are better options elsewhere
• Infrastructure first
• Other development not allowed, loss of a nice property
• Proposed density too high
4.18 Summary of support representations
• No public access, land is not used for recreation, low agricultural value, is not
in a flood plain, is brownfield and development would include open space
(Owner)
• Adjust the development boundary to include the northern corner of the site.
(Developer)
• Support for building in principle (Resident)
Officer Comments
Traffic Issues
4.19 Essex County Council as highway authority has not raised any highways
objections to the allocation of this site. A Transport Assessment will be required to
support any future planning application.
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Loss of habitat /loss of wildlife
4.20 The site does not have any wildlife designations and consists of private land. A
hedgerow on its northern boundaries would be unaffected by the proposal.
Loss of property value /marketability
4.21 This is not a planning consideration.
Impact on countryside /views
4.22 Loss of views is not a planning consideration. The Settlement Fringe Landscape
Capacity Study for Braintree indicates that the area is relatively enclosed by robust
hedgerows and lines of trees. Whilst some views are available from within the site
toward Bocking Church Street, minimal views are present from the adjacent public
right of way network and would not impede on views toward Church Street. The area
is regarded as having high landscape character and visual sensitivity and medium
high landscape value. Its key features are Bocking Conservation Area, Dorewards
Hall, 18th to 19th century field enclosure and a historically open area in close proximity
to the historic core of Braintree. The features referred to are some distance from the
proposed allocation and are unlikely to be negatively affected by it. The open area is
unlikely to be negatively impacted due to the presence of a hedgerow around most of
the boundary of the site.
Boundary
4.23 Reference is made to the height of Broad Road and that the properties form an
abrupt boundary especially toward the A131 junction. The development proposal
would include an area of informal recreation, which should soften the boundary.
Recreation
4.24 The site is private land with no public access. Two public rights of way are next
to the site, but neither cross into it or require diversion. Development of the site would
not result in the loss of any recreational land.
Flood Issues (Drainage and Flood Zone)
4.25 The site is not within an identified Flood Zone. Any drainage issues would be
addressed during the planning application process.
Greenfield/Brownfield/Loss of agricultural land/Loss of nice building
4.26 The site is predominantly a greenfield site, with several outbuildings at the
northern part of the site. There is an aerial photograph of the site in the appendix. 61
Broad Road would be demolished to provide access to the site. This is not listed and
is not of sufficient architectural or historic character to warrant preservation.
Design/Density/Parking/Loss of building
4.27 These issues would be determined through consideration of a planning
application. The site is allocated for a residential site of 10 or more. It is estimated
that it could have a gross capacity of 31 units (as shown on the layout in the
appendix). The final number of properties would be determined when a planning
application is submitted.
Housing Numbers
4.28 The Core Strategy requires Braintree (excluding growth locations) to provide a
minimum of 1300 houses between 2009 and 2026. The sites identified in the Draft
Site Allocations document and the Core Strategy along with housing completions and
outstanding permissions, indicate that sufficient housing supply can be met.
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Precedent
4.29 Development of this site would not create a precedent for further development in
the area. Once the development boundary has been changed it will remain as such
for the duration of the plan period and would only be subject to alteration during a
review of the Council’s Local Plan documents. Outside the development boundary
countryside policies apply which limit acceptable uses to those appropriate to a
countryside location.
Proposed Development Boundary Alteration
4.30 The location of the development boundary allows for the development of
approximately 31 dwellings. The precise layout of the development would be the
subject of a planning application. As currently drafted the development boundary
would prevent development encroaching to the rear of the site which could have a
negative impact on the countryside as a result of a more abrupt transition between
the built area and the countryside.
Officers Conclusion
4.31 That the site at the rear of 45-59 Broad Road is relatively well enclosed and a
logical and fairly modest extension to the development boundary in Bocking, which
will provide towards the future housing and affordable housing needs of the town.
Recommendation
To retain the allocation of the site BON16H – Land to the rear of 45-59 Broad
Road.
Inset Map 1- new site submission - BON34X - Part of land east of Broad Road
off Highfield Stile Road
4.32 Approximately 1ha in size. It could accommodate up to 30 dwellings.
• Site should be allocated for housing.
Officer Comment
4.33 The site is located adjacent to the development east of Broad Road. It has no
designation and is approximately 1ha in size. Access would be achieved from
Highfields Stile Farm. The site was originally considered as part of the wider land
East of Broad Road proposal, which was rejected by the Sub Committee on 19.6.12.
BON9HAlt – Land at Straits Mill, Convent Lane
4.34 This is approximately 12 ha in size and could accommodate up to 300 dwellings
and informal recreation.
4.35 Representations
• Include this area as well (Housing Supply)
• Crest control land to the east of Broad Road, Braintree shown on the attached
plan (1776-sk-1108A). This has a capacity of around 300 dwellings. The site
has previously been identified by Braintree Council as a potential housing site.
It was shortlisted as one of two potential 'amber sites' by the Council in its
papers to the LDF Panel in July 2009 and again by the Council in 2012. On the
latter occasion, only the land east of Broad Road and the Pods Brook site were
considered for release in this DPD. Whilst the Council selected the Pods Brook
site, there is no reason why both sites should not be allocated to better meet
housing needs in Braintree District.
Officer Comments
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4.36 Site BON9 does not comprise a logical extension to the edge of Braintree.
Vehicular access from Broad Road for a further 300 dwellings would add to existing
congestion.
4.37 BON7HAlt/BON9HAlt/BON11HAlt/BON4HAlt – Land to the East of Broad
Road
• Area is too large
• Flooding, recreation value, and use for water resources to help prevent
drought.
Officer Comments
4.38 Comments noted. It is not proposed to allocate this site in the Plan and Anglia
Water have not indicated a need for a new reservoir and the site.
Recommendation
To not allocate any alternative sites at Straits Mill, Convent Lane or East of
Broad Road for development in the draft Site Allocations Plan.
BON5CH – Land at Polly’s Hill Church Lane – Proposed Care Home
4.39 The frontage of the off Church Lane site was allocated in the Draft Plan
specifically for a care home. It was allocated outside the development boundary to
prevent the development of this site for housing. When this site was allocated it was
intended that further discussions should be held regarding site coverage and height
of the development.
•
•
•
•

Heritage concerns (impact on windmill),
Identify whole area for care home use not just frontage.
Precedent, loss of views, retention of trees and hedges.
Land owners comment – Supports allocation of the site.

Officer Comments
4.40 Only the frontage of the site was allocated, to keep the development in line with
the existing line of frontage development along Church Lane and to reduce impact
upon the character of the river valley.
4.41 The impact of the site on the landscape and listed buildings is an issue which
needs to be addressed in this sensitive environment. The allocation has been drawn
to allow for development toward the front of the site. This is to minimise any potential
landscape impact the development may have on the river valley. Officers consider
that policy ADM6 should include a height restriction to ensure that the impact of the
site on the character of this location is appropriate.
Recommendation
To add the following requirement (additional wording in italics) to Policy
ADM6:Care Homes and Specialist Housing Allocations
An extension to the St Dominic’s Care Home in Kelvedon and land at Polly’s
Field off Church Lane in Bocking have been allocated for Care Homes on the
proposals map. Within these areas proposals will only be acceptable for
specialist housing. Development at Polly’s Field will be limited to two storeys
in height to limit the impact upon the character of this area of Church Lane and
the wider landscape. General needs housing will not be permitted on any part
of the site.
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4.42 BON8HAlt – Bakehouse and Unit 1 Bovingdon Road Bocking – Proposed
residential development
This will be reported to a further LDF sub Committee meeting.
4.43 BON19HAlt – Former Landfill Bovingdon Road – Proposed residential
development
• Loss of Greenfield and trees,
• A low height development preferred traffic issues.
Officer Comments
Comments noted. It is not proposed to allocate this site in the Plan.
4.44 BON10HAlt/BON2HAlt/BON6HAlt/BON3HAlt – All Sites adjacent junction of
Broad Road and Church Street
• Visual amenity,
• Traffic issues,
• Drainage and flood issues,
• Loss of wildlife and pleasant views.
• Site should be allocated for development.
Officer Comments
4.45 These sites are located to the north of Church Street, west of its junction with
Broad Road. These sites consist of a mixture of rough pasture and include a wooded
section to the north which could be important from a biodiversity and landscaping
point of view. The allocation of these sites for residential development was not
supported, as it would result in an extension of ribbon development along Church
Street, which would potentially link up Bocking with High Garrett. BON2HAlt is the
site used as a hockey club. It is proposed that part of the site be used for residential
use to enable the club to continue to function. The total area of the club is 4.2ha and
the amount which was proposed for residential use is 0.8ha. Planning permission for
24 dwelling units (flats), parking and a new club house was refused and dismissed on
appeal under application number 04/01237/FUL (APP/Z1510/A/04/1171084). The
reasons for dismissal included that there was no evidence to show that the housing
targets were not being met, material harm to the character and appearance of the
area and a lack of affordable housing provision. Officers do not support the allocation
and consider that this development would reduce the strategic gap between Bocking
Church Street and the A131 at High Garrett.
4.46 BON4HAlt – Land off Convent Lane – Proposed residential development
(0.5ha)
• Include site in the development boundary.
Officer Comments
4.47 Permission was sought on this site for a day nursery – application number
03/01740/FUL. This was refused and a subsequent appeal was unsuccessful on the
grounds that the proposal was outside the development boundary and would impact
on the character and appearance of the area. The site has been submitted for
residential development and could be accessed from either Convent Lane, or via the
recently constructed Elizabeth Lockhart Way. There are some existing hedgerows on
the boundary of the site, which could be strengthened to minimise any impact on the
appearance of the area. As sufficient sites have been identified in Braintree and
Bocking it is not necessary to allocate any further residential development.
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4.48 Panfield Lane Growth Location
• No need to specifically identify local centre boundary.
Officer Comments
4.49 Local centres are identified in the Draft Site Allocations and Development
Management Plan. The purpose of the boundary is to protect centres from retail or
main town centre development proposals, which would impact on viability and vitality
of local centres. It is considered necessary to identify the Local Centre based on the
current Master Plan in order to allow for the delivery of retail and local centre uses at
the centre and to protect it from proposals, which may impact on its implementation.
4.50 Towerlands (BON12MAlt) – Commercial/Leisure Uses
• Site BON12MAlt, the former Towerlands Site, should be allocated for a mixed
use development to include a BMX centre, a new stadium for Braintree Town
Football Club and for the community, a new Braintree Tennis Centre, a
conference centre, an hotel, a health and fitness centre, employment, a garden
centre and other commercial / leisure uses compatible with the countryside. A
plan of the uses proposed for Towerlands has been included in the appendix.
• Support for building on the Towerlands site.
Officer Comments
4.51 The existing built development part of the Towerlands site has been identified in
the draft document for Commercial/Leisure uses. The area which was the golf course
has no specific designation and is located outside the development boundary.
A new site for Braintree Football Club is proposed as part of the North-West
Braintree growth location. Although this use could be considered as compatible with
a commercial leisure use at Towerlands, this would need to be subject to detailed
consideration of traffic issues particularly in relation to impact upon Panfield Lane
and upon Bocking. Other uses proposed would be considered generally acceptable
within a commercial/leisure designation. An employment allocation is not considered
suitable at this location and the District does not require any additional employment
allocations as it has two employment growth locations in its Core Strategy.
Recommendation
To retain the existing allocation of Towerlands for commercial/leisure uses.
4.52 Inset Map 1 –new site submission - BON35X - Builders Yard East of
Church Street – Proposal for 1 residential dwelling.
• Existing Builder's Yard, to the East of Church Lane, Bocking. Provision of one
dwelling.
Officer Comment
4.53 The site is located outside the development boundary for Braintree and Bocking
and consists of a builder’s yard. An alteration to the development boundary to include
this site would not be considered to be a logical extension to the development
boundary. It is adjacent to Bocking Cemetery, at some distance from Church Lane.
4.54 Inset Map 1 – New site submission - BON36X – Land at Deanery Hill –
Proposed extension to development boundary.
• General comments made regarding the definition of development boundaries.
• Whilst the whole of the site may not be suitable for housing, the development
boundary should still reflect the existing character of development on the land
at present. This would provide additional flexibility for the existing and possible
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future land uses. The suggested boundary should include the existing built
development at both the Deanery and the Deanery Care Village.
Officer Comment
4.55 Extending the development boundary to include this site would not be
necessary to allow for uses associated with the care home to be developed. The site
already has a number of constraints which would determine an appropriate level of
development such as TPO’s, Group TPO’s and the setting of the listed building.
Inclusion within the development boundary would do little to allow further
development to come forward and is not considered necessary especially when
considered the built density of the site.

Bocking South
4.56 BOS16H – Land at Harkilees Way – Proposed residential allocation for 10
dwellings (0.6ha).
• Loss of light, privacy and amenity
• Impact on access and parking
• Loss of recreation
• Spoil the area.
Officer Comments
4.57 The precise layout and design will be subject to a planning application. It would
be necessary to maintain sufficient lighting and amenity for neighbouring properties.
In addition a transport assessment may be required to assess what impact the
development may have on the local area. Issues such as parking will be addressed
at the application stage and the development will need to take into account the
Council’s adopted parking standards. The parking standards would require sufficient
off- street parking to be available for each property and visitor spaces will also have
to be provided. In terms of the loss of recreation, the area was never designated as
informal recreation in the Adopted Local Plan Review 2005, although it is likely to
have been used in that capacity. The Council’s Green Spaces Strategy identifies an
over provision of informal parks and gardens in Braintree urban Sub-Area of 21ha.
As such this area would not be required to meet any short- fall for recreational land
and it is considered that it should be retained as a residential allocation.
4.58 Inset Map 1 New site submission- BOS34X - Land at Bradbury
Drive/Swinbourne Drive Braintree. – Proposed residential development (1.25ha)
• Surplus employment land which extends to 1.25 hectares (3.09 acres).
• The majority of this land has never been developed despite being part of the
Springfield Employment Area.
Officer Comment
4.59 The site is identified in the current Local Plan Review for employment uses. It is
approximately 1.45ha and partly covered in hard- standing (0.84ha undeveloped,
0.61ha hard- standing). It is part of the Springwood Drive employment area (with
access through the employment area) where residential uses would be inappropriate
for amenity reasons and where there is a need to retain and allocate employment
land to provide sustainable development and to meet the Council’s job target.

Bocking Blackwater
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4.60 BOB07HAlt – Land R/O Bradford Street – Alternative site not being
proposed or promoted for development
• Support non- inclusion as it is constrained and unviable, heritage, traffic,
object to inclusion of garden and house in site. Wildlife, site is in multiple
ownership.
Officer Comments
4.61 Comments noted. It is not proposed to allocate this site in the Plan.
4.62 BOB20H – Former Garage Court – Falklands Court - (Residential
development for 10+ dwellings (0.17ha)
• Objection on the basis that there is a land registry issue on the site and
permission has expired.
Officer Comments
4.63 The application for the development of the site for 12 flats, parking and amenity
area was granted permission under 07/00089/FUL. However the site is within the
development boundary where there is a presumption in favour of development and
could come forward in future. It is therefore proposed to retain the allocation. If the
site were not to come forward it would not significantly impact on housing land supply
in Braintree.

Braintree Central
4.64 BRC7H – Land between London Road and Pods Brook Road
(Proposed residential development, 150 dwellings, formal and informal recreation
and cycleway (8ha))
Representations
• Concerns regarding the position of the access way, traffic problems and loss
of privacy.
• Great Notley Parish Council - Great Notley Parish Council wish to comment
that although site number BRC7H is outside the boundaries of the Parish, the
fact that the proposal is for 150 new homes in close proximity to the Parish will
mean that there will be an impact on both the educational and health
resources within the Parish.
• Anglia Water - BRC7H has been rated Amber due to foul sewerage network
capacity. The site developer has proposed a drainage strategy, which will
provide accommodation for this site subject to it being implemented.
Officer Comments
4.65 The proposed access is sufficient to allow for a roundabout within the existing
highway. A transport assessment will be required as part of the planning application
process; Essex County Council Highways have raised no objections to the
identification of this site. Concerns regarding loss of privacy or amenity would be
dealt with at the application stage and the development would have to accord with
the requirements of Plan policy and the Essex Design Guide.
4.66 No objection has been received from either the education authority or NHS
North Essex regarding the allocation of this site. The County Council will further
assess the cumulative impact of all of the housing sites proposed upon schools
provision, when the changes to the draft plan have been agreed.
4.67 Inset Map 1 – BRC7AX – South of Gilda Terrace/ west of Pod’s Brook
35

Resubmission of a strategic site with a smaller area, approximately 300 dwellings
(11.3ha)
Representations
• The site has previously been promoted as part of the wider “Flitchway
Settlement” proposals for residential development.
• This can easily be delivered off the existing road network and can provide a
sustainable development, well located to the existing urban area and facilities.
There will be no threat of coalescence with Rayne and can be a high quality
development that can delivered relatively quickly.
• Given the historically promotion of the site, extensive research has been
undertaken including traffic assessments with concluded that no major
constraints exist on the site which prevent development at the earliest
opportunity.
Officer Comment
4.68 The site is located outside the development boundary to the rear of Gilda
Terrace and Sun Lido Square Gardens on Rayne Road, and extends to the boundary
of the Flitchway to the south. The site is approximately 11ha in size and would be
capable of providing approximately 300 dwellings. This development would not be
considered appropriate, because it would remove agricultural land, reduce the
separation between Braintree and Rayne and could have a detrimental impact upon
the Flitchway linear park. Sufficient sites have been identified to meet Braintree
housing requirements.
4.69 Driberg Way/Park Drive – General comment about re-location of
employment site
• Black Notley Parish Council - Relocation of industrial site and traffic concerns.
Officer Comments
4.70 This site is an existing employment area and currently occupied. It is proposed
to retain the allocation. The site does not appear to have any further scope for
expansion of employment uses nor has it been proposed for re-development and as
such traffic levels will remain unaltered.
4.71 Braintree Delivery Office Lakes Road – Proposed re-allocation to allow for
other uses
• Allocate from employment to other uses.
Officer Comments
4.72 The site is within the Lakes Road industrial Estate and is currently identified for
employment purposes. The area in question is the Royal Mail sorting office and
associated depot. The area is a well-used and active employment site, which should
be retained for that purpose.
4.73 Broomhills Industrial Estate –Proposed removal of employment policy
area
Comments made in relation to policy ADM15 Employment Policy Areas - regarding
the identification of Broomhills industrial estate as an employment location and
outlining that the site is not viable for future employment uses and the retention of a
site with no reasonable prospect for employment uses should be allowed to have
other uses. The alternative option at paragraph 4.17 is preferred; that there should be
no policy and instead rely on the NPPF.
Officer Comments
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4.74 The Council Employment Land Review 2012 recommended that the Broomhills
site be retained. The site was considered to have a good long term potential, subject
to investment to improve premises and layout. The location is considered to be a
good prominent location for employment use and has excellent access to the dual
section of the A120 as well as the A131 close by. It is also considered to have the
opportunity for further intensification.
4.75 The site is in current employment use albeit with a high vacancy rate, a lack of
investment by the current site owners and future uncertainty is also likely to
contribute toward the existing vacancy rate.
4.76 A planning application for the demolition of existing industrial terrace buildings
and redevelopment of site for a new Sainsbury's Superstore (Use Class A1), with
ancillary customer restaurant and automatic teller machines, goods online service,
surface level car parking area, refurbishment/redevelopment of retained industrial
building (Use Class B1, B2 & B8) with ancillary trade counters and associated works
and change of use from highway land to private has been submitted. The application
is yet to be determined.
As currently drafted the policy allows for a range of uses and is not limited to the B
classes.
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Braintree East
4.77 BRE17H – Land R/O 304 Cressing Road – Residential allocation for 10+
dwellings (1ha)
• The site has traffic and drainage problems which could impact neighbouring
properties.
Officer Comments
4.78 This site was originally refused planning permission for residential development
for 14 dwellings on account of its lack of affordable housing provision. As the site is
already within the development boundary, its allocation should be retained. Concerns
regarding traffic and drainage would be resolved through the planning application
process. Essex County Council Highways have not objected to the allocation of this
site.
4.79 BRE26H – Braintree Tennis Club – Residential Allocation for 10+ dwellings
(1.2 ha).
• Additional area needs to be added to map (Braintree Tennis Club).
Officer Comments
4.80 Noted. It is proposed to include this area within the allocation as shown on the
map in the appendix.
Recommendations
To extend the allocation for a residential site of 10 or more on land at Braintree
Tennis Club as shown on the plan in the appendix.
4.81 Braintree Retail Park – Site Allocation for retail warehousing, leisure and
entertainment uses
• Insufficient retail sites have been allocated over the plan period;
• Braintree Retail Park has not been properly considered in the ADMP. It should
be identified as a site suitable for retail warehousing, leisure and
entertainment use;
• There is need for additional land to be allocated. Land to the south of
Millennium Way, Braintree should be allocated for additional retail
development.
Officer Comments
4.82 Braintree Retail Park has been identified on the Plan Retail Warehousing and
Retail warehousing with floorspace of less than 3700sqm for clothing and footwear,
and leisure and entertainment uses (Cinema/Bowling Alley). This represents the
currently permitted uses on the site. The site’s car parks and the swimming pool have
also been identified. No specific proposals for the re-organisation of the retail park
have been submitted and if one were to be, it would be considered on its merits.
4.83 The Draft Site Allocation and Development Management Plan has identified
sufficient sites to meet its retail requirements through the Plan Period as calculated in
the Council’s Retail Evidence Base (NLP - Retail Update 2012). It is therefore not
necessary to allocate further sites.
4.84 Braintree Freeport Outlet Village and associated proposed commuter
parking
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•
•
•

Review draft SADMP Policy ADM15 in line with the principle of NPPF by
including bulky goods retail as an appropriate alternative use within SADMP
Employment Policy Areas.
Reword Policy to allow for development where there is no detriment to parking
supply which allows for more effective use of brownfield land.
Remove Policy ADM2 designation for the identified area of land west of
Freeport Outlet Village which has potential for the development of improved
commuter parking/park and ride facilities on a highly accessible site.

Officer Comments
4.85 Issues regarding policies will be dealt with under a separate report to a later
committee.
4.86 An area of land has been suggested for commuter parking/park and ride. This
site is located between Freeport Designer Outlet Village and Freeport Station and is
approximately 0.33ha in size. It is an open area of grassland with some shrubbery to
the southern/eastern side on its boundary with the access to the station. The land is
relatively flat until it drops away sharply toward the railway line. The current local
plan identifies the area as a special policy area for the development of a public
transport interchange, this has been implemented and the associated policy was not
saved. Essex County Council has raised no objection to the proposal subject to a
capacity analysis. Development of a car park on this site is unlikely to have a
significant impact on the character and appearance of the area. As such it is
recommended to allocate an area for parking.
Recommendations
To allocate an additional area of parking at land adjacent to Freeport Station as
shown on the plan in the appendix.
4.87 Objections from Greenfields Community Housing
• Lister Road – Education land wrongly identified on Greenfields CH owned
land.
•

R/O Rifle Hill – Has an incorrect informal recreation designation.

•

Dukes Road – Area of car parking land in correctly identified as allotments.

•

Oakley Road – Informal recreation designation restricts re-development
options on adjacent garage court.

•

Visually Important Space Allocation Land at Woodlands, adjacent to Oxley
House Cressing Road/Chapel Hill – Designation restricts re-development.

4.88 Maps of these sites are included within the appendix
Officer Comments
4.89 Lister Road (Education) – Noted, inset map to be altered.
4.90 R/O Rifle Hill (Informal Recreation Designation) – Noted, inset map to be
altered.
4.91 Dukes Road – Noted, inset map to be altered.
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4.92 Oakley Road – Informal Recreation – This area is currently used for informal
recreation and should be retained for that purpose. Planning permission for this
residential area in Bocking was originally approved, subject to the provision of open
space for residents, of which this forms a part. It should therefore be retained for this
purpose. Re-development of the adjacent garage court would be considered on its
merits.
4.93 Visually Important Space Allocation Land at Woodlands, adjacent to Oxley
House Cressing Road/Chapel Hill – This is a very important area of green space and
has a number of mature trees. (Please see aerial photograph in appendix)
Development on this site would be wholly unacceptable and have a significant impact
on the character of the area.
Recommendations
To remove the incorrect designation of education land at Lister Road.
To remove the incorrect designation of informal recreation on land to the rear
of Rifle Hill.
To remove the incorrect allocation of allotments at Dukes Road.

High Garrett
4.94 New site submission - GOG4X – Land adjacent 90 High Garrett
Residential and Community uses (0.42ha)
• Proposal for a mixed use of community facilities and housing to support the
development. The site will be part use to provide a hall with parking and
recreational land for local residents. The houses will be designed as 1/2 bed
dwellings to target young local people where there is a shortage of smaller
houses locally.
• No support for community facilities or infrastructure, traffic issues.
Officer Comments
4.95 This site is located off Broad Road, it would comprise an infill development
between numbers 90 & 92 Broad Road at High Garrett. The site is approximately
0.43ha. Landscape impact would be limited as it has a strong line of hedgerow/trees
to the rear of the site, which would minimise any impact from the countryside from
the east. However no further housing allocations are required.
4.96 There is no further requirement for Community Facilities within High Garrett or
Bocking North. Several facilities already exist such as the Glebe Hall.
Other Site Comments
4.97 Land adjacent the A120 - West Tey Consortium
Strategic development at Braintree and Marks Tey
• Site Allocations cannot deliver improvements to the A120.
Officer Comments
4.98 The level of development required to upgrade the A120 is outside of the scope
of the Draft Site Allocations and Development Management Plan. Proposals which
would address issues with the A120 would have to be strategic in nature and should
be considered through a review of the Core Strategy. It is unlikely that the level of
development required to make significant improvement to the road would be
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necessary to meet the Districts housing requirements between now and the end of
the Core Strategy period in 2026.
Recommendations
To not include any further development boundary changes or allocate any
additional or alternative sites for development.

5. Cressing and Cressing Tye
5.1 Cressing and Cressing Tye are identified in the Core Strategy as “Other Villages”.
This means they are not key service villages, but are large enough to have a
development boundary.
5.2 The Site Allocations Plan shows a development boundary and designations for
education; formal recreation; visually important space; Flood Zone 2 & 3 (At
Cressing); and a Conservation Area (At Cressing).
5.3 Eleven alternative sites for housing and other uses have been put forward by
landowners in Cressing and Cressing Tye, plus 3 new additional sites during the
public consultation.
5.4 Five comments have been submitted.
5.5 Summary of representations
•
•
•
•
•

CRE9HAlt (Land at Ashes Road/Lanham Green Road)– Site should be
included within the development boundary;
CRE2MAlt (Land at Appletree Farm Polecat Road)– proposed residential
development;
Cressing Parish Council (See below);
CRE11HAlt (Land at Oak Corner Shelleys Lane) – Site should be included
within the development boundary.
CRE16RAlt (Land south of Millennium Way /CRE17RAlt (Land opposite
Hoppit House, B1018) – Additional retail land should be allocated.

Parish Council Comments
5.6 Cressing Parish Council commented on a similar allocation plan back in
November 2011 and these were subsequently published along with BDC Officers
comments in a report to the Local Development Framework Sub-Committee on the
23rd May 2012. However, the latest iteration of the site allocations does include
additional areas to those originally identified and we would like the following
observations to be noted in addition to those already submitted.
CRE 1HAlt and CRE 14HEAlt (Land at Leyfield Braintree Road)
5.7 These are greenfield sites outside of the village envelope and should not be
considered for development. Previous planning applications have failed and the
Officer opinion identified significant harm to the rural character of this side of Tye
Green should development be undertaken.
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5.8 There also appears to be no explanation in the ‘Key' as to what HEAlt refers to in
terms of any proposed development. We can only assume it to be a mis-print of
EHAlt which denotes employment or housing which would be even more
inappropriate than just housing. The Parish Council do not support the inclusion of
this site.
CRE 2Malt - (Land at Appletree Farm, Polecat Road)
5.9 Currently a commercial site and technically would provide a brownfield site for
development. However, Hawbush Green is a small hamlet with no services between
Cressing and Cressing Tye and does not have a village envelope, therefore being
part of the countryside. Options for either large scale residential or employment
development would be incompatible and not sustainable with the rural nature of the
site.
5.10 We understand that an Employment Land Review was to be carried out and
would like to see the report’s findings and recommendations in relation to this site. If
the report has not concluded then we would not consider the site suitable for
development at this time.
CRE 3MAlt – (The Stables, Long Green)
5.11 We understand that development has already been approved for this site.
CRE 7 HAlt – (Car Park for Ashes Garage, Ashen Road)
5.12 Conditions are attached to the site in relation to the former John Pease Garage,
in so far that the ground should be restored to greenfield once the use of the garage
has ceased. Officer opinion considered that an extension of the village envelope to
include this site and allow development would be inappropriate.
5.13 The original appropriation of this land caused a great deal of disquiet locally and
the Parish Council support the opinion of the Officer to return the site to greenfield
status, or appropriate village amenity. Cressing Parish Council do not support the
inclusion of this site.
CRE 8 HAlt – (Ashes Garage, Ashes Road)
5.14 Development has already been approved for this site.
CRE 9 HAlt – (Land at Ashes Road/Lanham Green Road)
5.15 A greenfield site providing an open rural setting to Braintree, which provides
access to the wider rural landscape and has a strong rural character. The officer
opinion considered that a development of approximately 150 dwellings is not a
sustainable level of growth for the Village. The area is within the Settlement Fringe
Study for Braintree. Cressing Parish Council do not support the inclusion of this site.
CRE 11 Halt - (Land at Oak Corner, Shelleys Lane)
5.16 This is a site with a significant recent planning history. A recent application for a
certificate of lawfulness for industrial activity was refused. Any proposed
development would be restricted by the constraints imposed by the access to the
site.
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5.17 The site sits outside the village envelope and existing buildings are claimed as
agricultural in nature and therefore constitute ‘not previously developed land',
therefore presenting a greenfield development option adjacent to the Brain Valley; a
countryside area of natural beauty used recreationally by local people. Cressing
Parish Council do not support the inclusion of this site.
CRE 16 RAlt and CRE 17 RAlt - (Land south of Millennium Way /CRE17RAlt
(Land opposite Hoppit House, B1018)
5.18 These two plots are new proposals for inclusion in the site allocations plan and
raise a number of issues.
5.19 The Parish Council did have the opportunity to view a scoping document in
relation to CRE 16 and were concerned as to the effect on the already significant
problems associated with local traffic congestion. The inclusion of CRE 17 to the east
of the B1018 would only compound this problem. Further, CRE 17 falls within a
greenfield site outside of the village envelope and any consent to develop the site
may go against precedent already set in relation to CRE 1 and 14.
5.20 Proposal to develop out of town retail may also be contrary to the BDC core
strategy CS6 that promotes the sequential approach to any proposal for expansion of
retail facilities not within the town centre.
5.21 In the absence of any detail for major highway and access improvements or
justification for expanding the out of town retail facilities to an area on the other side
of the B1018, it is unlikely that support for the inclusion of these sites would be
forthcoming from the Parish Council.
5.22 The proposal would also represent significant encroachment in terms of the
proximity of Braintree to Tye Green and be contrary to RLP58. The cumulative effect
of this proposal alongside the current proposals for significant intensification of
activity at the adjacent Cordons Farm Waste site would further degrade the rural
nature of the area
Officer Comments
5.23 Comments from the Parish Council are noted. (In response to their question
about the reference number CRE14HEAlt- this means the site is in Cressing, number
14 and is being proposed for H housing and E employment as an Alt alternative to
those proposed as preferred options by the Council. The H and E can be in either
order as both are being proposed.) It is not proposed to allocate any sites for
development within Cressing or Cressing Tye.
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Cressing
CRE9HAlt - Land adjacent to Ashes Farm to the north of Cressing.
5.24 The site proposal is for greenfield development of an agricultural field of
approximately 5.5ha, which could provide in the region of 150 dwellings. The village
of Cressing would not be a sustainable location for growth of this site. It is located
within area B10 of the Settlement Fringe study for Braintree and is described as
providing an open rural setting to Braintree and has a strong rural character. In
addition including this site within the development boundary would not be considered
a natural extension to the development boundary for Cressing.
CRE2MAlt (Land at Appletree Farm, Polecat Road)
5.25 The site is located at Hawbush Green and is approximately 5.3ha in size. The
hamlet does not have a development boundary and is therefore considered to be part
of the countryside. A large scale residential development would not be appropriate in
this location and it would be out of character and not compatible with the rural nature
of the area. Whilst re-development of the site may bring about improvements to the
local landscape as well as removing the existing haulage depot, this would not justify
what would essentially be a stand-alone residential development in the countryside.
5.26 The Council Employment Land Viability Study completed in December 2012
concluded that the site should be retained for its current use but should not be
specifically allocated for employment purposes.
5.27 Cressing Primary School is constrained by the physical size of its site and it is
unlikely that it would be able to accommodate the additional pupils likely to be
generated from a site of this size.

Cressing Tye
CRE11HAlt - (Land at Oak Corner, Shelleys Lane)
5.28 1 Oak Corner Shelleys Lane. Access is limited from the B1018 and also serves
as a public right of way. The planning history of the site is largely related to
agricultural uses with permission for a permanent dwelling, with no agricultural
occupancy condition, which is under construction.
5.29 It is not appropriate to allocate this site for housing, or include it within the
development boundary. The access point is constrained, it is considered to be an
intensification of backland development in an area of the village where the
predominant character is linear and it could create amenity problems because of the
adjacent scrap yard.
CRE16RAlt/CRE17RAlt - (Land south of Millennium Way /CRE17RAlt (Land
opposite Hoppit House, B1018)
5.30 CRE16RAlt has been put forward for retail uses. The site has no specific
planning history associated with it. It is currently outside the development boundary
adjacent to Millennium Way and the A120 and designated as countryside. It is
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completely separated from the Braintree Retail Park by the A120. Development on
the other side of Millennium Way at Galleys Corner is restricted to transport related
uses plus the existing garden centre and haulage uses. CRE17RAlt has been put
forward for improvements to the B1018 in association with CRE16RAlt. This would
primarily consist of a straightening of the double bends approaching the Wyevale
roundabout.
5.31 The Draft Site Allocation and Development Management Plan have identified
sufficient sites to meet its retail requirements through the Plan Period as calculated in
the Council’s Retail Evidence Base (NLP - Retail Update 2012). It is therefore not
necessary to allocate further retail sites and if it were, this would still be considered
unsuitable as this site forms part of a gap between Braintree and Tye Green where
control of development is required to prevent the coalescence of Braintree and
Cressing Tye.
Additional Sites (put forward during this consultation)
5.32 CRE18X – Ivy Cottage Long Green (0.33ha) – Proposal for Ivy Cottage to be
identified for C3 Residential, C2 Residential institutional use for the care of the
elderly, C2A Secure Residential Institutions, D1 Non-residential Institutional and D2
Assembly and Leisure uses as well as C1 Hotel Use.
CRE19X – Ashes Farm (0.5ha) – Residential/Community Development
5.33 This is a smaller portion of CRE20X below.
CRE20X – Ashes Farm (5.2ha) – Residential/Community Development
5.34 This is an agricultural field located near to Hawbush Green.
Parish Council Comments
5.35 A verbal update will be provided at the meeting.
Officer Comments
CRE18X – Ivy Cottage Long Green, Cressing
5.36 This site is located within the Special Policy Area at Galleys Corner which is
covered in RLP58 of the Local Plan Review 2005 and ADM48 of the Draft Site
Allocations and Development Management Plan which provide the basis for
development at Galleys Corner. This policy restricts uses to transport related
development to serve the users of the A120, the existing garden centre and ancillary
uses (and in the present policy the existing haulage depot). It also restricts the
amount of area buildings are permitted to cover to 20% of the site. This site forms
part of a gap between Braintree and Tye Green and special controls are required to
limit the type and extent of development and prevent the coalescence of the two
settlements.
5.37 It is not proposed to include other uses which would result in longer term
residential occupation at Galleys Corner. The site is outside the development
boundary and close to the main trunk road network with its associated traffic
congestion and noise and air pollution. It is not considered to be a suitable location
for long term residential occupation.
45

5.38 The haulage yard at Cordons Farm has been excluded from the Special Policy
Area in the Draft Site Allocations and Development Management Plan to reflect the
proposals for waste transfer station on the site. The provision for new waste transfer
stations is included in the Essex Waste Strategy (2007-2032) and a planning
application is currently being considered by Essex County Council.
CRE19X – Holders Farm House, Hawbush Green, B1018.
5.39 The site is located near to Hawbush Green and comprises an agricultural field.
Reference is made to the site once containing a now destroyed farm house. The site
would be considered to have been returned to nature and therefore a greenfield site.
Inclusion of this site would not be considered a logical extension of a development
boundary. The nearest boundary is at Cressing Tye, which is on the opposite side of
the B1018 and approximately 100m away. Development would also likely be ribbon
in nature and would lessen the separation between Cressing Tye and Hawbush
Green, which would not be supported
CRE20X – Holders Farm House, Hawbush Green, Polecat Road
5.40 This is a larger site and has many of the same concerns as cited for CRE19X.
The site is a greenfield site and is not in close proximity to any development
boundary and as such its inclusion would not be a logical extension of an existing
development boundary. It would effectively be a residential development in the
countryside.
5.41 Cressing and Cressing Tye do not have any specific requirement to require
additional housing development.
Recommendations
1. That no alternative sites are allocated, or included in an amended
development boundary for Cressing and Cressing Tye.
2. That the Inset Maps for Cressing and Cressing Tye be approved.

6. Shalford Church End
6.1 Shalford Church End is identified as an “Other Village” in the Core Strategy.
6.2 Representations to the consultation were reported to the meeting of the 11th April
2013. An item regarding site SHA7HAlt land at White Court was deferred until the
views of the Parish Council could be established. These views have now been
provided in addition to new comments regarding site SHA1 – land between Little
Gables and Fox Cottages.
SHA7HAlt - Land at White Court Shalford.
6.3 This item was deferred from the Local Development Framework Sub-Committee
at its meeting of the 11th April 2013. In the draft map for Shalford Church End a small
extension to the development boundary was proposed in this location, in addition to
an area of informal recreation to the front of the site, as shown in the appendix. It is
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now proposed (as set out in the appendix) to include the whole curtilage of White
Court within the development boundary and to identify an area of Visually Important
Space, in addition to the informal recreation space at the frontage of the site.
SHA1 – Land between Little Gables and Fox Cottages.
6.4 This item was discussed at the 11th April meeting and a small extension to the
development boundary in this location was agreed, as set out in the plan published
for consultation, subject to a slight alteration to the boundary to minimize impact on
the adjacent property. The Parish Council consultation outlined below also
considered this site, although it was not deferred from the previous meeting.
Parish Council Comments
6.5 I think you are aware that there has been much criticism from local residents of
the lack of publicity and consultation relating to the Site Allocation and Development
Plan review. As a result the Shalford Parish Council resolved to send a
questionnaire to village residents to seek their view on the inclusion into the village
envelope of the two sites that were yet to be resolved being SHA1HAlt (the land
between Old Fox Cottage and Little Gables) and SHA7HAlt (White Court). A copy of
the questionnaire is attached and one response per household was accepted.
6.6 The results of the questionnaire were quite decisive. There were 90 responses in
total. 52 commented on SHA1 of which 73% were against the inclusion of this piece
of land in the village envelope. 84 residents commented on SHA7 of which 43%
were against the inclusion of this piece of land in the village envelope. Of the 57%
that were in favour of the inclusion of SHA7 in the village envelope 90% opted for
option B in the questionnaire, which was the plan put forward by Mr. C Loon on
behalf of the owners and included the section of land designated as a "Visually
Important Open Space".
6.7 These results were considered at the Parish Council meeting on the 15th May
and the Council resolved to support the outcome of the questionnaire. We would
therefore ask Braintree District Council to:
1. Exclude all of the site SHA1Alt from the village envelope.
2. Include part of the site SHA7Alt as shown on the attached map in the village
envelope and designate the land coloured blue, within SHA7Alt, as a visually
important open space (as set out in the appendix).
Officer Comments
6.8 SHA1Alt Land between Little Gables and Fox Cottage – This site was originally
supported for inclusion in the Plan by Shalford Parish Council and included in the
draft Plan for consultation by the Local Development Framework Sub-Committee at
its meeting on the 24.01.12. The Parish Council conducted its own public
consultation as stated above in May this year.
6.9 The objections to the development included landscape impact and impact on
neighbouring properties and drainage. The site does not have any landscape
designations and is not within a flood plain. The objections regarding drainage would
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be addressed at the planning application stage, along with any design and
landscaping issues. The site has no overriding planning constraints and subject to a
suitable and safe access could be retained. An alteration to the boundary was
agreed to lessen the impact on the neighbouring property at Old Fox Cottage.
6.10 The outcome of the Parish Council consultation is noted. There is no need to
allocate any dwellings at Shalford to meet the housing requirements for other
villages. In view of the change from Parish Council support to opposition, in response
to their public consultation, officers have no objection to the removal of this site from
the development boundary.
6.11 SHA7HAlt Land at White Court– This site was originally discussed at the Local
Development Framework Sub-Committee on the 11th April 2013, where the item was
deferred to allow for the views of the Parish Council to be determined. The Parish
Council held its own public consultation event, the outcome of which is stated above.
Based on the outcome of its consultation the Parish Council resolved to support the
extension of the development boundary and the identification of an area of Visually
Important Space and informal recreation to its front.
6.12 The site consists of the dwelling know as White Courts and its grounds. Within
the curtilage are a number of outbuildings of a domestic nature. The Draft Site
Allocation Plan included an extension to the development boundary at this location,
but it did not include the full area submitted by the landowner for development.
6.13 The proposed alteration to the development boundary put forward now would
effectively swap an area currently outside the boundary. The development boundary
would extend to the boundary formed by the road at the south but would exclude a
much larger area of space on the western frontage which is proposed for allocation
as Visually Important Space.
6.14 The area of land proposed for residential development currently measures 2880
sqm and the proposed extent would be 3280sqm.
6.15 The site is heavily planted however many of the trees on site are of a poor or
unremarkable form and/or have a limited life expectancy. The line of trees along the
eastern boundary is however considered worthy of retention. There is limited concern
regarding the ecological potential of the site, as there are few features to suggest the
site has any great value.
6.16 An in principle highways objection to the intensification of an access onto a
classified road was received when the site was first considered by the SubCommittee, it set out that; “if the development is deemed necessary a 120m visibility
splay from the entrance to the site would be sought”.
Recommendation
1. That housing site SHA1 between Little Gables and Fox Cottage should be
excluded from the development boundary and the boundary should end at The
Gables.
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2. That the development boundary is amended at SHA7HAlt White Courts and
areas of visually important open space and informal recreation are designated
at the frontage of the site as shown on the proposed map.

7. Great Yeldham
7.1 Great Yeldham is classed in the Core Strategy and the Site Allocations Plan as
an ‘Other Village’. This means that it is not one of the six largest Key Service Villages
in the District, but it does have a development boundary, or village envelope.
7.2 The Site Allocations Plan identifies a Conservation Area, a school, formal
recreation, informal recreation, a local wildlife site, a site for community use and an
employment policy area. A development site of 10 or more has been proposed at
Nuns Walk Field.
7.3 18 comments have been submitted on Great Yeldham.
7.4 A new site for redevelopment has been proposed in Great Yeldham for the
redevelopment of the Hunnables Industrial Estate. This is a 3.1ha site, which is in
limited use as an existing employment area. The site promoter has also offered a
1.4ha field to the village for informal recreation, on the corner of Toppesfield Road
and The Street. The redevelopment proposal consists of the following:- around 2ha
of the site for residential development; a new site for the doctor’s surgery and
approximately 1.4ha of the site as a redeveloped business park. These proposals
have been commented on by a number of people during the consultation and their
views are set out below.
Summary of representations
7.5 GRY3H Nuns Walk Field (including those submitted by the site promoter)
•

Nuns Walk field leads onto a dangerous area of the A1017 with many
accidents.

•

The land is higher than the houses on the other side of the road; this will lead
to a loss of natural light, privacy would be invaded, the night sky would be
polluted by artificial street lighting.

•

There is an increased risk of surface water drainage and sewerage overflow
onto Church Road.

•

Overall an amber rating from Anglian Water as there is a water main crossing
the site.

•

The site is close the village centre and adjacent to the village services.

•

It is an area of 2ha and includes a small portion of open space to the frontage
of the site.
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•

Utilities can be provided and drainage is being investigated with Anglian
Water.

•

The green edge along the site will be maintained and a landscape appraisal
has been completed and will inform the masterplan.

•

An illustrative masterplan has been provided, which is in the appendix.

•

A new crossing point on Church Road and a new footpath link to the southwest across land in the control of the landowner will be built to access nearby
play space and the recreation ground.

•

A highway, drainage, landscape and visual and site constraints and
opportunities reports have been completed and submitted.

7.6 GRY2HAlt land off Highfields Road
•

Highfields is a narrow road with cars parked on it, which makes it unsuitable
for access to new development.

•

There are woodland and wildlife along the edges which should be protected.

7.7 New proposed site at Hunnable Industrial Estate
•

Prefer Hunnables option as it is a better use of the land

•

New housing adjacent to existing is preferable to an employment site

•

The children will get a larger playing field that will not flood

•

the 'village green' remains untouched

•

No building would take place on greenfield land

•

The employment site is at the moment detrimental to the village and would
benefit from regeneration and downsizing

•

Good use of existing development areas without spoiling the countryside

•

Object to GRY3H and instead propose an alternative location.

•

Also proposes land on the corner of High Street and Toppesfield Road to give
over as public open space or informal play space. This is a flat level site with
trees around the edges which would be retained. Bowtells Meadow lies within
a defined flood zone with the consequent limitations

7.8 Great Yeldham General
•

The redundant police station could be made into a doctors then you could get
more houses on the Hunnable site
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•

Rainwater drainage from any development in Great Yeldham must enter the
river downstream from the bridge so that the flood risk is not increased

•

Move the school to Nuns Walk Field and then build houses on the school site

•

St Andrews school needs to be moved or expanded

Essex County Council Historic Buildings Advisor
7.9 Nuns Walk Field is currently an agricultural field within the setting of the group of
listed farm buildings at Great Yeldham Hall, and is partly within the Conservation
area at its north western edge. Agricultural fields interspersing clusters of housing,
with the edges greening the boundary with the main road is characteristic of the
conservation areas within Sible Hedingham and Great Yeldham. The green character
of the hedgerow along the edge and the glimpses of open views through gaps across
the fields contribute to the character of the place. The development of this land would
undoubtedly affect these aspects. It would erode the perception of the group of listed
buildings at Great Yeldham Hall as a farm group surrounded by farmland. Whilst
reservations about the proposed allocation are raised, it may be possible to design a
sensitive development that responds to the context. Due to the sensitivity of the site it
is recommended that a development brief for this site is required if the land is
allocated.
Parish Council comments
7.10 The Parish Council discussed both proposals at its meeting on the 4th April
2013, it was agreed that the Council’s preferred development option for the village
was the Hunnable Industrial Estate site.
7.11 The land owner/developers for the site have proposed 2 ha site for housing and
possible new doctors surgery, 1.4 ha regenerated employment area and 1.4 ha new
playing field providing the parish with improved business units, new housing and
increased green space for sport and recreation activities such as tennis courts, bowls
green or allotment sites.
7.12 The Hunnable Holdings Ltd proposal will preserve the countryside and build on
existing brownfield sites. As the future of the site is currently uncertain, a
regeneration programme could be beneficial to the village not only in terms of
avoiding the eyesore and potential problems associated with having such a large site
falling into disrepair, but also because of the business and employment possibilities
the new site could bring to the village. The Parish Council needs to encourage the
creation of local employment opportunities and the current state of the industrial
estate cannot encourage any business to locate its base in Great Yeldham. The
Hunnable proposal would enable the industrial estate to be rebuilt with modern
industrial units and smarten up that area of the village and still provide the housing
allocation required to meet the Council’s level of housing development over the
period.
7.13 The Hunnable Industrial Estate offers the opportunity for a new branch surgery
to be built within the proposed development. The Parish Council is still waiting to
hear from the Local Area Team of the National Commissioning Board, who is
considering the outcome of the feedback on the consultation for a new branch
surgery in Great Yeldham, which was held on the 1st March 2013. The Parish
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Council has received a letter from Hunnable Holdings Ltd confirming their intention
that the surgery site will be built as part of the initial phase of the development,
subject to having the agreement of the CCG and the Doctors in place. They will
construct a building and associated parking to the design and specification of the
doctors surgery proposed by the previous PCT, offering it to the CCG at a modest
leasehold cost similar monetarily to the PCT proposal. A copy Hunnable Holdings Ltd
letter was sent to Eleanor Dash on the 23rd April 2013.
7.14 The ‘Community Uses’ area located in the centre of the village near Whitlock
Drive has currently been identified as a possible site for a new branch surgery.
However planning permission expired on the 19th January 2013. As previously
mentioned, the Hunnable proposal offers the opportunity for a new branch surgery to
be built within the proposed site. The area located in the centre of the village near
Whitlock Drive currently allocated for ‘community use’ should change to designated
‘open space’ enhancing the appearance of the village.
Officer Comments
GRY3H Nuns Walk Field (Proposed for approximately 40 dwellings)
7.15 The site is at present a farmed field close to the centre of the village. It would
require an appropriate pedestrian crossing to provide access to village facilities.
Housing at Whitlock Drive is located to the south of the site, alongside the redundant
police station and a telephone exchange. To the north there is an access road to a
small number of properties. There is a mature hedgerow and trees located to the
front part of the site, which is in the Conservation area. The Historic Buildings advisor
notes the sensitivity of the site, but states that a suitable scheme could be possible
subject to further work. The site entrance abuts an area at risk of flooding
This greenfield area was supported for development in the draft site allocations plan
published for Great Yeldham and was allocated for a site or 10 or more dwellings. It
was expected that the site could deliver around 40 dwellings. The developer is also
proposing to gift Bowtells Meadow to the parish. This is the present recreation
ground for the village, but its location within an area at risk of flooding can cause
issues. The proposals would also include new pedestrian links and crossings to the
village recreation facilities.
The Hunnable Industrial Site (Proposed for approximately 45 dwellings)
7.16 The Hunnable Industrial Area is a large industrial site located within the
development boundary of Great Yeldham. It is currently made up of several large
open areas of hardstanding together with a collection of industrial buildings, some of
which are extremely large. Many of the buildings are in a poor state of repair and
there is limited occupancy. Part of the site was previously redeveloped for housing on
the Whitlock Drive area, which now abuts the site. Access is at present taken from
Toppesfield Road, but there is a proposal that a minor access road should be created
from Market Grove and possible options for another access off the A1017.
The developer is proposing to redevelop the existing industrial site completely. Part
of the site closest to the centre of the village would be developed for housing and a
doctor’s surgery which could come forward ahead of much of the development on the
site if the new access point were to be utilised. The remaining part of the site (around
1.4ha), closer to Toppesfield Road would be redeveloped as a new industrial area
with smaller units. The site was assessed during the Economic Viability study
completed by the Council at the end of 2012. Paragraph 4.25 states that; “The
Hunnable Industrial Estate in Great Yeldham, is currently partly occupied and
provides smaller units, of which many are occupied, which appear to serve a local
employment need. Consideration should be given to whether it would be beneficial
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for some of the larger floorspaces to be reconfigured if further demand for smaller
spaces is identified”. The report also notes the poor quality of the buildings on the
site, particularly those at the rear, but overall concludes that the site should be
retained. However it is considered that the proposals as set out to reconfigure the
space to provide more high quality smaller units on part of the site would meet the
local employment need. The developer has submitted a revised concept plan which
is included within the appendix.
7.17 Overall it is considered that a village of Great Yeldham’s size should only
accommodate one residential development of this size within the plan period in order
to maintain the character of the village. Whilst it is considered that there are no
overriding reasons why the Nuns Walk Field site should not come forward for
residential development, it is considered that the Hunnables proposal has more
advantages in that it is the regeneration of a Brownfield site and will offer improved
facilities for the village in the form of a location for a new doctors surgery and
informal recreation/open space. It also has the support of the Parish Council. The
proposals for the renewal and redevelopment of the 1.4ha of industrial land to form
new more modern employment facilities for the village are welcomed and smaller
units are likely to be more appealing in this location. However this must be carefully
controlled through the planning application to ensure that both the residential and
commercial elements of this site come forward. The land for open space is proposed
to be allocated for informal recreation as the final proposals for the land are not yet
set. If the Parish Council supported an area for allotments or more formal sports
pitches on the land, this would be supported.
Whitlock Green
7.18 On the draft inset map published for consultation the Whitlock Green area of
Whitlock Drive was allocated as community uses to facilitate the provision of a
Doctor’s surgery on the site as intended during the planning of this development.
However the Parish Council as landowner are not supportive of this and wish to see
the doctors surgery located elsewhere in the village, so that this area can remain as
a green space. It is therefore proposed to remove the allocation of community uses
and replace this with an informal recreation allocation to reflect its current use.
7.19 Agree with residents’ comments that the site to the north of Highfields is not
suitable for residential development.
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Recommendations
1. To remove the allocation of a residential site of 10 or more from Nuns Walk
Field and realign the development boundary to its current position in the Local
Plan Review.
2. To allocate the land at Hunnables Industrial Estate for residential,
community uses and employment uses as set out on the plan in the appendix.
3. To allocate the field on the corner of Toppesfield Road and the A1017 as
informal recreation.
4. To allocate no other alternative sites in the village for residential
development
4. To remove the designation of community uses at Whitlock Green and
replace this with an informal recreation designation.

8. Earls Colne Sites EAR1H, EAR1HS and EAR3H
8.1 The Key Service Village of Earls Colne was considered at the LDF Sub
Committee meeting on Tuesday 26th March 2013. Whilst recommendations were
approved on other parts of the village, it was agreed to defer the consideration of site
EAR3H to the north of Station Road in order for further discussions with the site
promoter and the Parish Council.
8.2 Following that meeting the Council also received correspondence from the site
promoter of land to the south of Station Road EAR1HN and EAR1HS. This also
requires a reconsideration of this option, which is included in this report.
8.3 Around 30 comments were submitted on Earls Colne as a whole. Only those
relevant to sites EAR1 and EAR3 are set out in this report.
EAR3H land to the north of Station Road including residential development and
informal recreation
8.4 As shown on the Inset Map, which was published for consultation, an area of
approximately 2ha was proposed for residential development at the northern end of
the site and a 1.8ha area for informal recreation space on the southern side of the
site.
Summary of Objections to site EAR3H
• New growth should be directed to towns
• Greenfield site outside of the development boundary
• Development will lead to a loss of views of the Colne Valley
• The loss of wildlife and habitat from the site
• Do not believe this proposal protects and enhances the landscape capacity as
set out in the Core Strategy
• A 1987 planning application was refused on this site as it was outside the
village envelope and in an area of special landscape value
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•
•
•

Will spoil walks and areas for children to play
Not in accordance with the Essex Structure Plan
Protect the village from development as this was originally land for the
community

Anglian Water
8.5 The site scores Red in the Anglian Water RAG rating due to the Waste Water
Treatment works capacity, but it is noted that the flow could be pumped into the
Halstead catchment, especially if the two Earls Colne sites are combined.
Essex County Council Historic Environment
8.6 There is no objection to the allocation of the site for informal recreation. I would
like to point out the necessity for this landscape to remain appropriate in character to
the approach of the grade II listed house with which it is associated.
Parish Council Comments
8.7 In principle the Parish Council are happy with the detail of the layout on the plan
dated 18/4/13 drawing no. 005 (provided by the developer and included in the
appendix) and also with the ratio of developed area to public open space as shown.
Members would wish to be involved in the detail at a later date.
Officer Comments
8.8 Whilst the principle of the allocation of site EAR3H was supported by officers,
following further site visits, there were a number of concerns about the allocation as
proposed on the map due to the impacts on the existing vegetation on the site,
including the protected hedgerow broadly in the centre of the site and the existing
vegetation, including some protected trees bordering the site. There are also
important wildlife habitats on the site, including the potential for an outlying badger
sett.
8.9 District Council officers have held several meetings with both Earls Colne Parish
Council and the site developer to discuss these concerns and an amended allocation
is now set out in the appendix, along with the developers suggested masterplan.
8.10 Areas of structural landscaping are now proposed around the north of the site,
where there is an existing significant tree belt, to the east of the site where it adjoins
existing properties and where there is an existing tree line and along part of the
hedge in the centre of the site. This is to ensure that the existing vegetation, whether
subject to a protection order or not, is protected from development, will not be
enclosed by a private garden and will provide a linked habitat from the informal
recreation and open space fronting on Station Road, to the rear area of trees and
beyond. There is further vegetation and trees on the western boundary of the site,
again some of which benefit from Tree Preservation Orders and this should also be
retained through a planning application. It is noted that a road will be required to
access the rear part of the site, but by protecting the thickest part of the hedge with
the structural landscaping, the road will be required to enter the site on the western
side to minimise the fracturing of the hedge and to enable maximum distance
between the road and the pond adjacent to the hedge. The exact line of the road
would be decided through a planning application.
55

8.11 Due to the loss of residential land in the northern half of the site, to make way
for the structural landscaping, the residential allocation element has now moved
further southwards in the site. At this stage of the residential allocation, the
developer has agreed that the remaining part of the site allocated for informal
recreation will be passed via the District Council to the Parish Council as a local
recreation area.
8.12 A further area of land outside the site boundaries of the submitted site, but in the
ownership of the landowner, was also designated as informal recreation on the draft
Inset Map. This is land surrounding the access road to the golf course which is not
now being proposed for informal recreation. It will however remain outside the
development boundary for Earls Colne and is therefore classed as countryside where
development will not be supported.
8.13 The developers have been informed of the concerns of Anglian Water regarding
waste water sewerage capacity in Earls Colne and will be discussing the matter
directly with Anglian Water.
EAR1NH and EAR1SH – land to the south of Halstead Road
8.14 On the draft Inset Map for Earls Colne published for consultation, the site was
split into two: A northern housing allocation (EAR1NH) measuring around 0.7ha,
which would utilise the existing field access onto Halstead Road: A southern housing
allocation (EAR1SH), which could be accessed from Thomas Bell Road measuring
approximately 0.4ha. It was proposed to allocate the rest of the field (2.2ha) as
informal recreation land, which could be given to the Parish Council as part of a S106
agreement.
8.15 At the LDF meeting on the 26th March 2013, this site was considered and the
following recommendation was agreed; “1. That, subject to consultation with Earls
Colne Parish Council and Essex County Council Historic Environment Section, the
area proposed for residential development at EAR1H(N) be enlarged, to ensure
sufficient space for a suitable design, which respects properties in Halstead Road
and to accommodate a modest extension to the GP Surgery Car Park, subject to
confirmation that this would be acceptable to the Highways Authority. 2. That the
proposed development boundary at EAR1H(N) and (S) - Land to the South of
Halstead Road, Earls Colne be amended to exclude the area of informal recreation
from the development boundary.”
8.16 Summary of Representations to sites at EAR1H land to the south of
Halstead Road received during the consultation
• Greenfield site outside the village envelope
• The views between the properties on Halstead Road are very important to the
Conservation Area and we have previously had a planning application refused
because it did not maintain this view.
• The village cannot support any new housing, it has already had the Atlas Works
redevelopment
• Thomas Bell Road was not designed to support additional traffic
• The view from my bungalow will be destroyed by this proposal
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• Loss of wildlife and habitat on the site
• Bungalows should be developed on the site and social housing for the over 55’s
• The recreation area should include a football pitch and play space for the under
12’s
• New parking area for doctor’s surgery should be included and access should be via
the new access road and the existing access off Nonancourt Way closed off to all but
pedestrian and disabled access.
• The north and south housing areas should not be linked to create a rat run.
• The informal recreation area should be moved to outside the development
boundary
• Support housing in small numbers providing doctors and schools can cope
Correspondence from the site developer
8.17 During the consultation, the developer put forward a plan for the entire site to be
allocated for residential development with limited pockets of open space to be
incorporated within the development. This would accommodate approximately 90
dwellings as shown in the appendix and are summarised below;
•

The balance of open space to homes needs to be reconsidered from a design
led approach in order to maximise the potential of this highly sustainable
location. The site could deliver around 90 new homes.
• The Hunt Property Trust's site offers the most sustainable and accessible
option for the village, with safe walking connections possible to the doctors,
school, high street, buses and other facilities. A larger and more integrated
scheme can improve links to the school on Park Lane.
• EAR1H would provide a new safe priority junction with Halstead Road to the
north using the old factory access. This would form the main site access. A
small part of the development would be served off Thomas Bell Road to the
south.
• The site is entirely outside the Conservation Area (apart from the existing
access) and is visually very well contained by existing properties along
Halstead Road.
• A larger scale of development can deliver a number of other local benefits
including an extension to the parking for the Doctor's Surgery.
8.18 Recently a further site plan has been brought forward for discussion ( which is
also set out in the appendix). This proposes around 75 dwellings on the site with two
pockets of open space, measuring a total of approximately 0.67ha.
Further correspondence from the developer in March, as summarised by this extract,
stated; “The proposed allocation is not viable in its current form. Whilst the Hunt
Property Trust is willing to incorporate a number of community benefits into the
scheme including an extension to the Doctor’s surgery car park and open space
these are not deliverable on the back of the scale of development the Council is
currently proposing”.
8.19 Further correspondence from the developer on the proposed allocation in this
location has now been received and is summarised as follows;
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“The sites are deliverable and the Hunt Property Trust support the allocation of site
EAR1H (N)(S) and wish to work with the Council and the local community to deliver a
high quality solution that strikes the right balance between community benefits and
making efficient use of the most sustainable option in the village.
8.20 But that the option(s) being proposed by BDC fail to make efficient use of the
most suitable site at Earls Colne. We would again recommend to you our proposal
for a larger allocation for about 75 homes which could still accommodate nearly a
hectare of green space and landscaping (approximately 25% of the total site area).
This level of open space is significantly above the requirement of Policy CS10 of the
adopted Core Strategy which would require the provision of around 0.2ha of open
space and children’s play space.
8.21 The other point we would make is that the ‘village envelope’ should follow the
logical and defensible field boundary as formerly proposed, consistent with the
treatment of EAR3. It will also allow flexibility to achieve the most appropriate design
solution at the application stage and is supported by the Council’s Landscape
Capacity Analysis for Earls Colne (2007)”.
Officer Comments
8.22 It is not considered that the option put forward by the developer for around 75
units on the site with two smaller areas of informal recreation space meets the
aspirations of the Parish Council in terms of the delivery of informal recreation space
for the village.
8.23 After further discussions with the Parish Council, it is proposed to further
enlarge the developable area for the sites EAR1NH and EAR2SH as shown on the
accompanying map in the appendix. This would result in an allocation of
approximately 1.8ha of residential land (1.2ha on EAR1NH and 0.6ha on EAR1SH)
and 1.6ha of informal open space in the centre of the site, which would be outside
the development boundary (as shown in the appendix). This is a larger residential
allocation than was agreed at the LDF Sub Committee on the 26th March, but smaller
than that put forward by the developer. This proposal would allow two access points
to be utilised ( off Halstead Road and off Thomas Bell Road) to minimise the traffic
impact on any one point of the village. It would also allow a green corridor to be
maintained from the existing public open space and play area on the adjoining
housing development. There is a large Oak tree covered by a Tree Preservation
Order within the northern residential allocation and this would be expected to be
retained in public space. It is also proposed to allocate a narrow strip of land on the
rear boundaries of the properties on Halstead Road as structural landscaping to
protect these properties and the Conservation Area. Land would also be required for
an extension to the car parking provision at the Doctors Surgery. Together this site
would be likely to deliver between 40 and 50 dwellings.
8.24 If Members were not minded to increase the area of the residential land
allocation at EAR1H land south of Halstead Road as recommended in this report, the
developer has stated it would not be viable to develop the layout proposed in the
current Site Allocations Plan. The alternative option would be to remove site
EAR1NH and EAR1SH and the informal recreation allocation and retain the
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development boundary in this location as it is currently set out in the Local Plan
Review 2005. Although this would result in the loss of up to 35 dwellings from the
Key Service Villages figures, the Council is already providing an additional 134
dwellings above the allocation required to meet the minimum figures set out in the
Core Strategy. The development boundary could be redrawn to that which is set out
in the Local Plan Review 2005 (and shown in the appendix) which shows the
development boundary running around the existing dwellings on the old Atlas Works
site in line with the Conservation Area. The field would remain outside of the
development boundary in the countryside and the provision of additional open space,
or an enlarged doctor’s surgery would not be possible.
Parish Council Comments
8.25 Following a meeting of the Parish Council, I can confirm that the new proposals
currently tabled by the Planners are in line with comments made by members.
Recommendations
1. To approve the amended development boundary for site EAR3H
incorporating the new extents of residential, informal recreation and structural
landscaping and the corresponding amended development boundary.
2. To approve a revised boundary for residential development of sites EAR1HN,
EAR1HS to the south of Halstead Road and the informal recreation space and
structural landscaping and the corresponding amended development boundary
as shown on the map.

9. Additional comments from Greenfields Community Housing
Land adjacent to Church Street, Kelvedon
9.1 This is a landscaped area opposite the Church on the corner of Thorne Road that
is partially within the Conservation Area for Kelvedon. It is currently allocated for
informal recreation.
9.2 Greenfields CH have stated that this area appears less suitable for informal
recreation and would provide a suitable development site for 2 new affordable
houses. They state that the land is at a road junction and would raise safety concerns
for informal recreation and is directly in front of 2 Greenfield bungalows, which makes
it unsuitable for recreation. Greenfields are proposing 2 bungalows on this land and
object to any allocation on this land. (Please see map and photograph in the
appendix.)
Officer Comments
9.3 Officers agree that this area is more of a visually amenity than a recreation area
and therefore consider that the land should be protected as visually important space,
rather than informal recreation. It is in a prominent position opposite the listed Church
and within the conservation area and forms part of the open space that was
approved to serve the Thorne Road housing area.
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Land at Windmill Road, Halstead
9.4 Greenfields Community Housing have objected to the allocation of the following
area adjacent to 111 Windmill Road, as part of a larger area allocated as Visually
Important Space. (Please see map in appendix).
9.5 Greenfields CH have stated that the portion adjacent to 111 would be a potential
site for new affordable housing and that this portion is blocked by the gable ends of
two terraces of houses and is arguably less visually important. They state that there
are very limited opportunities on Greenfield’s owned land in Halstead for new
affordable homes and a continuation of the terrace line at this point would not seem
to detract from the views in the area.
Officer Comments
9.6 This area at the end of a cul de sac provides a link of open space through to the
visually important space at Spansey Court. It was originally approved as part of the
open space serving this housing estate and is a well landscaped amenity for the
existing residents. It is therefore considered that this should be retained as visually
important space.
Land to the front of Oxley House, Black Notley
9.7 Greenfields objects to any allocation on this land. Whilst there are no immediate
plans in place for Oxley House, (elderly persons accommodation) these areas form
part of the residents’ space at Oxley House. The allocation for visually important
space restricts future re-provision on this site.
Officer Comments
9.8 As this open space area was provided in association with Oxley House, the
removal of the draft allocation for visually open space will enable any future
redevelopment to include the potential of the whole of the site.
Land at Parkfields, Sible Hedingham
9.9 Greenfields Community Housing have objected to the allocation of this land
behind the existing parking as visually important space. They state that this would
restrict Greenfields from increasing car parking in the future, and prevent future
development, especially as Greenfields homes with very large gardens on Alexandra
Road may in the future be proposed for reduction in size.
Officer Comments
9.10 This does not appear to be an appropriate location for additional housing, as
this would be backland development, with no road frontage. However, as it could
potentially provide an extension of the existing parking in the future, which might be
needed by existing residents, there is no objection to the removal of the Visually
Important Space notation from this area behind the existing parking.
Land at De Vere Road, Earls Colne
9.11 Greenfields have objected to the allocation of land at the junction of De Vere
Road and Station Road as visually important space. They state that there have been
a number of requests for additional parking at De Vere Road and this allocation
would restrict Greenfields from increasing parking in the future, or future
development which could be suitable for additional dwellings.
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Officers Comments
9.12 There have already been a number of parking spaces provided adjacent to De
Vere Road. However, as this area could potentially provide one or more affordable
dwellings and there are two other areas of visually important space in De Vere Road,
there is no objection to the removal of the designation at the junction of De Vere
Road and Station Road.
Recommendations
1. To amend the designation of the land adjacent to Church Street,
Kelvedon from informal recreation to visually important space.
2. To retain the designation of visually important space on the land
adjacent to 111 Windmill Road, Halstead.
3. To remove the designation of visually important space from the land
adjacent to Oxley House, Black Notley.
4. To remove the designation of visually important space from the land at
Parkfields, Sible Hedingham.
5. To remove the designation of visually important space from the land at
the junction of De Vere Road and Station Road, Earls Colne.

10. Other Settlements in the District without Development
Boundaries.
10.1 There have been no further comments made, or further sites submitted in any
other settlements in the District, without a development boundary, which have not
already been reported to the LDF Sub Committee at their meetings on the 8th May
(Liston, Fairstead, Fuller Street, Alphamstone) and the 13th June (Birdbrook and
New England). It is therefore proposed that the Council should not allocate any
additional development boundaries in the District.
Recommendation
1. To not allocate any additional development boundaries in the District.
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11th July 2013
Local Development
Framework
Sub-Committee

LOCAL DEVELOPMENT
FRAMEWORK SUB-CTTE

AGENDA
THIS MEETING IS OPEN TO THE PUBLIC (Please note that this meeting will be webcast and audio
recorded)
http://www.braintree.gov.uk/meetings

Date: Thursday, 11th July 2013
Time: 6.00pm
Venue: Council Chamber, Causeway House, Braintree CM7 9HB
Membership:
Councillor D L Bebb

Councillor Lady P Newton

Councillor G Butland

Councillor W D Scattergood

Councillor A V E Everard

Councillor C Siddall

Councillor M C M Lager

Councillor M Thorogood

Councillor J M Money

Councillor R G Walters (Chairman)

Members are requested to attend this meeting, to transact the following business:PUBLIC SESSION
1.

Apologies for Absence

2.

Declarations of Interests. To declare the existence of any interests relating to items on
the Agenda having regard to the Code of Conduct for Members and having taken
appropriate advice (where necessary) before the meeting.

3.

Minutes. To approve as a correct record the Minutes of the meetings of the Local
Development Framework Sub-Committee held on 13th June 2013 and 17th June
2013. (Copies previously circulated).

4.

Question Time. (See paragraph on Page ii of the Agenda).

5.

Site Allocations and Development Management Plan Draft - Site Allocations
for Bedells Avenue, BLACK NOTLEY; Broomhills Industrial Area,
BRAINTREE; land adjacent to Badgers Oak, Nounsley Road, NOUNSLEY;
Primary Shopping boundary and former Co-op store, WITHAM; Site
BON8HAlt, Bakehouse and Unit 1 Bovingdon Road, BOCKING; and Site
BON19HAlt, former landfill site Bovingdon Road, BOCKING. To consider the
attached report. (Page 1) (A bundle of Appendices is enclosed for Members of the
Sub-Committee only, but it may be viewed on the Council’s web site).

i

6.

Braintree District Protected Lanes Assessments 2013. To consider amendments to
protected lanes and to determine whether to approve the assessments as Local
Development Framework evidence. (Report attached) (Page 14) (A bundle of Appendices
is enclosed for Members of the Sub-Committee only, but it may be viewed on the Council’s
web site).

7.

Site Allocations and Development Management Plan - Amendments to Policies and
Supporting Text: Housing, Employment, Retail, Community Facilities, Transport
(including Witham Railway Station car park second access), Environment,
Conservation, and Sport and Recreation. (Report attached) (Page 31) (A bundle of
Appendices is enclosed for Members of the Sub-Committee only, but it may be viewed on
the Council’s web site).

8.

Urgent Business. To consider any matter, which in the opinion of the Chairman,
should be considered in public by reason of special circumstances (to be
specified) as a matter of urgency.

9.

To agree the exclusion of the public and press for the consideration of the
following item for the reasons set out in Part 1 of Schedule 12(A) of the Local
Government Act 1972.
At the time of compiling the Agenda, there were no items for inclusion in this part of the
Agenda.

PRIVATE SESSION
10.

Urgent Business. To consider any matter, which in the opinion of the Chairman, should
be considered in private by reason of special circumstances (to be specified) as a matter of
urgency.
A PEACE
Member Services Manager

The last page of this Agenda is numbered 156.
QUESTION TIME
Immediately after the Minutes of the previous meeting have been approved there will be a period
of up to 30 minutes when members of the public can speak. Members of the public wishing to
speak should contact the Council's Member Services Section on 01376 552525 or e-mail
alison.webb@braintree.gov.uk at least two working days prior to the meeting. Members of the
public can remain to observe the whole of the public part of the meeting.
Contact Details
If you require any further information please contact Alison Webb on 01376 552525 or e-mail
alison.webb@braintree.gov.uk

ii

Health and Safety
Any persons attending meetings at Causeway House are requested to take a few moments to
familiarise themselves with the nearest available fire exit, indicated by the fire evacuation signs.
In the event of a continuous alarm sounding during the meeting, you must evacuate the building
immediately and follow all instructions provided by a Council officer who will identify him/herself
should the alarm sound. You will be assisted to the nearest designated assembly point until it is
safe to return to the building.
Mobile Phones
Please ensure that your mobile phone is switched off during the meeting.
Webcast and Audio Recording Please note that this meeting will be webcast and audio
recorded.
Agendas, reports and minutes for all the Council's public meetings can be accessed via the
internet at http://www.braintree.gov.uk/meetings
Braintree District Council welcomes comments from members of the public in order to make its
services as efficient and effective as possible. We would appreciate any suggestions regarding
the usefulness of the paperwork for this meeting, or the conduct of the meeting you have
attended.
Please let us have your comments setting out the following information
Meeting Attended

…………………………………………………….

Date of Meeting

…………………………………………………….

Comments……………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

iii

Minutes
Local Development
Framework SubCommittee
11th July 2013
Present:
Councillors
D L Bebb
G Butland
A V E Everard
M C M Lager
J M Money

Present
Apologies
Apologies
Yes
Yes
Yes

Councillors
Lady Newton
W D Scattergood
C Siddall
M Thorogood
R G Walters (Chairman)

Present
Yes
Apologies
Apologies
Yes
Yes

Councillors Abbott, Horner, D Louis and O’Reilly-Cicconi were also in attendance.
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DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST
INFORMATION: The following interests were declared:
Councillor J E Abbott declared a non-pecuniary interest in Agenda Item 5 - Site
Allocations and Development Management Plan Draft and, in particular, the Primary
Shopping Boundary, Witham and the former Co-op Store, Newland Street, Witham; a
non-pecuniary interest in Agenda Item 6 - Braintree District Protected Lanes
Assessments 2013 as Chairman of Rivenhall Parish Council which had submitted
representations on the Assessments; and a non-pecuniary interest in Agenda Item 7 Site Allocations and Development Management Plan - Amendments to Policies and
Supporting Text and, in particular, (Policy ADM 49) Witham Railway Station car park
second access, and Policy ADM 65 as he had personally submitted representations on
these matters, and Policies 60 and 66 as both Rivenhall Parish Council, of which he
was Chairman, and he had submitted representations on these matters.
Councillor A V E Everard declared a non-pecuniary interest in Agenda Item 5 - Site
Allocations and Development Management Plan Draft and, in particular, Site HAT15HAlt
- Land adjacent to Badgers Oak, Nounsley Road, Nounsley as he had been contacted
by the owner of the site by telephone, but he had not expressed a view.
Councillor M C M Lager declared a non-pecuniary interest in Agenda Item 5 - Site
Allocations and Development Management Plan Draft and, in particular, the Primary
Shopping Boundary, Witham and the former Co-op Store, Newland Street, Witham as a
Member of Witham Town Council which had been consulted on the proposed
development sites and had submitted representations.
Councillor J M Money declared a non-pecuniary interest in Agenda Item 5 - Site
Allocations and Development Management Plan Draft and, in particular, the Primary
17
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Shopping Boundary, Witham and the former Co-op Store, Newland Street, Witham as a
Member of Witham Town Council which had been consulted on the proposed
development sites and had submitted representations; and a non-pecuniary interest in
Agenda Item 7 - Site Allocations and Development Management Plan - Amendments to
Policies and Supporting Text and, in particular, Policies 43 and 43a as her daughter
worked for the NHS, and Witham Railway Station car park second access as a Member
of Witham Town Council.
Councillor Lady Newton declared a non-pecuniary interest in Agenda Item 5 - Site
Allocations and Development Management Plan Draft as Essex County Council’s
elected Member for Braintree Eastern Division, as Mr John Cousins speaking during
Question Time was known to her, and, in particular, Site HAT15HAlt - Land adjacent to
Badgers Oak, Nounsley Road, Nounsley as she had been contacted by the owner of the
site by telephone, but she had not expressed a view, Councillor Lady Newton declared
non-pecuniary interests also in Agenda Item 6 - Braintree District Protected Lanes
Assessments 2013 and Agenda Item 7 - Site Allocations and Development
Management Plan - Amendments to Policies and Supporting Text as Essex County
Council’s elected Member for Braintree Eastern Division.
Councillor R G Walters declared a non-pecuniary interest in Agenda Item 5 - Site
Allocations and Development Management Plan Draft Inset Plans as Essex County
Council’s elected Member for Great Notley and Three Fields Division and, in particular,
Site HAT15HAlt - Land adjacent to Badgers Oak, Nounsley Road, Nounsley as he had
been contacted by the owner of the site by telephone, but he had not expressed a view,
Councillor Walters declared non-pecuniary interests also in Agenda Item 6 - Braintree
District Protected Lanes Assessments 2013 and Agenda Item 7 - Site Allocations and
Development Management Plan - Amendments to Policies and Supporting Text as
Essex County Council’s elected Member for Great Notley and Three Fields Division.
In accordance with the Code of Conduct, all Councillors remained in the meeting and
took part in the discussion, unless stated otherwise, when the matters were considered.
15

MINUTES
INFORMATION: The Minutes of the meetings of the Local Development Framework
Sub-Committee held on 13th June 2013 and 17th June 2013 were confirmed as a correct
record and signed by the Chairman.
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QUESTION TIME
INFORMATION: Twelve people spoke at the meeting. Members of the Sub-Committee
agreed that the public should speak immediately prior to each village/site/item being
considered rather than during Question Time. Details of the people who spoke at the
meeting are contained in the Appendix to these Minutes.
Principally, these Minutes record decisions taken only and, where appropriate, the
reasons for the decisions.
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SITE ALLOCATIONS AND DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT PLAN DRAFT - SITE
ALLOCATIONS FOR BEDELLS AVENUE, BLACK NOTLEY; BROOMHILLS
INDUSTRIAL AREA, BRAINTREE; LAND ADJACENT TO BADGERS OAK,
NOUNSLEY ROAD, NOUNSLEY; PRIMARY SHOPPING BOUNDARY AND FORMER
CO-OP STORE, WITHAM; SITE BON8HALT, BAKEHOUSE AND UNIT 1
BOVINGDON ROAD, BOCKING; AND SITE BON19HALT, FORMER LANDFILL SITE
BOVINGDON ROAD, BOCKING
Councillor J Abbott, District Council Ward Councillor for Bradwell, Silver End and
Rivenhall, attended the meeting and spoke on this item and, in particular, Site
HAT15HAlt - Land adjacent to Badgers Oak, Nounsley Road, Nounsley, and the
Primary Shopping Boundary, Witham and the former Co-op Store, Newland Street,
Witham.
Councillor A Hunt, Chairman of Black Notley Parish Council, attended the meeting and
spoke on this item and, in particular, Bedells Avenue, Black Notley.
Councillor D Louis, District Council Ward Councillor for Hatfield Peverel, attended the
meeting and spoke on this item and, in particular, Site HAT15HAlt - Land adjacent to
Badgers Oak, Nounsley Road, Nounsley.
INFORMATION: Mrs E Dash, Planning Policy Manager, presented a report on the
preparation of the Site Allocations and Development Management Plan and the Draft
Inset Plans to be included within it. Specific reference was made in the report to sites at
Bedells Avenue, Black Notley; Broomhills Industrial Area, Braintree; HAT15HAlt - Land
adjacent to Badgers Oak, Nounsley Road, Nounsley; Primary Shopping Boundary and
former Co-op Store, Witham; BON8HAlt - Bakehouse and Unit 1 Bovingdon Road,
Bocking; and BON19HAlt – Former landfill site, Bovingdon Road, Bocking,
consideration of which had been deferred at previous meetings of the Sub-Committee.
A Site Allocations and Development Management Plan was required to set out land
allocations and policies, against which future planning applications for development in
the District would be determined over the period to 2026. The Plan had to be in
accordance with the Council’s Core Strategy which set out the overall strategy for future
development in the District and the number of dwellings for which land should be
allocated.
Public consultation on the draft Site Allocations and Development Management Plan
had taken place between 9th January and 22nd February 2013. The report summarised
the representations which had been and set out the Officers’ comments on these,
including recommended changes.
DECISION: That, subject to the draft Site Allocations and Development Management
Plan being approved in its entirety by the Council for public consultation:That the site allocations/draft Inset Plans and recommendations as set out in the report
for Bedells Avenue, Black Notley; Broomhills Industrial Area, Braintree; HAT15HAlt Land adjacent to Badgers Oak, Nounsley Road, Nounsley; Primary Shopping Boundary
and former Co-op Store, Witham; BON8HAlt - Bakehouse and Unit 1 Bovingdon Road,
Bocking; and BON19HAlt – Former landfill site, Bovingdon Road, Bocking be approved,
subject to the recommendations relating to Bedells Avenue, Black Notley and
Broomhills Industrial Area, Pod’s Brook Road, Braintree being amended as follows:19
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Bedells Avenue, Black Notley – Visually Important Space
That the Visually Important Space designation at Bedells Avenue, Black Notley as
approved by the Local Development Framework Sub-Committee on 13th June 2013 (ie.
the eastern part of the site adjoining the junction of Bedells Avenue and Witham Road)
be retained, subject to the designation being extended to include two-thirds of the land
originally identified as Visually Important Space.
Broomhills Industrial Area, Pod’s Brook Road, Braintree
That the allocation of Broomhills, Pod's Brook Road, Braintree as a Regeneration Site
be approved with uses set out in a new policy for the site as follows:'Land at Broomhills, Pod's Brook, Braintree is allocated as a Regeneration Site which
could include the following uses:
•
Business (B1), General Industrial (B2), Storage and Distribution (B8)
•
Display, repair and sale of vehicles, vehicle parts, boats and caravans
•
Indoor sports and recreation uses, which will only be permitted when identified
needs for these uses cannot be met within suitable and viable town centre, or
edge of centre sites.
•
The sale of non-food retail products, of a weighty or bulky nature and associated
ancillary goods (subject to a sequential test and impact assessment).
•
The sale of retail goods, including food (subject to a sequential test and impact
assessment).’
Nounsley
NOTE: It was agreed that Site HAT15HAlt - land adjacent to Badgers Oak, Nounsley
Road, Nounsley, and the properties known as Badgers Oak, The Bourne, Red Robins,
Timbers, and Barns and Gate Farmhouse, Nounsley Road, Nounsley should not be
included within the development boundary.
18

BRAINTREE DISTRICT PROTECTED LANES ASSESSMENTS 2013
Councillor J Abbott, District Council Ward Councillor for Bradwell, Silver End and
Rivenhall, attended the meeting and spoke on this item.
INFORMATION: Consideration was given to a report on Protected Lanes. These lanes
had been identified by Essex County Council in the mid-1970s as having special,
historic character, landscape and biodiversity value and were protected from
development, highway, and/or infrastructure works.
In 2012, Essex County Council had been appointed by Braintree District Council to
conduct a technical review of the existing Protected Lanes in order to provide a robust
and credible evidence base to support the Protected Lanes policy in the Draft Site
Allocations and Development Management Plan and to ensure that the Protected Lanes
identified on Inset Maps met the criteria for protection.
A scoring system had been devised to undertake the review and it was recommended
that 96 Lanes should retain their Protected Lane status. A further eight lanes, which
had not previously been protected, had been put forward by Braintree District Council
for consideration. Following assessment, it had been recommended that five of these
20
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should be designated as Protected Lanes. In addition, Sible Hedingham Parish Council
had requested that Starling's Hill, Sandy Lane and Watery Lane, Sible Hedingham be
designated as Protected Lanes. Members of the Sub-Committee were advised that
Starling’s Hill had recently been assessed and it had been recommended that it should
be identified as a Protected Lane. It was noted that Sandy Lane and Watery Lane had
already been assessed, but had not achieved a sufficiently high score to be designated
as Protected Lanes.
In discussing this item, Members were advised that Sportman’s Lane, Nounsley had
been re-assessed and, based on an extended length, it was now being recommended
for designation as a Protected Lane. It was proposed that a total of 102 lanes should be
identified as Protected Lanes and these were set out in Table 2 attached to the report.
Concern was expressed that Little Braxted Lane, Rivenhall had not been recommended
for designation as a Protected Lane. In particular, reference had been made during
Question Time to a report written by former District Councillor Helen Pitchforth which
indicated that the lane was pre-Roman in date. It was suggested that Essex County
Council’s assessment of this lane should be clarified and their attention drawn to the
report of Helen Pitchforth.
DECISION: That, subject to the draft Site Allocations and Development Management
Plan being approved in its entirety by the Council for public consultation:-
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(1)

That the lanes identified in the Braintree District Protected Lanes Assessments
2013, and set out in Table 2 of the Agenda report, be designated as Protected
Lanes in the draft Site Allocations and Development Management Plan, subject
to the inclusion of Sportman’s Lane, Nounsley and to Essex County Council’s reassessment of Little Braxted Lane, Rivenhall.

(2)

That the Braintree District Protected Lanes Assessments 2013 be approved as
part of the Local Development Framework evidence base.

SITE ALLOCATIONS AND DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT PLAN - AMENDMENTS
TO POLICIES AND SUPPORTING TEXT: HOUSING, EMPLOYMENT, RETAIL,
COMMUNITY FACILITIES, TRANSPORT (INCLUDING WITHAM RAILWAY STATION
CAR PARK SECOND ACCESS), ENVIRONMENT, CONSERVATION, AND SPORT
AND RECREATION
Councillor J Abbott, District Council Ward Councillor for Bradwell, Silver End and
Rivenhall, attended the meeting and spoke on this item, and, in particular, Policies ADM
7 - Gypsy and Traveller and Travelling Showpersons Accommodation; ADM 13 –
Hamlets; ADM 20 - Workplace Nurseries; Policy ADM 49 - New Road Schemes (second
road access to Witham Railway Station Car Park from Station Road); ADM 60 – Layout
and Design of Development; ADM 65 - Illuminated Signs in Conservation Areas; and
ADM 66 - Alterations and Extensions and Changes of Use to Listed Buildings or
Structures and their Settings.
Councillor J O’Reilly-Cicconi, District Council Ward Councillor for Gosfield and
Greenstead Green, attended the meeting and spoke on this item, and, in particular,
Policy ADM11 - Replacement Dwellings in the Countryside.
INFORMATION: Consideration was given to a report on the preparation of the Site
Allocations and Development Management Plan and the development management
21
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policies and supporting text to be included within it. The report included proposed
policies reference ADM 1 to 75 and supporting text on housing, employment, retail,
community facilities, transport (including Witham station car park second access),
environment, conservation and sport and recreation.
A Site Allocations and Development Management Plan was required to set out land
allocations and policies, against which future planning applications for development in
the District would be determined over the period to 2026. The Plan had to be in
accordance with the Council’s Core Strategy which set out the overall strategy for future
development in the District and the number of dwellings for which land should be
allocated.
Public consultation on the draft Site Allocations and Development Management Plan
had taken place between 9th January and 22nd February 2013. The report summarised
the representations which had been received relating to the policies and supporting text
contained in the Plan and set out the Officers’ comments on these, including
recommended changes.
DECISION:
(1)

That, subject to the draft Site Allocations and Development Management Plan
being approved in its entirety by the Council for public consultation:That the specific amendments to policies and supporting text as recommended in
the report relating to housing, employment, retail, community facilities, transport
(including Witham Railway Station car park second access), environment,
conservation, and sport and recreation be approved, subject to the policies below
being amended as follows:Policy ADM 6 - Care Homes and Specialist Housing Allocations
An extension to St Dominic’s Care Home in Kelvedon, and land at Polly’s Field
off Church Lane in Bocking have been allocated for Care Homes on the
Proposals Map. The Rockways premises in Station Road, Sible Hedingham have
been allocated for either a Care Home, or residential site. An area to the west of
Mount Hill in Halstead has been allocated for specialist housing.
Development at Polly’s Field will be limited to two storeys in height, to limit the
impact upon the character of this area of Church Lane and the wider landscape.
Within these areas (excluding Rockways) proposals will only be acceptable for
specialist housing. General needs housing will not be permitted on any part of
these sites.
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Policy ADM 9 - Residential Alterations, Extensions and Outbuildings Within
Development Boundaries
Residential alterations, extensions and non-habitable outbuildings within
development boundaries will be permitted, provided that they meet the following
criteria;
•
•
•
•

There should be no over-development of the plot, when taking into account
the footprint of the existing dwelling and the relationship to plot boundaries
The siting, bulk, form and materials of the alteration, extension, or
outbuilding should be compatible with the original dwelling
There should be no unacceptable adverse impact on the amenities of
adjoining residential properties, including on privacy, overshadowing or
loss of light.
There should be no material adverse impact on the identity of the street
scene, scale and character of the area.

Policy ADM 15 - Employment Policy Areas
Employment policy areas are identified on the Proposals Map and listed in the
following schedule, where the following uses will be considered appropriate and
where the following employment uses will be permitted and retained:A. Business (B1), general industrial (B2), storage and distribution (B8)
B. Display, repair and sale of vehicles, vehicle parts, boats and caravans.
C. Indoor sports and recreation uses, which will only be permitted when identified
needs for these uses cannot be met within suitable and viable town centre, or
edge of Centre sites and are in accessible locations.
D. A limited element of retailing, where this is ancillary to another main use
permitted under A.
E. Services specifically provided for the benefit of businesses based on, or
workers employed within, the Employment Policy Areas.
Schedule of Employment Policy Areas
Bovingdon Road, Bocking
Anglia Way, Braintree
Charter Way Employment Area, Braintree
Driberg Way Industrial Estate, Braintree
Lakes Road Industrial Park, Braintree
Skyline 120, Braintree
Springwood Industrial Estate, Braintree
Land north of Freeport, Braintree
Priors Way Industrial Area, Coggeshall
Earls Colne Airfield
Riverside Industrial Area, Earls Colne
Gosfield Airfield
Bluebridge Industrial Estate, Halstead
Broton Drive Industrial Estate, Halstead
Factory Lane West/Kings Road Industrial Area, Halstead
Arla Dairy, Hatfield Peverel
London Road, Kelvedon
23
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The Former Polish Camp, Rivenhall
Oxford Dairy, Sible Hedingham
Rippers Court/Everitt Way Sible Hedingham
Former Crittalls Site / Finishing Company, Silver End
Sturmer Industrial Areas
Eastways/Crittall Road/Waterside Park Industrial Areas, Witham
Freebournes/Perry Road Industrial Estate, Witham.
Policy ADM 19 - Design and Layout of Employment Policy Areas and Business
Uses
New employment development including employment policy areas and business
uses will be required to conform to suitable design and layout standards with
adequate car parking and provision for public transport, cycling and walking,
landscaping and servicing, including either connection to mains sewers or
construction of sewers to standards adoptable by the water company.
Policy ADM 26 – Impact Assessments
This Policy was not amended, but it was agreed that the word ‘vulnerable’
contained in the policy should be defined in the supporting text.
Policy ADM 30 – Leisure and Entertainment
The area identified on the proposals map for Leisure and Entertainment shall be
retained for leisure and entertainment related uses. Proposals within use class
D2 will be permitted. Proposals for redevelopment which affect areas should
result in no net loss of parking on site.
Policy ADM 32 – Retail Warehouse Development
(Note: Reference to Broomhills Industrial Area, Braintree will be included in the
supporting text).
Retail warehouse development will be permitted within or immediately adjoining
town centres. If no such sites are available, then the sequential approach will be
applied, together with an impact assessment, if applicable, under Policy ADM 26
– Impact Assessments.
Bulky retail proposals outside of town centres will be required to satisfy the
following criteria:
(1) A sequential test and impact assessment demonstrates that no material harm
to an identified town, district or local centre would occur and that no
sequentially preferable sites are available.
(2) Development to be confined to the sale of non-food retail products, of a
weighty or bulky nature and associated ancillary goods.
(3) A Traffic Impact Assessment demonstrating that the proposal would not
cause any detriment to the local traffic network and Travel Plan.
Land for retail warehousing is identified on the Proposal Map at –
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•
•
•
•

Braintree Retail Park
Land north of Freeport Outlet Village, Braintree (also allocated as an
Employment Policy area)
Swanvale, Colchester Road, Witham
The Maltings Lane Neighbourhood, Witham (up to a maximum of 2.287
ha) on the Proposals Map

Policy ADM 37a - Regeneration Site - Land at Broomhills, Pod’s Brook Road,
Braintree
Land at Broomhills, Pod’s Brook Road, Braintree is allocated as a Regeneration
Site which could include the following uses:
•
•
•
•
•

Business (B1), General Industrial (B2), Storage and Distribution (B8)
Display, repair and sale of vehicles, vehicle parts, boats and caravans
Indoor sports and recreation uses, which will only be permitted when
identified needs for these uses cannot be met within suitable and viable
town centre, or edge of centre sites.
The sale of non-food retail products, of a weighty or bulky nature and
associated ancillary goods (subject to a sequential test and impact
assessment).
The sale of retail goods, including food (subject to a sequential test and
impact assessment).

Policy ADM 43a – Health Impact Assessments (Amended)
Development proposals will be required to assess their impact on health and
well-being, upon the capacity of existing health services and facilities, the
environmental impact and the promotion of health improvement activities.
For Use Class C2 developments comprising residential care homes and nursing
homes, and Use Class C3 residential developments in excess of 50 units and
non-residential developments in excess of 1,000m2 this will take the form of a
Health Impact Assessment which will measure the wider impact upon healthy
living and the demands that are placed upon the capacity of health services and
facilities arising from the development.
Where significant impacts are identified, planning permission will be refused
unless infrastructure provision and/or funding to reasonably meet the health
service requirements of the development are provided and/or secured by
planning obligations, or by CIL, as appropriate.
The District Council will require Health Impact Assessments to be prepared in
accordance with the advice and best practice for such assessments as published
by the Department of Health and other agencies, such as NHS North Essex.
Policy ADM 47 – Parking Provision
The recommended amendment to this Policy was accepted, but it was agreed
that the supporting text should include an explanation about the proposed
provision of a new car park on part of the site of the Bramston Sports Centre,
Witham.
25
For further information regarding these Minutes please contact Alison Webb, Member Services on
01376 552525 Ext. 2614 or E-Mail alison.webb@braintree.gov.uk

Policy ADM 49 – New Road Schemes
This Policy was not amended, but it was agreed that:(1)

Essex County Council Highway Officers be requested to clarify whether or
not the route of Halstead Bypass has been abandoned and whether this
decision has been made by an elected Member(s).

(2)

It was agreed that the proposed second access to Witham Railway Station
car park at Station Road, Witham should be retained within Policy ADM 49
- New Road Schemes and the Proposals Map amended to indicate the
location of the second access as approved following a safety audit, subject
to further discussion with Essex County Council Highway Officers
regarding one-way and two-way access arrangements.

Policy ADM 52 - Built Development in the Countryside
New buildings for agricultural, forestry or equestrian facilities will only be
permitted where there are no existing buildings which, through re-use or
conversion, may be capable of meeting the identified need demonstrated to the
satisfaction of the Council.
New buildings, where they are necessary, should be well-related to existing
buildings and of a scale commensurate to the identified need. In all cases
development will only be permitted where:•
•
•
•
•
•

It will not have a detrimental impact on the landscape character, nature
conservation interests or any adjacent residential areas;
It is satisfactory in terms of scale and level of activity with its location and
any neighbouring residential amenity;
The vehicle type and movements generated by a new building should be
able to be safely accommodated on the existing road network, without
detriment to the character of the local area;
The design should be sympathetic to its position in terms of scale,
materials, colour and architectural detail, with appropriate landscaping.
New buildings should have no detrimental impact on any heritage asset, or
its setting
No additional residential accommodation is consequently required to
supervise the facilities

Applications for equestrian facilities must also show that there are adequate offroad riding facilities located on site, or that there are bridleways, byways, or minor
roads in the vicinity, suitable for horse-riders which can be accessed without the
use of heavily trafficked roads.
Supporting Text to Policy ADM 53a - Redundant or Disused Buildings in the
Countryside
There are a number of agricultural buildings in the countryside, which are no
longer suitable for their original purposes.
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Many of these buildings make a positive contribution to the character and
appearance of the local area and provided they meet the criteria set out in the
following policy, their change of use to business or residential uses would be
supported.
The conversion of buildings which provide local community facilities including
community halls, shops places of worship, public houses etc should be
considered under policy ADM43 Retention of Local Community Services and
Facilities.
Buildings are required to retain their original character, therefore those which are
not permanent or substantial structures (such as metal framed barns or sheds) or
are structurally unsound, or proposals which involve the addition of large
extensions or the erection of ancillary structures will not be supported. The
proposed curtilage of the site should be of a size commensurate to its use and
should ideally be contained by existing hedging and vegetation.
Planning applications for residential development of a redundant building in the
countryside are required to show that a significant environmental improvement
will be achieved through the residential redevelopment of the building or that
marketing of the property for a range of uses has been carried out to the
satisfaction of the council, before a planning application for residential
development will be considered. The deliberate mismanagement of a site or
building in order to achieve an environmental improvement will not be considered
in this policy.
Where a building is a registered community asset, there will be a requirement for
the 6 month period under which the community have the right to purchase the
property to have lapsed, before any application for change of use will be
considered.
Proposals considered under this application would also need to consider the
impact on the landscape, protected species and heritage assets (including the
building to be converted itself) as set out in other policies in this plan. If the
proposed business use is for tourist accommodation this must also comply with
the criteria set out in policy ADM75 Tourist Development.
A temporary change to permitted development rights (currently proposed to end
in May 2016) allows the conversation of former agricultural buildings of less than
500sqm to uses in the following classes, A1 shops, A2 Financial and professional
services, A3 restaurants and cafes, B1, (business) B8 (storage and distribution),
C1 (hotel) and D2 (assembly and leisure) subject to prior approval for those
above 150sqm. During the course of this change in permitted development rights
this policy will only be applicable to applications in which the 500sqm threshold
has been reached, or for applications for other uses not covered under the
permitted development rights.
Policy ADM 53a - Redundant or Disused Buildings in the Countryside
The conversion of agricultural buildings in the countryside for business uses will
be permitted providing that:
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1. The proposed use is satisfactory in terms of scale and level of activity with its
location and any neighbouring residential amenity.
2. Safe and satisfactory vehicle access and egress and manoeuvring space can
be provided together with adequate vehicle parking in line with the council’s
standards.
3. The scale and frequency of traffic generated can be accommodated on the
road system without adverse effects on the road system itself, residential amenity
or the character of the countryside.
4. Buildings must be of substantial construction and capable of conversion.
Conversation of existing buildings for residential use may be acceptable if the
development meets all the criteria set out above plus either of the following
criteria;
1.

The property has been marketed for a range of countryside uses and
commercial purposes to the satisfaction of the Council,
• At a reasonable market rate
• On flexible terms
• For at least 6 months
and that the outcome of that marketing demonstrates that the use of the
building for countryside uses or commercial purposes is unviable.

2.

The proposed scheme would lead to a significant enhancement to the
immediate setting of a redundant or disused building.

Policy ADM 58 – Development Likely to Give Rise to Pollution, or the Risk of
Pollution
This Policy was not amended, but it was agreed that the supporting text should
include a reference to the need to submit a noise assessment.
Policy ADM 60 – Layout and Design of Development
The Council will seek a high standard of layout and design in all developments,
large and small, in the District. Planning Permission will only be granted where
the following requirements are met:
•

The scale, layout, density, height and massing of buildings, materials used
and overall elevational design should reflect or enhance local
distinctiveness and shall be in harmony with the character and appearance
of the surrounding area: including their form, scale and impact on the
skyline in the locality and on the building line;

•

Buildings, open areas, circulation spaces, and other townscape and
landscape areas shall be of a high standard of design and materials;

•

There shall be no undue or unacceptable impact on the amenity of any
nearby residential properties;

•

Designs shall recognise and reflect local distinctiveness, and be sensitive
to the need to conserve local features of architectural, historic, and
landscape importance, particularly within Conservation Areas and in
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proximity to listed buildings, parks and gardens of historic interest, ancient
monuments and sites of archaeological importance;
•

Both the overall planning and detailed design shall incorporate measures
to ensure the recognised national standards for environmental
sustainability throughout the construction, occupation, and demolition of
the development, in relation to energy conservation, water efficiency,
waste separation (Internal and External), climate change, flood resilient
and resistant construction, and the use of materials with low overall energy
requirements,

•

Design and layouts shall promote a safe and secure environment, crime
reduction and prevention and shall encourage the related objective of
enhancing personal safety; with the maximum amount of natural
surveillance of roads, paths and all other open areas and all open spaces
incorporated into schemes;

•

Landscape design shall promote and enhance local biodiversity;

•

The design and level of any lighting proposals will need to be in context
with the local area, comply with national policy and avoid or minimise
glare, spill, and light pollution;

•

Use of sustainable modes of transport is promoted in the design and
layout of new development, the highway impact is assessed and the
resultant traffic generation and its management shall seek to address
safety concerns and avoid significant increases in traffic movement,
particularly in residential areas;

•

Proposals for the long term maintenance of public areas, landscaping and
highways are included.

Policy ADM 65 - Illuminated Signs in Conservation Areas
(1)

That consideration of this Policy be deferred pending clarification of the
wording relating to the position of hanging signs and whether these should
be illuminated, or not.

(2)

That the Chairman of the Local Development Framework Sub-Committee
be authorised to approve any changes to the wording of the Policy.

Policy ADM 66 - Alterations and Extensions and Changes of Use to Listed
Buildings or Structures and their Settings
The proposed amendments to this Policy were agreed, subject to inclusion within
the supporting text of a reference to a local list of heritage assets. Such a list
shall be compiled by eg. a local voluntary, and/or community group and shall not
be the responsibility of Braintree District Council.
(2) That the Chairman of the Local Development Framework Sub-Committee be
authorised to approve all other necessary changes to the supporting text of the
Site Allocations and Development Management Plan.
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The meeting commenced at 6.00pm and closed at 9.19pm.
Councillor R G Walters

(Chairman)
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APPENDIX
LOCAL DEVELOPMENT FRAMEWORK SUB-COMMITTEE
11TH JULY 2013
PUBLIC QUESTION TIME
Details of Questions Asked / Statements Made During Public Question Time
1

Statements Relating to Item 5 - Site Allocations and Development Management Plan
Draft - Site Allocations for Bedells Avenue, Black Notley; Broomhills Industrial Area,
Braintree; land adjacent to Badgers Oak, Nounsley Road, Nounsley; Primary Shopping
boundary and former Co-op store, Witham; Site BON8HAlt, Bakehouse and Unit 1
Bovingdon Road, Bocking; and Site BON19HAlt, former landfill site Bovingdon Road,
Bocking
Bedells Avenue, Black Notley
Statement by Mr John Cousins (address not supplied) (supporting extension of Visually
Important Space)
Statement by Mr Andrew Adair, 5 John Ray Gardens, Black Notley (supporting
extension of Visually Important Space)
Statement by Councillor Alison Hunt, Chairman of Black Notley Parish Council
(supporting extension of Visually Important Space)
Broomhills Industrial Area, Braintree
Statement by Mr Sean McGrath, Indigo Planning, Swan Court, Worple Road, London
(for Sainsbury’s Supermarkets Ltd) (Agent for site promoter)
HAT15HAlt - Land adjacent to Badgers Oak, Nounsley Road, Nounsley
Statement by Mr Mike Renow, c/o Mr Gary Miller, Barnards and Gates Farm, Nounsley
Road, Hatfield Peverel (objector/against allocation of site for development)
Statement by Ms Jane Skeates, c/o 31 Hamlet Road, Chelmsford (for land owner)
Statement by Councillor Derrick Louis, District Councillor for Hatfield Peverel Ward, 10
Priory Farm Road, Nounsley (against allocation of site for development)
Statement by Councillor James Abbott, District Councillor for Bradwell, Silver End and
Rivenhall Ward, 1 Waterfall Cottages, Park Road, Rivenhall (against allocation of site
for development)
Primary Shopping Boundary and Former Co-op Store, Witham
Statement by Councillor James Abbott, District Councillor for Bradwell, Silver End and
Rivenhall Ward, 1 Waterfall Cottages, Park Road, Rivenhall (in support of the retention
of the Primary Shopping Boundary within the town centre)
i
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Site BON19HAlt, Former Landfill Site, Bovingdon Road, Braintree
Statement by Mr Paul Hales, Paul Hales Associates, Goslings Farm, Bradwell (Agent
for site promoter)
2

Statement Relating to Item 6 - Braintree District Protected Lanes Assessments 2013
Statement by Councillor James Abbott, District Councillor for Bradwell, Silver End and
Rivenhall Ward, 1 Waterfall Cottages, Park Road, Rivenhall (in support of the revised
allocation of Sportman’s Lane Nounsley and against the non-allocation of Little Braxted
Lane, Rivenhall as Protected Lanes)

3

Statements Relating to Item 7 - Site Allocations and Development Management Plan Amendments to Policies and Supporting Text: Housing, Employment, Retail,
Community Facilities, Transport (including Witham Railway Station car park second
access), Environment, Conservation, and Sport and Recreation
Policy ADM 11 - Replacement Dwellings in the Countryside
Statement by Councillor John O’Reilly-Cicconi, District Councillor for Gosfield and
Greenstead Green Ward, The Old Vicarage, Sudbury Road, Bulmer
Policy ADM 49 - New Road Schemes (second road access to Witham Railway Station
Car Park from Station Road)
Statement by Mrs Sam Mott, c/o Mrs Caroline Easton, The Rowans, 34 Avenue Road,
Witham (against second road access)
Statement by Mr Robert Branch, 30 Avenue Road, Witham (against second road
access/supporter of alternative proposal)
Statement by Councillor James Abbott, District Councillor for Bradwell, Silver End and
Rivenhall Ward, 1 Waterfall Cottages, Park Road, Rivenhall (against current proposal
for second road access)
Policies:ADM 7 - Gypsy and Traveller and Travelling Showpersons Accommodation
ADM 13 - Hamlets
ADM 20 - Workplace Nurseries
ADM 60 - Layout and Design of Development
ADM 65 - Illuminated Signs in Conservation Areas
ADM 66 - Alterations and Extensions and Changes of Use to Listed Buildings or
Structures and their Settings
Statement by Councillor James Abbott, District Councillor for Bradwell, Silver End and
Rivenhall Ward, 1 Waterfall Cottages, Park Road, Rivenhall (Councillor Abbott spoke on
each of these policies)

ii
For further information regarding these Minutes please contact Alison Webb, Member Services on
01376 552525 Ext. 2614 or E-Mail alison.webb@braintree.gov.uk

Local Development Framework Sub Ctte
11th July 2013
Report upon Representations to Draft Site Allocations
Agenda No: 5
and Development Management Plan relating to
Allocations proposed for sites in Bedells Avenue, Black
Notley; Broomhills Industrial Area Braintree; land
adjacent to Badgers Oak, Nounsley; Witham Primary
Shopping Area and former Co-op allocation and
Bocking sites BON8HAlt and BON 19HAlt in Bovingdon
Road.
Corporate Priority:
Report presented by:
Report prepared by:

Building a Prosperous District. A Better Place.
Eleanor Dash and Emma Goodings
Alan Massow, Juliet Kirkaldy and Eleanor Dash.

Background Papers: Braintree District Core Strategy
Public report
2011. National Planning Policy Framework.
Braintree District Site Allocations and Development
Management Plan - Draft for Consultation 2013.
Responses to Public Consultation (on line in Planning
Policy Consultation Portal on Braintree Council website
under Planning Policy). Braintree Annual Monitoring Report
2012.
Options: To approve, or not to approve, changes to the
Key Decision: No
Draft Site Allocations and Development Management Plan
set out in this report, or to make further changes to the Draft
Plan.
Executive Summary: This report sets out the consultation responses, which have been
received on visually important space in Bedells Avenue, Black Notley; Broomhills
Industrial Area Braintree; land adjacent to Badgers Oak, Nounsley; Witham Primary
Shopping Area and former Witham Co-op and Bocking sites BON8HAlt and BON 19HAlt
in Bovingdon Road.
There will be a recommendation to Council (this is intended to be on 29.7.13) to approve
the draft Site Allocations and Development Management Plan in its entirety.
Decision:
To approve the Site Allocations as set out in the report.
Purpose of Decision: To approve site allocations to be included in the draft Site
Allocations and Development Management Plan.
Corporate implications
Financial:
Costs of preparing the Site Allocations and Development
Management Plan
Legal:
The Site Allocations and Development Management Plan
cannot be adopted unless it is found to be sound by the
Planning Inspectorate. It will be the basis for future planning
decisions.
Equalities/Diversity
The Council’s policies should take account of equalities and
diversity and will be subject to an equalities impact
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assessment.
Customer Impact:
Providing housing, employment, open space and
infrastructure and protecting the countryside and the
environment.
Environment and
Impact on environment of sustainable policies and
Climate Change:
sustainable design of housing.
Consultation/Community Consultation with the public and stakeholders between
Engagement:
10.1.13 and 22.2.13.
Risks:

That the Draft Site Allocations and Development
Management Plan may not be found sound when it is
examined by the Planning Inspector.

Officer Contact:
Designation:
Ext. No.
E-mail:

Emma Goodings
Local Plans Manager
2511
emmgo@braintree.gov.uk

1. Background
1.1The Council is preparing the Site Allocations and Development Management Plan
(ADM) to set out land allocations and policies, which will be used to determine future
planning applications in the District, over the period to 2026.
1.2 The Council has already prepared a Core Strategy, which sets out the overall
strategy for future development in the District and aims to concentrate future growth
in sustainable locations and to promote the development of previously developed
land and urban regeneration. The Core Strategy sets out the overall numbers of
dwellings for which land should be allocated over the period to 2026 and the Site
Allocations Plan must be in accordance with the Core Strategy.
Public Consultation Responses
1.3 The public consultation on the draft ADM took place between the 9th January and
22nd February 2013. The consultation responses relating to the sites in Bedells
Avenue, Black Notley; Broomhills Industrial Area Braintree; land adjacent to Badgers
Oak, Nounsley; Witham Primary Shopping Area and former Co-op allocation and
Bocking sites BON8HAlt and BON 19HAlt in Bovingdon Road are set out in this
report.
2. Black Notley – Proposed area of Visually Important Space at Bedells Avenue.
2.1 The draft Site Allocations and Development Management Plan, published for
public consultation in January, allocated the area to the east of Oxley House, Bedells
Avenue as Visually Important Space, apart from the parking spaces next to the road.
2.2 Greenfields Community Housing (who own the land) objected to the proposed
allocation of the site as Visually Important Space stating, ‘Greenfields are reviewing
all of its older persons accommodation. Whilst there are no immediate plans for
changes to Oxley House, this review is looking strategically at the needs of the
ageing population in the District and whether older persons’ schemes, such as this,
need to be refurbished, changed or provided elsewhere. These areas of land
currently form part of land identified as visually important space, assumes that Oxley
House will be retained, exactly as it is currently into the future – and restricts
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possibilities for any future re-provision or redevelopment, to respond to the needs of
older persons accommodation’.
2.3 The officer report for the Local Development Framework Sub Committee held on
the 13th June 2013 stated, ‘Officers consider that to enable flexibility in possible
future redevelopment of Oxley House, part of the proposed Visually Important Space
could be removed from the plan. However, the area of Visually Important Space at
the junction of Bedells Avenue and Witham Road should be retained as it is planted
with trees and contributes to the character and setting of the area.’ Members agreed
with the recommendation and approved the retention of the Visually Important Space
on the eastern part of the land - at the junction of Bedells Avenue and Witham Road
(please see plan in appendix).
2.4 At the Local Development Framework Sub Committee meeting on the 17th June
2013, officers reported that since this decision, Black Notley Parish Council had
contacted officers indicating that a Village Green application had been submitted for
a larger area than that shown as Visually Important Space on the plan approved by
the LDF Sub Committee. Officers agreed to seek clarification from the Parish Council
on the area proposed as a village green and to report this to Members.
2.5 Black Notley Parish Council has now indicated the Village Green application
area, which has been submitted to Essex County Council. This includes the whole
area of Visually Important Space as was illustrated on the draft Site Allocations and
Development Management Plan which was published for public consultation (see
appendices – ‘Oxley House, Bedells Avenue – Parish Council application for a village
green’).
2.6 The application will be considered by Essex County Council and if the land is
designated as a village green this will ensure that it is protected from future
development.
2.7 Planning Officers have requested the Council's Landscape Officer to assess the
trees on the land next to Oxley House to see whether they would merit a tree
preservation order.
2.8 Officers are reluctant to propose the retention of the Visually Important Space on
the whole of the area east of Oxley House, as there is no garden, path or boundary
at all around this side of the building separating Oxley House from the open space.
As a result, the mown grass on the open space extends all the way to the walls of
Oxley House. Defining the whole of this land up to the walls of Oxley House as
Visually Important Space seems therefore to be inappropriate, as it could constrain
minor extensions or works to the curtilage of the building, or a minor extension to the
parking area.
Recommendation
To make no amendment to the area of visually important space at Bedells
Avenue, Black Notley that was approved by the LDF Sub Committee on 13.6.13.
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3. Broomhills Industrial Estate Pod’s Brook Road Braintree
3.1 This item was deferred from the agenda on 17.6.13 due to viability evidence
having been recently prepared for the planning application for this site, which should
be taken into account when determining the site allocation. Broomhills Industrial
Estate is currently identified as an Employment Policy Area in the draft Site Allocation
Plan, with uses set out in policy ADM15 – Employment Policy Areas. The site is in
current employment use with a high vacancy rate.
Objection Comments
3.2 An objection to proposed draft policy ADM15, with instead support for the
alternative option at paragraph 4.17 of the Draft Site Allocations and Development
Management Plan, which is to adopt no such policy and to rely on the NPPF. The
effect of proposed Draft Policy ADM15 is to severely limit the potential of the
Broomhills site, and other sites to B Class Uses only, or to motor vehicle repairs and
sales. The policy should allow for flexibility and a rapid response to changes in
economic circumstances. The policy does not take into account detailed up to date
evidence of the market and economic realities that is available to the Council and it
gives no recognition to the fact that employment benefits will derive from a wider
range of uses than those within the B Use Classes.
Officer Comments
3.3 As currently drafted, policy ADM15 – Employment Policy Areas allows for the
following uses: A. Business (B1), general industrial (B2), storage and distribution
(B8),
B. Display, repair and sale of vehicles, vehicle parts, boats and caravans
C Indoor sports and recreation uses (subject to sequential approach)
D A limited element of retailing, where this is ancillary to another main use permitted
under A.
3.4 To say that changes of use are restricted to only B Use classes and vehicles sale
and repairs is inaccurate.
3.5 Paragraph 22 of The National Planning Policy Framework states that:'Planning policies should avoid the long term protection of sites allocated for
employment use where there is no reasonable prospect of a site being used for that
purpose. Land allocations should be regularly reviewed. Where there is no
reasonable prospect of a site being used for the allocated employment use,
applications for alternative uses of land or buildings should be treated on their merits
having regard to market signals and the relative need for different land uses to
support sustainable local communities'.
3.6 A planning application (12/01000/FUL) for the construction of a supermarket and
associated refurbishment/redevelopment of retained industrial buildings (Use Class
B1, B2 & B3) has been submitted for the site. Braintree District Council has had an
assessment produced by Strutt & Parker of the viability of the Broomhills Industrial
Estate for continued employment uses.
3.7 The assessment by Strutt and Parker on 16.5.13 concluded in Section 9 that
there is not a market for, or deficiency of, the type of units currently existing on the
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site. It stated that the site does not currently have the potential to be brought forward
viably for employment uses. As to the period up to 2026, it stated that if economic
conditions improve significantly there may be potential for employment uses here, but
those conditions do not exist at present.
Employment Land Review Update 2012
3.8 The Council’s Employment Land Review update 2012 stated in Table 1 that the
Broomhills site should be retained for employment uses. The site was considered to
have a good long- term potential, subject to investment to improve premises and
layout.
3.9 In paragraph 4.6 the report stated:- 'Although it is considered to have poor
existing premises and layout, the site is in a good prominent location for employment
use, has excellent access and has the opportunity for further intensification, subject
to considerable investment.'
3.10 The Braintree Retail Study Update 2012 by NLP states in paragraphs 9.8 and
9.9 that:- 'Looking more specifically at bulky goods comparison retail, retail
warehousing in the District is currently limited to the Braintree Retail Park/Freeport
Outlet Village complex. This facility is trading well, however significant levels of bulky
goods expenditure is currently leaking out of the area particularly from the Witham
area and there is considered to be a requirement for additional bulky goods provision
in the district.'
3.11 It proposes- 'Small scale bulky goods retail warehousing within or on the edge of
Braintree town centre, but if there are no suitable town centre opportunities,
additional provision to be made in west or north Braintree, so as to provide a more
convenient location for DIY and household goods stores for those living in those
areas and to reduce cross- town traffic.'
3.12 Paragraph 10.11 refers to other opportunities in Braintree and states for
Broomhills Industrial Estate and states:
'This out of centre site could accommodate c 7,000 sq m. Gross convenience or
10,000 sq m gross bulky goods comparison floorspace.'
3.13 In view of the Strutt and Parker Assessment of Viability for employment uses
and taking note of the Retail Study comments about bulky goods retail warehousing,
it is therefore proposed to widen the scope of the potential uses on the Broomhills
site to ensure that development could be viable. It is proposed to remove the
employment policy allocation for the Broomhills Industrial Estate and to replace it with
a Regeneration Site allocation, with uses for this site defined by a specific policy as
set out in the recommendation to this report.
Planning Application
3.14 The planning application (12/01000/FUL) for the construction of a supermarket
and associated refurbishment/redevelopment of retained industrial buildings (Use
Class B1, B2 & B3) is due to be determined by the Planning Committee on 2.7.13.
Officers are recommending that the application should be refused. This proposed
land allocation and regeneration policy would be compatible with the refusal of the
use of Broomhills for a food retail use.
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Recommendation
To approve the allocation of Broomhills, Pod's Brook Road, Braintree as a
Regeneration Site with uses set out in a new policy for this site as follows:'Land at Broomhills, Pod's Brook Braintree is allocated as Regeneration Site
which could include the following uses:
•
•
•

Business (B1), General Industrial (B2), Storage and Distribution (B8)
Display, repair and sale of vehicles, vehicle parts, boats and caravans
Indoor sports and recreation uses, which will only be permitted when
identified needs for these uses cannot be met within suitable and viable
town centre, or edge of centre sites.
• The sale of non-food retail products, of a weighty or bulky nature and
associated ancillary goods (Subject to a sequential test and impact
assessment).
A development brief will be required for the whole site prior to any redevelopment to address the following issues:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Improvements to the local highways network;
Satisfactory pedestrian access;
Compatibility of different uses;
Satisfactory service access;
Appropriate parking provision;
Impact on the adjoining residential properties;
Sustainability measures.'

4. Nounsley – HAT15HAlt – Land adjacent to Badgers Oak, Nounsley Road (Site
size estimated to be 0.13ha.)
4.1 Nounsley was considered by the LDF Sub Committee on the 17th June 2013.
However, consideration of HAT15HAlt (Land adjacent to Badgers Oak, Nounsley
Road) was deferred pending further consultation with the Parish Council and local
residents.
4.2 HAT15HAlt – Land adjacent to Badgers Oak, Nounsley Road was identified as an
‘alternative site’ in the draft Site Allocations and Development Management Plan,
which was published for public consultation in early 2013.
4.3 The promoter of the site submitted a representation during the consultation
objecting to the draft plan. The representation is summarised as follows:
Inset Plan 43 should be amended to include HAT15HAlt within the development
boundary. The site is redundant waste land and is subject to fly-tipping of garden
waste, which does not enhance the character or visual amenity of the
countryside. The site is adjacent to a stretch of residential properties to the east,
on the south side of Nounsley Road and to residential properties on the north side
of Nounsley Road to the east and west of the site. The existing development
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boundary incorporates all dwellings in Nounsley apart from these 5 (Badgers Oak,
The Bourne, Red Robins, Timbers and the Farmhouse). Inclusion of this parcel
would form a defendable well established boundary of trees and could deliver up
to 3 new homes, including affordable homes. There is an identified need for
housing in Braintree District and Nounsley and the Council should incorporate a
buffer of at least 20% to provide a range of available housing sites and to
increase flexibility within the market. Nounsley is a sought after village, however it
has an extremely constricted supply of houses.
4.4 Representations received during the consultation:
•
•
•
•

Support retaining the existing development boundary in Nounsley.
Support rejection of the alternative development sites.
The site is outside of the development boundary and is not suitable for
development.
Alternative sites in Nounsley are not suitable for development and would result
in expansion of the hamlet of Nounsley into the surrounding countryside.

4.5 Following the consultation on the draft plan, there have been further objections to
the proposed allocation of HAT15HAlt from local residents. Copies of
correspondence and photographs received have been circulated to Members of the
LDF Sub Committee for consideration.
4.6 The Parish Council have been invited to comment on the proposed inclusion of
HAT15HAlt (Land adjacent to Badgers Oak) and Badgers Oak, The Bourne, Red
Robins, Timbers and the Farmhouse within the development boundary for Nounsley.
At the time of writing the report the Parish Council had not responded. The Parish
Council views will be reported verbally to the meeting if these have been received.
Officer Comments
4.7 This site adjacent to Badgers Oak is located next to a cluster of 5 properties on
the south side of Nounsley Road, all of which are outside the development boundary
and opposite dwellings within the development boundary. The promoter of the site is
suggesting 3 dwellings (2 of which would be ‘affordable’). The exact number of
dwellings to be provided would be determined at the planning application stage.
4.8 Officers have considered the further objections raised by local residents to the
inclusion of this site and have set out the arguments for and against changes to the
development boundary on the south side of Nounsley Road.
4.9 Arguments for including the properties on the south side of Nounsley Road and
HAT15 HAlt within the development boundary can be summarised as follows:•
•

It would be logical to include the existing 5 dwellings on the south side of
Nounsley Road within the development boundary.
HAT15HAlt is opposite existing dwellings and would provide a logical rounding
off of a new boundary on the south side of Nounsley Road, if one was
designated.
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•

An additional 3 dwellings would be a very modest level of growth in Nounsley
over the next 13 years.
4.10 Arguments against including the properties on the south side of Nounsley
Road and HAT15H within the development boundary:•

Nounsley is classed as an 'other village' and as such there is no need to
allocate any additional dwellings in Nounsley.
• This part of Nounsley Road is narrow, without a footpath, with land rising up to
the site and a high, thick hedgerow along the site frontage, which would need
to be substantially removed.
• The promoter of the site has suggested that 3 dwellings could be provided, 2
of which would be 'affordable'. However, if the site were to be included within
the development boundary, the Council could not require 2 affordable houses
to be provided on this site, as Core Strategy Policy CS2 has a site threshold of
5 dwellings in order to require sites to provide 40% affordable housing.
• As this site is adjacent to the village envelope on the north side of Nounsley
Road, it could be developed for affordable housing as an exception site,
outside the development boundary. This would require a need for affordable
housing to be demonstrated in the village and Parish Council support for an
affordable housing development. This would not need the development
boundary to be amended.
• The site promoter is wrong to state that the existing development boundary for
Nounsley incorporates all dwellings apart from the 5 on the south side of
Nounsley Road. In fact, the boundary currently also excludes Priory Farm and
the Sportsman's Arms PH on the north side of Sportsman's Lane, Oakford
Farm on Nounsley Road, Zion Lodge and Jenkins Farm on Ulting Road and
several other dwellings.
4.11 Having considered the further objections from residents and issues for and
against amending the development boundary, officers are recommending no change
to the existing development boundary in Nounsley Road.
Recommendation
That the Draft Inset Map 43 for Nounsley is approved without any amendment
to the development boundary in Nounsley Road ( ie Excluding the existing 5
dwellings on the south side of Nounsley Road and HAT15HAlt.)

5. Witham Primary Shopping Area and the former Co Op Store (105 – 107 and
113 Newland Street)
5.1 Representations concerning Witham were considered by the LDF Sub Committee
on the 30th May 2013. However, the proposed amendment to the Witham Primary
Shopping Area was deferred, as there was no map of the revised primary shopping
area boundary in the appendix to the report.
5.2 A primary shopping frontage contains a high proportion of retail uses, while
secondary shopping frontages are areas of mixed commercial development.
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Amendment to Primary Shopping Area
5.3 The Retail Study Update 2012, which forms part of the evidence base for the
Local Development Framework suggests (in paragraph 11.6 and Figure 11.2) that
the primary shopping area for Witham should be reduced in size; to remove two
areas which do not have a high proportion of retail uses as follows:-

The southern boundary of the primary shopping area should be moved
northwards to exclude properties 104 – 132 Newland Street and 117 – 149
Newland Street due to the high proportion of non – retail uses in this location
such as dwellings, office accommodation and doctors/dental surgeries;
- The northern end of the boundary of the primary shopping area should be
moved southwards to remove Freebournes Court, which predominately
comprises office accommodation (please see plans of existing primary
shopping area and proposed reduced area in the appendix).
5.4 It is therefore proposed that the reduced primary shopping area should be
identified on the draft Site Allocations and Development Management Plan.
Recommendation
To approve the reduced Witham Primary Shopping Area (as shown on the
‘Witham Primary Shopping Area’ plan in the appendix), which excludes
properties 104 – 132 Newland Street and 117 – 149 Newland Street and
Freebournes Court.
Former Co Op Store (105 – 107 and 113 Newland Street)
5.5 The draft Site Allocations and Development Management Plan identifies the
former Co- Op store (105 -107 and 113 Newland Street) as ‘retail and town centre
uses’ with a proposed cycle/footway along Kings Chase between the properties.
5.6 The Retail Study Update 2012 refers to the former Co Op store and adjacent
units in
paragraph 10.11 and states, ‘Allocate this town centre site for a range of town centre
uses including potential comparison retail floor space, for up to 1,000 sq m gross
floorspace, as the secondary shopping location may not be attractive to retailers.
Delivery of entire site depends on availability of units to the south of Kings Chase,
which are currently in use, but a comprehensive redevelopment of both sides of
Kings Chase is encouraged’.
5.7 Table 11.2 of the Retail Study Update 2012 illustrates how the floor space which
might be accommodated on the allocated sites (including the former Co Op store) fits
with the identified levels of retail floor space capacity to 2026.
Extract from Table 11.2 Retail Study Update 2012
Town
Witham

Retail Capacity (sq.m gross)
2,295 sq.m

Retail Allocations (sq.m gross)
4,100 sq.m

Witham Town Council
5.8 Following the consultation on the draft plan, there has been a further
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representation from Witham Town Council requesting that the ‘former Co Op store on
both sides of Kings Chase, is allocated as a regeneration site. Town Councillors
further request that Braintree District Council prepares a Development Brief for this
site, encompassing a preference for retail/food and drink use’.
Officer Comments
5.9 The current allocation in the draft plan as 'retail and town centre uses' could
achieve the redevelopment of this site. It would not be appropriate for the Council to
prepare a development brief for this site, as it is not in public ownership. It would be
up to the developers of the site to prepare proposals for its future use, which would
be assessed by the Council.
5.10 Officers are concerned that Witham Town Council's request to allocate the site
as a ‘regeneration area’ could imply that the site is suitable for demolition and
reconstruction. Essex County Council Highways and Essex County Council
Conservation and Historic Buildings have previously raised concerns regarding the
widening of Kings Chase and demolition of the existing building.
5.11 The site is within the Witham Town Centre Conservation Area and the building
has been identified as making a ‘positive contribution’ to the conservation area. Kings
Chase is connected to the wider historic street pattern and forms part of the setting of
the conservation area, therefore its widening would be resisted. This is likely to
impact on redevelopment of adjacent land to rear of the Co Op site, as Kings Chase
would not provide a suitable access in its current form. Redevelopment to a scale
that is likely to require the widening of Kings Chase could also potentially harm the
character of Newland Street.
5.12 Policy ADM 33 Retail Site Allocations of the draft plan, which includes the
former Co Op store, is supported by the evidence base of the Retail Study Update
2012, which recommends projected retail floor space requirements and sets out
where these could be accommodated on sites (including the former Co Op).
5.13 The policy also accords with the requirements of the NPPF, which state that
Local Planning Authorities should allocate a range of suitable sites to meet the scale
and type of developments needed in town centres and that this need should be met
in full.
5.14 The allocation as a ‘retail site’ would not prevent main town uses as defined by
the NPPF coming forward for development (main town centre uses: Retail
development (including warehouse clubs and factory outlet centres); leisure,
entertainment facilities the more intensive sport and recreation uses (including
cinemas, restaurants, drive-through restaurants, bars and pubs, night-clubs, casinos,
health and fitness centres, indoor bowling centres, and bingo halls); offices; and arts,
culture and tourism development (including theatres, museums, galleries and concert
halls, hotels and conference facilities). The uses specified by Witham Town Council
‘for retail/food and drink’ fall into the main town centre uses category. Residential
(flats) could also be provided on the upper levels.
Recommendation
To approve the retention of the allocation of the former Co Op Store (105 – 107
and 113 Newland Street) as ‘retail and town centre uses’.
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6. BON8HAlt and BON19HAlt Bovingdon Road, Bocking
6.1 BON 8HAlt and BON19HAlt Bovingdon Road, Bocking - It was agreed on 17.6.13
that consideration of these two sites would be deferred.
Site Proposal for BON 8HAlt Bakehouse and Unit 1 Bovingdon Road, Bocking
6.2 This alternative site is currently within the development boundary and is allocated
as an employment policy area. It was put forward as a proposed residential site. The
site promoter stated that three quarters of the site has not employed anyone since
1990. Access to the site for employment use is severely limited- with vehicle weight
limits from either direction. Residential development has taken place to within 2
metres of their boundary.
Officer Comments
6.3 This site is constrained by flood zones 2 and 3 and the width of Bovingdon Road
as a site access. Officers do not consider that it is suitable for a residential site
allocation.
Site proposal for BON 19HAlt former sludge pits/ landfill site Bovingdon Road,
Bocking
6.4 This site lies outside the development boundary for Braintree and Bocking and
partly within flood zones 2 and 3.
Objection by Site Promoter
6.5 This site is being proposed as a residential and informal recreation allocation
(with an indicate layout for 66 dwellings as shown in the plan in the appendix) and
access off Peter Taylor Avenue, which Essex Highways have confirmed is capable of
providing a suitable access. The site agent has revised the layout plan that was
submitted during the public consultation and states that no houses are now being
proposed in flood zones 2 and 3 (areas at risk of flooding) and there is scope within
the site to provide additional flood attenuation if required. The site promoter states
that BON19 is a Brownfield site; as such its allocation for development should be
preferred to the allocation of Greenfield land on the urban fringe.
6.6 The allocation of the site would be the catalyst needed to fund the remediation of
this contaminated site. A specific Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment shows
that this site is well contained and not at all typical of the sensitive landscape area
beyond its boundaries and offers potential for significant landscape, environmental
and bio-diversity improvements. The owner states that they would provide 30%
affordable housing and education contributions for this site.
6.7 The site promoter states that the whole of this site formed part of the curtilage of
the former Courtauld Mill site and contained associated fixed surface infrastructure in
the form of concrete tanks and settling ponds for chemicals; mainly dyes used at the
Mill. It was subsequently used as a landfill site for inert waste material.
6.8 PDE Consulting Limited are currently undertaking environmental monitoring at
the site for the owner in accordance with a scheme approved by the Environment
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Agency. The owner has an environmental permit issued by the Environment Agency
and in order for the permit to be surrendered it is necessary to demonstrate that the
site is not putting the wider environment at risk and is stable and capable of a
beneficial after-use. The consultants state that environmental monitoring
infrastructure was installed earlier in 2013 and monitoring of boreholes to date
appears largely innocuous. They state that the site is largely stable and needs a top
dressing of soil to form a growing medium. Long term stability issues may arise in the
north-west corner of the site in the location of the steep slopes, but these areas are
localised and can be resolved when soils are imported. Permit surrender would be in
2 to 3 years’ time, depending upon environmental monitoring data. The consultant
states ‘it would be necessary to ensure that the historic uses of the site did not affect
future uses. We do know that the site has very little by way of landfill gas so it would
be a simple matter to mitigate for its presence in any built development. Additionally,
the site has had inert waste tipped at its upper layers so this is already forming a
barrier between future uses and the historic ones. Further importation of clean soils
would only improve the situation.’
Other Objection (to both Residential Proposals in Bovingdon Road)
6.9 The westerly part of this proposal would intrude into unspoilt attractive open
countryside. It should also be born in mind that the Pant has burst its banks a
number of times in recent years, and we have yet to see how well the recently built
flood defences will work, particularly in these 2 areas. Bovingdon Hall Road gets very
narrow beyond the westernmost factory entrance and 10houses or more would
encourage a lot of cars. A few years ago there was a head on collision here - small
car versus lorry, where a women was seriously injured. A large number of houses
would also mean new sewerage and electricity would be required, causing disruption
in a narrow road often used by lorries.
Officer Comments
6.10 Officers have three concerns regarding this site, relating to flood risk,
contamination and viability.
6.11 Flood risk- The revised housing layout shown in the appendix no longer
includes land within flood zones 2 and 3. If the site were to be allocated, it would be
necessary to allocate the area within flood zone 1 for housing and the remainder of
the site within flood zones 2 and 3 for informal recreation.
6.12 Contamination- officers are concerned that an allocation for housing would not
be appropriate in view of the previous uses of this site as sludge pits for chemicals
used at the former Courtauld Mill. The site has subsequently been filled with inert
waste and is currently being monitored. There could be issues of contamination,
landfill gas and site stability. It would be necessary for the Environment Agency to
confirm that the site could be developed. They have not yet approved the surrender
of the environmental permit for the site.
6.13 Viability- officers are also concerned about the viability of the site in view of the
costs relating to decontamination and stabilisation. Although the owner has stated
that he would provide 30% affordable housing and education contributions, the costs
12

of remediation might result in the development being un-viable or lower levels of
affordable housing being provided.
Recommendations
1. That BON 8HAlt Bakehouse and Unit 1 Bovingdon Road, Bocking is retained
as an Employment Policy Area.
2. That BON 19HAlt former sludge pits/ landfill site Bovingdon Road, Bocking
is not included within the development boundary and is not allocated as a site
for residential development and informal recreation.
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Executive Summary: This report sets out the consultation responses, which have been
received on the Development Management Policies in respect of housing, employment,
retail, community facilities, transport (including Witham station car park second access),
environment, conservation and sport and recreation. It also includes any suggested
amendments to the policies, which were included in the Sustainability Appraisal. The
report sets out proposed amendments to the draft policies in response to the
representations.
There will be a recommendation to Council (this is intended to be on 29.7.13) to approve
the draft Site Allocations and Development Management Plan in its entirety.
Decision:
To approve the Development Management Policies and supporting text as set out in the
report.
Purpose of Decision: To approve Development Management Policies to be included in
the draft Site Allocations and Development Management Plan, which will be included in
the Submission Draft of the Plan.
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The Site Allocations and Development Management Plan
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The Council’s policies should take account of equalities and
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1. Background
1.1 The Council is preparing the Site Allocations and Development Management
Plan (ADM) to set out land allocations and policies, which will be used to determine
future planning applications in the District, over the period to 2026.
1.2 The Council has already prepared a Core Strategy, which sets out the overall
strategy for future development in the District and aims to concentrate future growth
in sustainable locations and to promote the development of previously developed
land and urban regeneration. The Core Strategy sets out the overall numbers of
dwellings for which land should be allocated over the period to 2026 and the Site
Allocations Plan must be in accordance with the Core Strategy.
Public Consultation Responses
1.3 The public consultation on the draft ADM took place between the 9th January and
22nd February 2013. The consultation responses relating to the policies and
supporting text of the plan are set out in this report, together with officer responses to
the issues that were raised and recommended changes to policies and text.
The report covers consultation responses and proposed changes to policies on
housing, employment, retail, community facilities, transport (including Witham station
car-park second access), environment, conservation and sport and recreation.
1.4 The report sets out a summary of the comments that have been received on the
policies and other text in the document and an officer response to those comments
including any proposals to revise the text. Where it is proposed to add text this is
underlined. Where it is proposed to remove text, this is shown as strikethrough.
2. Sustainable Development
2.1 Sustainability Appraisal and Strategic Environmental Assessment (SA/SEA)
There are no mitigation measures or recommendations proposed for this chapter in
the SA/SEA.
Policy ADM 1 - Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development
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Representations made:
2.2 Objection
• Para 2.1 should be re-worded to more closely reflect the relevant sections of
the NPPF (Paragraph 14 and 15). We also suggest a number of minor
amendments to the wording of Policy ADM1, also so that is more closely
reflects the NPPF (paragraph 15 and 187).
• Hatfield Peverel Parish Council - There are reasonable alternatives, and we
suggest that BDC is failing in its duties by not setting out the alternatives,
which quite possibly would be favoured by the majority of residents. We feel
this document and ADM 1 incorrectly takes the stance that development and
growth is necessary and needed in our district. We do not agree, we would
happily forgo the economic growth etc. in favour of zero further development
in the hamlets and villages of Braintree District
• The NPPF is more comprehensive and detailed than this policy in this respect
and therefore this less prescriptive policy is inappropriate and should be
omitted in favour of NPPF. In particular, NPPF requires a collective enterprise
which includes communities in the process.
2.3 Support
• Essex County Council - welcomes the inclusion of this policy.
• The wording is supported as the policy brings a Braintree Local Development
Framework document up to date in terms of reflecting the content of the
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), March 2012. The Core Strategy,
adopted in September 2011, inevitably does not reflect the final content of
NPPF as published in March 2012. The NPPF clearly encourages local
authorities to take a positive approach towards planning for sustainable
development and that proposed development that accords with an up to date
Local Plan should be approved without delay. Site Allocations and
Development Management Document should be adjusted to remove the
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•

phased delivery of growth locations such as NE Witham. The phased delivery
of housing at the allocated growth location of NE Witham is overly prescriptive
and fails to provide flexibility and acts as a constraint to delivery of sustainable
development and growth. The inclusion of phasing for NE Witham also
reduces competition within the market place for housing within the town and
more generally the District and local area.
The wording of this policy encompasses the objectives of the NPPF. It is
encouraging to observe that BDC are committed in taking a proactive and
positive approach to proposals for additional growth and to work with
applicants to find solutions, wherever possible.

2.4 Officer Comments
Paragraph 2.1 summarises the NPPF requirement for ‘presumption in favour of
sustainable development’. Officers consider it unnecessary to elaborate on this in
paragraph 2.1 as further information is detailed in the NPPF.
Policy ADM1 Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development is a ‘modal policy’.
The Planning Inspectorate considers that this model wording (as detailed in ADM1)
will, if incorporated into a draft Local Plan submitted for examination, be an
appropriate way of meeting the expectation regarding ‘presumption in favour of
sustainable development’. Officers therefore consider it unnecessary to amend the
wording of policy ADM 1.
Recommendations
To approve Policy ADM 1 – Presumption in Favour of Sustainable
Development.
Policy ADM 2 – Development within Development Boundaries

2.5 Objections
• We consider that Para 2.3 and Policy ADM2 is not appropriate or relevant and,
as acknowledged in Para 2.7, the Council should rely on the NPPF (in
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particular Section 7, Paras 56 to 68) to achieve its objectives. Para 2.3 and
Policy ADM2 should therefore be deleted.
• The juxtaposition of Policies ADM1 and ADM2 presents a stark contrast.
Policy ADM1 sets out the positive premise that runs through the NPPF
concerning the presumption in favour of sustainable development. Policy
ADM2 is the complete opposite. The first sentence refers to "amenity, design,
environmental and highway criteria", but for the most part there are no fixed
criteria for such considerations, and therefore in each case the assessment of
whether a development meets the ‘criteria' would be a subjective exercise.
The opening sentence also sets a very high benchmark for development,
requiring as it does an absence of "material detriment" in each of the above
cases. The two bullet points that follow sets out a range of somewhat
nebulous and overly restrictive requirements for development (e.g. "the setting
of attractive buildings", or "the landscape value of ... vegetation"), which in
practice could mean that virtually any development in existing urban areas
could fall foul of the policy in one respect or another, if it is taken literally.
Although it may be possible to re-phrase the policy to provide a more positive
approach to development, in keeping with the spirit of the NPPF and ADM1,
we would suggest that, bearing in mind Policy ADM60 already covers the
same issues, Policy ADM2 is deleted. If ADM2 is to be retained, then in our
opinion it should be rephrased as a positive policy encouraging new
development within Development Boundaries.
• Object to the negative wording in Policy ADM2: Development within
Development Boundaries. The policy as drafted states ‘within development
boundaries, development will only be permitted where...' Following on from the
content of policy ADM1 in respect of the presumption in favour of development
we consider that the policy should have a positive wording. We would suggest
that the wording is amended as follows: "Within development boundaries,
development will be permitted where..."
• Consider that Para 2.3 and Policy ADM2 is not appropriate or relevant and, as
acknowledged in Para 2.7, the Council should rely on the NPPF (in particular
Section 7, Paras 56 to 68) to achieve its objectives. Para 2.3 and Policy ADM2
should therefore be deleted.
• ADM 2 - we favour the alternative, paragraph 2.6 With ADM 2 on development
boundaries and village envelopes, we are in favour of alternative 2.6 , to
ensure development outside acceptable boundaries does not take place.
2.6 Support
• Support the policy subject to inclusion in the policy after ‘settlement’ in the
third line and ‘its setting’ and an additional criterion - comply with the other
policies in this Plan including those relating to heritage. The setting of a
settlement is of considerable importance and often sensitivity and should be
specifically included in the criteria. It is important that compliance is
specifically required with other policies in the plan to ensure that this policy is
not applied to their exclusion.
• We support the recognition within this policy of the importance of open space
within development boundaries from a bio-diversity perspective.
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•

Welcome the reference to protection of historic character and interest in this
policy. We suggest the first bullet should refer to enhancement opportunities
as well, in accordance with the NPPF, paragraph 131

2.7 Officer Comments
Officers agree with the proposed amendment of the policy to include reference to
‘settlement and its settings’.
It is not considered necessary to add an additional criterion in the policy referring to
‘compliance with other policies in the plan and in particular heritage’ as a planning
application would be considered against all policies in the plan, Core Strategy and
the NPPF. The Design, Conservation and Listed Buildings chapter includes particular
reference relating to heritage.
An objection has been submitted stating that Policy ADM 2 refers to ‘amenity, design,
environmental and highway criteria but there are no fixed criteria for such
considerations’. However, the draft plan includes detailed policies on matters
regarding design, highway and amenity and a planning application would be
expected to accord with these such relevant policies. Officers agree that the wording
of the first paragraph could be amended to be more positive. Officers agree that the
first bullet point should be amended to include reference to ‘enhancement
opportunities’.
Officers consider that the alternative option which states ‘that development that within
Development Boundaries to be left to the NPPF’ (which is preferred by some
objectors), does not reflect local distinctiveness and as stated in the SA/SEA could
have ‘uncertain impact on all relevant sustainability objections, where applications
would be determined without any local context’. The SA/SEA further states that, ‘the
preferred policy wording is not restrictive of development, but focuses on and
encourages applications to adhere to good design and sympathetic scales and
intensity’.
Recommendations
To approve amended wording for Policy ADM 2 Development within
Development Boundaries as underlined,
‘Within development boundaries, development will only be permitted where is
satisfies amenity, design, environmental and highway criteria and where it can
take place without material detriment to the existing character and historic
interest of the settlement and its setting. Proposals for development should:•

•

Seek to protect and enhance the character of the existing street scene,
the setting of attractive building and heritage assets, the landscape
value of existing tree cover and vegetation
Seek to ensure that the scale, design and intensity of any new building is
in harmony with the surrounding development, respects neighbouring
amenities and that inappropriate back land development and
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inappropriate development of residential gardens is prevented, where
this would cause harm to the character of the local area.
Development will not be permitted on areas such as, but not limited to, those
designated as Visually Important Open Space and Structural Landscaping,
which contribute to the character of the area and are important visually, or for
community use or biodiversity’.
3. Housing
Sustainability Appraisal
3.1 The sustainability appraisal has noted various effects of the policies. Only when
these are major negative impacts, or mitigation measures/recommendations are
proposed, are these set out under each policy.
ADM3 Housing Allocations

Officer Comments
3.2 Officers are currently updating the information on housing completions in 2012/13
and residential sites that are available as at 31.3.13. When this information has been
finalised, this will be added to the plan, to ensure that it is as up to date as possible
when it is submitted for examination. Appendix 1, the supporting text of the plan and
the Proposals Map will be amended to take account of this update by removing any
allocated sites that have been completed and adding any new sites of over 10
dwellings that have been allocated or granted planning permission.
3.3 The Council is also acting jointly with adjoining authorities to prepare updated
evidence on affordable housing and Gypsy and Traveller needs. These will be set
out in revised Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) and Gypsy and
Traveller Needs Assessments (GTAA) which should be availabe during the next few
months and will be reported to the LDF Sub Committee, who can consider whether to
make any additional changes to the plan in response to this evidence.
Recommendation
To amend the supporting text , appendices and proposals map of the plan to
take account of the updated information on dwelling completions and
residential land availability as at 31.3.13.
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Affordable Housing Rural Exception Sites paragraphs 3.13 – 3.20 and policy
ADM4 Affordable Housing in the Countryside

3.4 Summary of consultation responses
• Support if exception sites are limited to less than 10 dwellings to lessen the
impact on small villages
• The policy fails to take into account paragraph 54 of the NPPF. The
deliverability of exceptions schemes is becoming increasingly unviable. As
these are important schemes to delivery rural local needs housing the wording
should be amended to include market housing, but with the onus on the
providers to demonstrate the necessity for cross-subsidy.
• ECC – Reference should be made to minimising the impact of visual amenity
of the surrounding environment including landscape and natural and heritage
assets.
• Ashen PC – suggest that the ‘will’ in the first line is replaced with ‘may’ and
ask that an additional bullet point be added to say ‘otherwise comply with
other policies in this plan’
Officer Comments
3.5 Paragraph 54 of the NPPF sets out that authorities should consider whether
allowing some market housing would facilitate the provision of affordable housing.
The Council has considered this option in the formulation of this policy and has not
considered that it is necessary to include some market housing on exception sites to
ensure they are delivered. There have been no objections from Greenfields
Community Housing or any other RSL in the District and therefore no changes are
proposed.
3.6 The number of dwellings in an affordable housing exception site has been limited
to no more than 15 dwellings. However this will be judged on a case by case basis
dependent on the character and size of the village and the locally assessed housing
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need. In order to make this clear some additional text will be added to paragraph
3.17.
3.7 It is agreed with the comment by Essex County Council that reference should be
made to the impact on the landscape and heritage assets and this is included at the
end of bullet point 4 below.
3.8 The suggested wording amendment by Ashen Parish Council is not considered to
be suitable as affordable housing exception sites are encouraged where they are
needed subject to meeting the criteria set out in the policy. The proposal of the
additional bullet point relating to other policies in the plan is not considered
necessary as all applications would be considered through all policies in this
document.
Recommendation
1. To make the proposed change to the end of paragraph 3.17, “The number of
dwellings on the proposed site would also need to take into account the size
and character of the existing settlement, the size of the site, the landscape and
visual impact and the locally assessed housing need”
2. To add the following additional text to bullet point 4 of ADM4;
The layout, design and density of the development shall be in keeping with the
character of the adjacent settlement and the local landscape and shall not have
an adverse impact on heritage assets.
Specialist Housing and Care Homes Paragraphs 3.21 – 3.29 and policies ADM5
Specialist Housing and ADM6 Care Homes and Specialist Housing
allocations
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Summary of consultation responses received
3.9 ADM5 Specialist Housing
• ECC –The policy should also refer to the close proximity to everyday services,
safe and suitable walking routes and public transport. Needs of people with
disabilities to travel by all modes of transport, natural and historic environment
including heritage assets should be added to the first bullet point
• NHSME – A new criterion should be added ‘It is demonstrated that an
adequate level of healthcare capacity and facilities exist in GP catchment area
or it can be provided by the developer in the form of a new or improved
healthcare infrastructure and/or funding’ This is because these developments
include large elements of older people which is a greater draw on the services
of GPs etc
• The plan should allocate land to the rear of St Dominic’s Care Home for the
provision of Extra Care Housing as without this allocation this important care
will not be provided in the District.
3.10 ADM6 Care Homes and Specialist Housing Allocations
• Sible Hedingham PC - should the land at Rockways be included on the list of
care homes?
• ECC – support the plans
• The decision to allocate St Dominic’s Care Home for additional Care Home
facilities is strongly supported.
Officer Comments
3.11 Amendments are proposed in response to Essex County Council and NHS Mid
Essex requests for additions to be made to the criteria in policy ADM5 , to include
transport and availability of local doctor’s surgeries.
3.12 A small extension of St Dominic’s Care Home is supported in the plan, but a
further larger extension is not supported and this has already been considered by the
Sub Committee.
3.13 Officers agree that the last sentence of ADM5 should be amended, to make
clear what is not supported as set out in the recommendations.
3.14 Due to changes agreed during the considerations of sites, amendments have
been made to draft policy ADM6 and the revised policy is set out in the
recommendations below. In addition the Rockways site in Sible Hedingham, which
had been missed off the original list in error, has also been included.
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Recommendations
To approve the following changes to policy ADM5;
Specialist housing is defined as accommodation which has been specifically
designed and built to meet the needs of the elderly, young or vulnerable adults,
and may include some elements of care and support for everyone who lives
there.
Proposals for specialist housing provision will be permitted within
development boundaries providing that:
• Everyday facilities that users would expect to access, such as shops and
health facilities should be available on site or in close proximity should
be located close by and be able to be accessed by a range of transport
modes
• Health services should be available on site or in close proximity and
have capacity to accommodate the additional services required from
residents
• Parking standards should be provided in line with the Council’s adopted
standards
• There is an appropriate level of private amenity space to meet the needs
of residents
• Proposals should not have an adverse impact on the historic
environment including heritage assets
Minor extensions to existing specialist housing in the countryside should meet
the following additional criteria:
The scale, siting and design of proposals must be sympathetic to the
landscape character
A travel plan should be provided which sets out how additional staff, visitors
and residents will access the site and ways to minimise the number of journeys
by private vehicle
New specialist housing on unallocated sites in the countryside will not be
supported
2. Approve the following amendments to policy ADM6;
An extension to St Dominic’s Care Home in Kelvedon, and land at Polly’s Field
off Church Lane in Bocking have been allocated for Care Homes on the
Proposals Map. The Rockways premises in Station Road, Sible Hedingham
have been allocated for either a Care Home, or residential site. An area to the
west of Mount Hill in Halstead has been allocated for specialist housing.
Development at Pollys Field will be limited to two storeys in height, to limit the
impact upon the character of this area of Church Lane and the wider
landscape.
Within these areas (excluding Rockways) proposals will only be acceptable for
specialist housing. General needs housing will not be permitted on any part of
the site.
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Gypsy and Traveller and Travelling Showpersons Accommodation Paragraphs
3.30 – 3.35 and policy ADM7 Gypsy and Traveller and Travelling Showpersons
Accommodation.

3.15 Summary of Consultation Responses
• A more dispersed solution should be looked at, the policy should make
specific reference to the access and paragraph 3.33 should be part of the
policy and not separate
• Highways Agency – Working with the Council to provide safer access to the
site
• Uttlesford District Council – Concerned that if BDC does not make appropriate
provision for its assessed needs by allocating enough sites, that this could led
to some gypsies and travellers moving to the UDC area, particularly since the
proposed site does not comply with the Core Strategy policy for safe vehicular
access.
Officer Comments
3.16 The allocation of the site at Twin Oaks was agreed by members of the LDF Sub
Committee on the 13th June. It is not proposed to make any further changes to the
policy. As part of the Duty to Co-operate officers will be contacting Uttlesford District
Council officers to discuss their concerns and to show that the Twin Oaks site can be
delivered with a safe access.
Recommendation
To make no changes to policy ADM7 Gypsy and Traveller and Travelling
Showpersons Accommodation

Housing Mix and Density Paragraphs 3.36 - 3.42 and ADM8 Housing and
Density
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3.17 Summary of consultation responses
• Support the policy as it is more responsive to the character of the locality
• English Heritage – suggestion of addition to the first bullet point to read, “as
well as the wider locality, including its historic significance”
• ECC - Shouldn’t this policy be called Housing Mix and Density to reflect its
content?
• ECC - The 2nd bullet point should be consistent with paragraph 3.37 and refer
to sites being accessible by sustainable modes of transport.
• ECC- Appropriate standard as stated in the 5th bullet point should be
explained within the supporting text
• ECC - The update to the SHMA should inform this policy and the types of
housing that are required.
• The requirement that proposals are in accordance with the Essex Design
Guide is too restrictive and should be amended to ‘having regard to’. In any
case as the Essex Design Guide is not an adopted SPD this may not be
appropriate.
• Support the general principles and flexibility of this policy but consider that the
last bullet point relating to Lifetime Homes Standards should be removed.
Buildings regulations should be applied once they have been approved and
tested at a national level. Have included a supporting document setting out the
costs of applying Lifetime Homes Standards.
• The Lifetime Homes requirement should be removed as this was discussed at
the Core Strategy hearing on policy CS2 relating to affordable housing and
this was revised to set out that the Council seeks to meet unless there are
overwhelming site constraints and taking into account economic viability.
3.18 Recommendations from Sustainability Appraisal – Sewerage capacity could be
considered for inclusion as a criterion on this policy, in so far as it is related to
housing density in certain areas.
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Officer Comments
3.19 Agree with the points raised by Essex County Council and English Heritage and
amendments are proposed to the policy to reflect this as set out in the
recommendations. When the results of the SHMA are known these will be reported
relating to this policy if required. Details of what is required to meet an appropriate
standard are set out in paragraph 3.38.
3.20 It is not supported to remove the requirement to accord with the amenity
standards set out in the Essex Design Guide. This guidance has been approved by
Members and adequate garden sizes are required to ensure an appropriate design of
development as well as for the well-being of the eventually occupiers.
3.21 The comments which have been received regarding the Lifetime Homes
standards have been received from house- builders and object to the standard due to
its additional cost which they suggest is between £8,000 - £10,000 per dwelling and
the additional space that larger dwellings would require. The Council is proposing to
conduct a viability appraisal of all the policies in the document to ensure that the
implementation of these policies does not render development in the District
unviable. It is therefore proposed to leave this bullet point in the policy at present,
subject to the results of the viability assessment.
3.22 The Sustainability Appraisal suggests that a further criteria related to sewerage
capacity should be included within the policy. There has been no objection from the
statutory sewerage provider to this policy and it is considered that this is adequately
covered in policy CS8 of the Core Strategy.
Recommendation
To approve the revised wording to policy ADM8 as set out below;
Housing Mix and Density
Development should seek to create sustainable, inclusive and mixed
communities through including a mix of house types and size at an appropriate
density for the area. Higher densities could be appropriate in accessible
locations which are accessible by sustainable modes of transport.
The density and massing of residential development will be related to;
• The character of the site and its immediate surroundings, as well as the
wider locality, including its historic significance
• The adequacy of the access and the nearby road system to
accommodate the traffic likely to be generated
• The existing vegetation, including trees on the site and the necessity for
further landscaping
• On site amenity space to be provided in accordance with the Essex
Design Guide
• An appropriate standard of residential accommodation provided for the
occupants
• All new dwellings should meet Lifetime Homes Standards
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On large sites of 10 or more dwellings, the Council will encourage the
provision of a proportion of dwellings to be capable of adaption, without major
structural alterations, to meet the needs of people with disabilities

Extensions, Alterations and Outbuildings Paragraph 3.43 – 3.49 and policies
ADM9 Residential Alterations, Extensions and Outbuildings within
Development Boundaries and ADM10 Residential Alterations, Extensions and
Outbuildings in the Countryside.

3.23 Summary of Consultation Responses
• Support policy ADM10
• The original dwelling as a starting point should be set out for both policies
Officer Comments
3.24 As set out in the supporting text paragraph 3.46 sets out that in all cases
proposals, which result in a dwelling considerably larger than the original dwelling,
will not be considered acceptable. This applies to both policies. No changes to either
policy are therefore proposed.
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Recommendation
To make no changes to policies ADM9 Residential Alterations, Extensions and
Outbuildings within Development Boundaries, ADM10 Residential Alterations,
Extensions and Outbuildings in the Countryside and their supporting text.

Replacement dwellings paragraphs 3.50 – 3.56 and Policy ADM11 Replacement
Dwellings in the Countryside

3.25 Summary of consultation responses
• The Environment Agency – Additional wording to the end of bullet point 4
should be added to read, such as flood risk. A new bullet point should be
added to say; Any replacement dwelling located in a medium or high flood risk
area should provide betterment such as flood resilience or raising floor levels.
• This policy includes that the building is not of architectural or historical value,
this should be the same for replacement dwellings within development
boundaries. In order to assess which buildings have architectural or historical
value the Council should maintain a local list of valued historic buildings which
could be used for planning policy and in determining planning applications
Officer Comments
3.26 It is agreed that an additional bullet point will be added to the end of this policy
relating to the flood betterment requirements as proposed by the Environment
Agency. However it is not proposed to include the wording such as flood risk in bullet
point 4 as this is not the only environmental grounds that we would consider moving
the location of the building on the plot and this additional wording could give the
impression this is all we are considering. The issue of the local list of historical
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buildings is not a matter for this report and this has been included in the amendments
to policy ADM9.
3.27 It is considered that an amendment to the supporting text in paragraph 3.51
should be made to ensure consistency between the text in the paragraph and the
criteria of the policy. An amendment to the last criterion of the policy is also proposed
for clarity.
3.28 Concern has been expressed that the 2nd criteria of the policy needs additional
information to be included about what evidence it would be necessary to submit to
show this. This detailed issue would be dealt with through the development
management process.
Recommendation
To amend parts of Policy ADM 11 as follows:
Policy ADM11 Replacement Dwellings in the Countryside
…….The replacement dwelling would not have a more harmful impact, or be
more intrusive in its setting or the landscape, than the original dwelling, by
virtue of its siting, scale, height, character or design.
Any replacement dwelling located in a medium, or high flood risk area should
provide betterment such as flood resilience, or raising of floor levels.
The size of the replacement dwelling should not be significantly larger than the
original dwelling irrespective of any outbuildings demolished on the site and
should be appropriate to the countryside setting. The Council will not take into
account the demolition of outbuildings on the site on the size of the
replacement dwelling.
To make the following amendment to paragraph 3.51; “Whilst no specific
volume increase is specified here, the amount acceptable will need to be
compatible with the size and shape of the original dwelling and the plot upon
which it stands and should not have a more harmful impact on the setting or
landscape as set out by the criteria in the policy. In general terms it is
considered that the volume of the original dwelling plus that increase allowed
by permitted development rights is an appropriate guide to the likely
permissible size of any replacement dwelling”
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Rural Workers Dwellings - Paragraph 3.57 – 3.67 and policy ADM12 Rural
Workers Dwellings in the Countryside
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3.29 Summary of consultation responses
• This policy should be expanded to include other rural workers as set out in the
NPPF, not just agricultural
• Each application should be considered on its own merits. Paragraph 3.61 is
too prescriptive
• Support the policy but request that an additional clause be added that after
3years of a temporary dwelling, a permanent dwelling may be sought.
Officer Comments
3.30 The NPPF is paragraph 55 includes as one of the special circumstances where
isolated new homes in the countryside may be permitted for; “the essential need for a
rural worker to live permanently at or near their place of work in the countryside” and
this policy sets out the proposed criteria for judging this.
3.31 In order to clearly set out the Council’s position on the financial test,
amendments to the supporting text in paragraph 3.62 are proposed.
3.32 Paragraph 3.57 in the introduction to this policy sets out what it considers to be
a rural worker, normally one involved in agriculture or forestry but in special
circumstances may be associated with other rural based enterprises. It was therefore
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considered this has covered the point made by the response about flexibility. It is not
considered necessary to add any additional point in regarding after a temporary use
has been in place for three years but this would be met by criteria f of the policy. It is
therefore considered that no changes to the policy be made.
3.33 A minor amended to the policy is proposed to ensure clarity that all the criteria
listed in the policy must be met before an application would be permitted. This is
included in the first line as set out in the recommendations.
Recommendation
1. To make the following change to paragraph 3.62;
“A financial test will also need to be passed to ensure that the rural enterprise
is economically viable. The Council will take a realistic approach to the level of
profitability, noting that some rural enterprises, particularly where there are
wider benefits, can be sustained on relatively low financial terms. The Council
will take a robust approach to the assessment of the level of profitability as
these developments remain permanent in the countryside in spite of any failure
of a rural enterprise and therefore the financial test will also assess whether
the proposed dwelling can be sustained in the long term by the agricultural
activity…..
2. To make the following minor change to the first paragraph of policy ADM12
Rural Workers Dwelling;
Applications for rural workers dwelling in the countryside will only be
permitted when all in the following circumstances are met:-

Hamlets Paragraph 3.68 – 3.73 and policy ADM13 Hamlets

3.34 Summary of consultation responses received
•

Should be clear that this policy does not apply to the conversion of sheds into
residential properties and suggest the following addition – This policy should
not be used for development in the grounds of former land settlement houses
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•

•
•

•
•

•
•

•

•
•
•

Little Yeldham, Tilbury Juxta Clare and Ovington PC – BDC should make
specific reference to LSA estate to ensure that there is adequate protection
afforded to it and it does not suffer infill development
Remove the reference to classified roads as this is an arbitrary restriction
Policy ADM13 needs to be adapted to allow development which integrates
with the surrounding and should be encouraging the effective use of vacant
land.
The definition of a hamlet is too ambiguous and the exact number of dwellings
in a hamlet should not deter future developments
The size of a gap is not relevant providing it is in keeping with the
surroundings and in context and in proportion to the size of the neighbouring
plots.
It should not be part of the policy to restrict the infill to a single dwelling and it
should not set a precedence by allowing permission to build.
Greenfields Community Housing– In the case of affordable schemes it is
suggested that a pair of semi-detached dwellings could be considered as infill
as this would allow us to make the best use of the plots and make schemes
financially viable.
Request wording changes in the policy to reflect the liberalisation of the
sustainable development policy in the NPPF. Hamlets should be replaced by
groups of dwellings or buildings and usually and normally should also be
added to the criteria set out in the policy.
The hamlets of Essex contribute greatly to its character and we do not want
unsightly development therefore we do not support the alterative policies
Support the wording set out in paragraph 3.73 and ask that this be included as
a new policy.
Support a reduction in the threshold number of dwellings for a hamlet as this
will encourage the provision of new homes in rural areas.

Officer Comments
3.35 Whilst it is not considered that the areas of Land Settlement Association
Housing around Great and Little Yeldham meet the criteria set out in the hamlet
policy as they are generally ribbon development set out along the road frontage, infill
here would not be supported as it would alter the specific historic character of the
area, one of only 2 estates in Essex. An additional sentence to paragraph 3.70 is
therefore proposed to make this clear and is set out in the recommendations.
3.36 Other amendments are also proposed by consultees to make the policy more
flexible. In general terms new housing in the countryside is not permitted in order to
protect the District’s landscape character. There is often little public transport and
everyday services, such as doctors and shops, are located some distance away and
journeys are almost always made by private vehicle. Some exceptions to this are
allowed where there already existing groups of dwellings and it is considered that the
criteria here in terms of the number of dwellings in a hamlet, the size of the gap and
its requirement for a single dwelling only achieve the correct balance between
allowing some new development and respecting and protecting the existing character
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of the hamlet and the surrounding landscape. Therefore no changes to the policy are
proposed.
3.37 Greenfields Community Housing have asked that in the case of infill for
affordable homes, a pair of semi-detached dwellings could be considered. However it
is considered that if this was allowed for affordable homes it would also need to be
allowed for open market properties. Whilst the impact on the landscape of a pair of
semi-detached houses compared to a large single dwelling are likely to be negligible,
it would be likely to create twice as many unsustainable journeys in the countryside
and is therefore not supported.
3.38 The proposed alternative policy is set out in paragraph 3.73. It is considered that
instead of a replacement for ADM13 Hamlets, this could be considered as an
additional policy which specifically deals with brownfield sites within small
settlements in the countryside. This is considered with in more detail with a new
policy on conversion or replacement of redundant buildings or sites in the
Countryside .However, it is considered that this should apply to groups of 10
dwellings, as the hamlet policy does. The number of sites that may be suitable for
infill development, under this new policy, within the countryside is unclear. Whilst the
development of a brownfield site can lead to environmental and amenity
improvements, it will also lead to more new dwellings being built in the countryside,
where public transport options and local services are expected to be very limited.
Officers are also concerned that this could lead to the loss of small scale rural
businesses, or encourage owners to leave sites untidy to show the improvements
that could be made with a residential development on the site. If this policy is added,
supporting text will also need to be included to set out what is meant by a brownfield
site, it is not considered appropriate to have ‘garages’ as one of the examples as this
could be misinterpreted as meaning sites of residential garages, which the policy
would not support.
Recommendations
To approve the additional wording to paragraph 3.70
This policy should not be used for individual isolated new dwellings, or for the
consolidation of sporadic development such as that which is commonly found
on the main routes into many villages. The former Land Settlement Estate
housing between Great Yeldham, Little Yeldham and Tilbury Juxta Clare is not
suitable for infill, in order to protect its historic character.
To add the following additional supporting text and policy;
Brownfield Sites in the Countryside
In addition there are some brownfield sites in the countryside, which have
become disused or redundant. These could be builder’s yards or rural
workshops for example whose previous use has ceased. These sites may be
located in smaller settlements and are likely to be located in larger gaps
between dwellings which would therefore not meet with the criteria set out in
ADM13. However, given the detrimental environmental impact that these sites
often have, it is considered appropriate that they could be considered for re52

development for a single dwelling. Any scheme would need to show that
improvements would be provided to neighbouring amenity by the introduction
of residential development. The size of dwellings proposed under this policy
will need to be in character with the surrounding development and the plot
upon which it stands. Appropriate garden and parking areas would also need
to be provided within the brownfield site and not encroach upon open
countryside.
New Brownfield Policy
Where there is a defined group of at least ten dwellings and where it would not
be detrimental to the character of the surroundings, exceptions may be made
to Policies ADM2 and ADM3 for the re-development of previously developed
land for a single dwelling within small groups of dwellings. This policy will not
apply to proposals for isolated new dwellings, or the extension of ribbon
development. Proposals which would set a precedent for the consolidation of
sporadic, or ribbon development or for the further infilling of large gaps, will
also be resisted.
Garden Extensions – Paragraph 3.74 – 3.77 and ADM14 Garden Extensions

3.39 Summary of consultation responses
- Support the policy and in particular supporting paragraphs 3.74 and 3.75.
- Ashen PC - The overall presumption should be against garden extensions in the
countryside as they are inappropriate
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3.40 Officer Comments
The criteria set out in the policy to judge the suitability of garden extensions is
considered to be sufficient to address the concerns raised by Ashen Parish Council
regarding impact on the character of the countryside. No changes are therefore
proposed to the policy.
Recommendation
To make no changes to policy ADM14 Garden Extensions.
4. Employment
4.1 There were about 23 representations to the Employment Chapter of the draft
Development Management policies.
Policy ADM15 Employment Policy Areas
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Objection
4.2 Trade counters and retail warehouses should be included as acceptable uses
within this policy.
Officer Comment
4.3 Trade Counters could be allowed under the limited retailing set out in D of this
policy.
Retail warehousing is not considered to be appropriate for all of these locations. The
NLP report advised on specific needs for retail warehousing/bulky goods.
Objection
4.4 Land West of the A131 Great Notley should be included within the Schedule of
Employment Policy Areas.
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Officer Comment
4.5 Skyline 120 is included within the schedule. There is a separate policy in the
Core Strategy setting out appropriate uses for the Land west of A131 Great Notley
Growth Location, which differs from uses for Employment Policy Areas.
Objection
4.6 The County Council, as waste planning authority, would welcome
discussion with the District Council to identify suitable sites to accommodate
additional waste treatment facilities. The Guidance on implementing the
planning requirements of the EU Waste Framework Directive (2008/98/EC)
(December 2012) expects those local planning authorities to identify and
protect those sites needed for waste management facilities.
Officer Comment
4.7 Waste sites will be identified in the ECC Waste Plan. Officers will discuss
this matter further with ECC Officers as part of the duty to co-operate.
4.8 It is noted that the Employment Policy Area at Bovingdon Road, Bocking
which is allocated on the Proposals Map is not listed within the policy and
should be added.
Objections
4.9 SIB3E, Oxford Dairy (Tanners Dairy), was considered as part of the Sible
Hedingham Inset objections on 11.4.13.
4.10 Objection proposing an extension to Eastways Industrial Area in
Rivenhall was considered on 30.5.13.

4.11 Hermes (Freeport) state that Policy ADM 15 should be extended to include
other uses appropriate to their location, such as bulky goods retail for example. We
consider that in certain employment locations, bulky goods development may be
more appropriate and would serve to complement rather than compete with town
centres. This is particularly relevant to Charter Way Industrial Park Employment
Policy Area. The site is located to the north of Freeport Village and is in the
ownership of our client. The majority of the site is currently in use for industrial and
business uses with a section of the site to the south, adjacent to the Freeport
Village car park, currently vacant land. The site was assessed in the Viability
Review of Employment Sites report by Lambert Hampton Smith (2012). The review
assessed existing employment sites being considered for inclusion in the SAMDP.
This included the vacant section of land within the Charter Way described above
(Site ref: Between ELR113/144 and 148). The review described the quality of the
site as ˜good' and suitable for employment or retail purposes.
4.12 We object to proposed draft policy ADM15, and instead support the alternative option, which
is to adopt no such policy and to rely on the NPPF.
Support
4.13 Full support is registered for the inclusion of Gosfield Airfield as an EPA within
Policy ADM15. We also support in principle the definition of an IDB for Gosfield
Airfield to be shown on the Proposals Map, as set out in Policy ADM18.
Officer Comments
4.14 The report on retail objections covers the points made by Hermes.
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Recommendation
To allocate the vacant land north of Freeport and adjacent to the north Freeport
car park, for uses set out in Policy ADM15 plus a retail allocation (set out in the
retail chapter) for the sale of non-food retail products, of a weighty or bulky
nature and associated ancillary goods (subject to a sequential test and impact
assessment).
To add Bovingon Road, Bocking and Land north of Freeport to the schedule of
Employment Policy Areas in ADM 15.
Policy ADM 16 Business Uses

4.15 There were no comments on this policy.
Recommendation
To approve Policy ADM 16 Business Uses.
Policy ADM 17 Business and Industrial Uses

Objection
4.16 Objection concerning employment site in Helions Bumpstead was considered
on 13.6.13.
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Recommendation
To approve Policy ADM 17 Business and Industrial Uses.

Policy ADM 18 Industrial Development Boundaries

Support
4.17 We support the inclusion of Oxford Tanners Dairy Sible Hedingham within the
development boundary for B1 uses Business Use and Leisure.
Officer Comments
4.18 Support noted, although the site is allocated for Business Use and Leisure, it is
not within the development boundary for Sible Hedingham.
Recommendation
To approve policy ADM 18 Industrial Development Boundaries.
Policy ADM 19 Design and Layout of Employment Policy Areas and Business
Uses

Objection
4.19 Countryside Properties agree with the main thrust of this policy. However the Council’s
requirement for an agreed level of detail in respect of these elements as a basis for more detailed
proposals should be consistent with the requirements for outline and full applications, and should
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reflect the governments recent consultation to streamline the level of information required to supp
planning applications. In the case of the strategic sites, Policy CS4 of the Core Strategy already
requires that masterplans be prepared to support the development of such sites.

4.20 In terms of the on-going management of landscaping within employment development, it is
considered that this can be adequately covered through the use of planning conditions in certain
circumstances, rather than the need for a planning obligation. It is therefore considered that the
wording of the policy be amended to allow for a more flexible approach in respect of this element.
Officer Comments
4.21 That the final section of the policy starting ‘In considering planning applications’
should be deleted as unnecessary.
Recommendation
To approve ADM 19 with the deletion of the last 2 sentences commencing ‘In
considering..’
Policy ADM 20 Workplace Nurseries

Summary of support representations
4.22 This policy should reduce the need to travel and is supported.
Objection
4.23 It is not clear whether or not this policy is aimed at any employment
generating development or just major new proposals, but in any event, workplace
nurseries are essentially private businesses that will only be attracted and
supported where the demand exists. The use of the word "provision" within the
opening line of the policy, and the reference to securing such uses by planning
obligation, suggests that the Policy is actually requiring such uses to be provided.
The delivery of such a use would be down to the market to provide, and not in the
gift of the developer to deliver. An onerous requirement to actually provide a
workplace nursery on a major employment development, could frustrate the
delivery of new employment land. We would suggest that the wording be amended
as follows: "The provision of workplace nurseries will be sought encouraged …
Officer Comments
4.24 Agree that this policy could lead to viability problems for new employment uses
and could be undeliverable by developers of employment sites.
Recommendation
To delete Policy ADM 20 Workplace Nurseries.
Policy ADM 21 Change of Use of Commercial Buildings in the B Use Classes
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Summary of support representations
4.25 This policy will probably need to be revisited in light of recent announcements
from the Government in terms of permitted development rights for change of use
from office to residential.
4.26 The criteria should include ‘The effect of residential conversion including its
consequential requirements for ancillary space and external use is acceptable in a
countryside location.’ The effect of external use and paraphernalia which is inevitably
and reasonably attracted to residential use should be required to be considered as
the implications on the surrounding countryside and its character can be
considerable.
4.27 We support the inclusion of marketing criteria in this policy.

Officer Comments
4.28 Officers will add a reference in the supporting text to the Government’s recent
amendment to permitted development rights, plus the recommended policy change.
There would in most cases have been parking and ancillary external use for
commercial premises in the countryside, so an additional criteria is not considered
necessary. The details of external use can be considered as part of a planning
application.
Recommendation

60

To approve Policy ADM21 with the addition of the following underlined
wording;
The change of use from commercial to residential use, (apart from that which is
permitted development) will only be permitted where proposals meet the
following criteria:
To add a reference to the supporting text to the change in the permitted
development rights regarding changes from office to residential uses.
Policy ADM 22 Promotion of Employment Clusters

Objection
4.29 This policy should be removed from the draft document, and the Council should apply the
Alternative Option outlined at para.4.29, which seeks to apply a policy in presumption of sustainab
development to meet the needs of the prevailing employment market.
SA/SEA Comments
4.30 The policy should specify criteria to determine suitable locations for employment clusters
within this District.
Officer Comments
4.31 Agree that this policy could be deleted and that the Council would instead rely
on the NPPF guidance on these issues.
Recommendation
To delete Policy ADM 22 Promotion of Employment Clusters.

Policy ADM 23 Rural Enterprise
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Summary of support representations
4.32 The first sentence, as currently worded, implies that development in locations
remote from local service centres is supported. The policy intent would be better
expressed as "Proposals for sustainable small scale economic development will be
supported where they provide the most sustainable option in villages, or other
locations which are considered appropriate for development" Bullet 1 should be subdivided so that "Local economic and social needs and opportunities" becomes bullet
2.
4.33 Definitions are required for remote and acceptable locations and how these can
be defined by local community opinion.
4.34 Welcome the safeguard relating to heritage assets in bullet point 3.
Officer Comments
Officers consider that the wording of this policy is unsuitable. This would be
covered by policies on farm diversification, conversion of rural buildings and a
brownfield hamlet policy.
Recommendation
To delete ADM23 Rural Enterprise.
Paragraphs in Chapter 4 Employment
Summary of objections
4.35 ECC Amend references in paragraphs 4.6 and 4.7 to Tables 3 and 4
respectively.
Officer Comments
4.36 Agreed
Recommendation
To amend references in paragraphs 4.6 and 4.7 to Tables 3 and 4 respectively.
5. Retail
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5.1 There were 24 comments in relation to the Retail Chapter of the Draft Site
Allocations and Development Management Plan.
Policy ADM24 – Primary Shopping Areas

Officer Comments
5.2 No representations were received about this policy during the consultation.
However, some amendments are proposed to the policy to improve its clarity.
5.3 A statement can be added to the policy explaining that Primary Shopping Areas
contain Primary and Secondary Frontages.
5.4 The reference to residential development has been altered as existing permitted
development rights would allow for the conversion of uses on upper floors for up to
two flats.
5.5 Supporting text will explain that it is not proposed to define continuous A1 retail
frontages, but rather to determine this on a case by case basis. A road would be
considered a break in a frontage.
Recommendation
1. That policy ADM24 should be amended as follows;
Within the Primary Shopping Areas defined on the Proposals Maps, primary
and secondary frontages have been identified.
The following uses will be permitted within primary frontages:
•

Retail development (Use Class A1)
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•

Use classes A2 to A5 and D1 to D2 provided that it would not result in
less than 75% of units in a primary frontage being A1 uses and it would
not break a continuous A1 primary retail frontage.
• Residential development (C3) provided that it is not located on the
ground floor;
The following uses will be permitted within Secondary Frontages:
Use classes A1 to A5, B1, and D1 to D2.
For proposals within Primary Shopping Areas creating more than 2 residential
flats above ground floor level, the development should not result in the loss of
ancillary storage space to the extent that it would make a ground floor unit
unviable and the development would not prevent off-street servicing of any
ground floor unit.
2. To add supporting text. ‘It is not proposed to define a ‘continuous frontage’
as this will be determined on a case by case basis. A road would be considered
a break in a frontage.’
Policy ADM25 - District Centre

Representations
5.6 The title for this section is “District and Local Centres” and the text at paragraphs
5.10 to 5.12 covers both District and Local Centres. Reference to Local Centres is
missing, but the list of uses set out would be equally appropriate to a Local Centre as
to a District Centre.
Officer Comments
5.7 The mix of uses for a Local Centre is likely to contain more residential uses than
in a District Centre. Therefore the suggested policy amendment would not be
appropriate. Policy should be amended to take account of amended permitted
development rights for residential uses.
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Recommendation
To approve the following changes to Policy ADM 25:
Within the District Centres as defined on the Proposals Maps, the following
uses will be permitted.
•

Residential development (C3) provided that It is not located on the
ground floor;
For proposals creating more than 2 residential flats above ground floor level,
the development would not result in the loss of ancillary storage space to the
extent that it would make a ground floor unit unviable and the development
would not prevent off -street servicing of any ground floor unit.

Policy ADM26 – Impact Assessments

5.8 Summary of Support
•

The threshold of 2,500 sq. m is proposed for an impact assessment for a main
town centre use affecting Braintree Town Centre for sites that are not within a
Town, District or Local Centre. We support this threshold having regard to the
guidance in the NPPF.
Summary of Objection
5.9 Suggested wording changes to the policy in order to make it clearer.
Officer Comments
5.10 Policy to be edited for clarity as suggested.
Recommendation
“An Impact Assessment will be required for main town centre uses (as defined
in National Policy) proposed for sites that are not within a Town, District or
Local Centre and which are in excess of the following floorspace thresholds:
•
•

2500sqm gross for developments affecting Braintree town centre;
1500sqm gross for developments affecting Halstead and Witham town
centres;
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•

1000sqm gross for development potentially affecting Great Notley
district centre; or
• 500sqm gross for development potentially affecting a local centre as
defined on the Proposals Map.
This is in order to safeguard the viability and vitality of these centres. Where a
proposal is less than the threshold, an impact assessment will not normally be
required unless the centre it would affect is considered to be vulnerable.”

Policy ADM27 – Town Centre Improvements

5.11Summary of Support
•

(English Heritage) - We welcome the commitment in this policy to contributions
to improvements in the public realm in the town centres of Braintree, Witham
and Halstead.
5.12 Summary of Objection
•

(Environment Agency) - We would encourage your Council to consider
additional wording in this policy to include green infrastructure. We would
suggest:
”....pedestrian and highways access and would enhance conservation areas,
public open spaces and green infrastructure within town centres.”

•

(Sible Hedingham Parish Council) - SHPC believe that the retailing needs of
Local Centres should have equal weight with those of towns, it would therefore
support the amendment to establish a hierarchy of centres to meet identified
need. The Core Strategy sets a precedent for such hierarchy by identifying a
group of Key Service Villages but no policy appears to exist for the promotion
and extension of services in these locations.

•

The policy needs to define when these contributions will be sought.

Officer Comment
5.13 The comments from the Environment Agency are noted and have been
incorporated into the policy.
5.14 The hierarchy of centres is set out in the Core Strategy. No specific retail need
has been identified for the Key Service Villages or the Local Centres. Retail need has
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been directed to the Main towns as identified in the Core Strategy and this is in
accordance with the NPPF. This does not prevent retail or other development coming
forward in the Key Service Villages or the Local Centres. The purpose of the Local
Centres is to protect the existing shopping facilities and services from excessive
proposals outside of their boundaries which could negatively impact on the vitality of
those centres rather than to identify further growth within them. The NPPF and policy
allows for small scale retail development to come forward in the Local Centre. If no
capacity were available within that centre then a sequential approach could be used
to determine the most appropriate location for such development to take place. An
amendment has been proposed to policy ADM25 to include Local Centres which may
satisfy this objection.
5.15 Additional wording will be added to the policy to say when contributions are
required.
Recommendation
That the policy ADM27 be amended as follows;
ADM27 – Town, District and Local Centre Improvements
Contributions will be sought from appropriate development proposals, which
affect an identified centre, for projects which would improve the public realm,
pedestrian, cycle and highways access and would enhance conservation areas
and public open spaces and green infrastructure within town, district and local
centres.”
Policy ADM28 – Freeport Outlet Centre
5.16 There were no comments and no proposed changes to this policy.
Policy ADM29 – Braintree Retail Park

Objections
5.17 Objection to Policy ADM29 on Braintree Retail Park and to Policy ADM30 in so
far as it relates to the existing leisure units at Braintree Retail Park
5.18 We this policy is too specific. No other designation is dealt with in such a
specific way and the treatment of Freeport and Braintree Retail Park is therefore
inconsistent. The site designation may unnecessarily inhibit any proposals to re67

organise the units on the retail park. It is the antithesis of the requirement to plan
positively and to encourage economic development. The approach appears to be
routed firmly in a pre-NPPF policy mindset. We consider that Policy ADM29 should
be reworded to state: "The units at Braintree Retail Park shall be retained for the
purposes of retail warehousing and leisure and entertainment related uses."
5.19 The proposals map should also be amended accordingly.
Officer Comments
5.20 The allocation for the units on the eastern terrace of Braintree Retail Park
reflects the current allowable floorspace for clothing and footware provision, as
agreed through the variation of the s52 in 2009. The variation of the agreement also
states that the remaining provisions of the s52 agreement are unaltered. However, as
the restrictions on the floorspace allowances are based on a legal agreement, this
policy could be deleted and policy ADM32 Retail Warehousing and Policy ADM 30,
which both apply to Braintree Retail Park, would be used instead of ADM 29.
Recommendation
To delete Policy ADM 29 Braintree Retail Park.
Policy ADM30 – Leisure and Entertainment

Objections
5.21 Objection to Policy ADM29 on Braintree Retail Park and to Policy ADM30 in so
far as it relates to the existing leisure units at Braintree Retail Park.

5.22 We consider that this policy is too specific. No other designation is dealt with in
such a specific way and the treatment of Freeport and Braintree Retail Park is
therefore inconsistent. The site designation may unnecessarily inhibit any proposals
to re-organise the units on the retail park. We consider that Policy ADM29 should be
reworded to state: "The units at Braintree Retail Park shall be retained for the
purposes of retail warehousing and leisure and entertainment related uses." The
proposals map should also be amended accordingly.
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Office Comments
5.23 The policy should be retained as the more specific policy ADM 29 has been
deleted.
Recommendation
To retain policy ADM 30 Leisure and Entertainment.
ADM31 – Car Parking – Freeport and Braintree Retail Park

5.24 Objections
•

Reword Policy ADM 31 to allow for development where there is no detriment
to parking supply which allows for more effective use of brownfield land.

•

The policy states that the areas identified on the Proposals Map as car parking
at Freeport and Braintree Retail Park shall be retained for that purpose. We
strongly object to the policy and consider that it is unnecessary. We consider
that this policy is unjustified and should be deleted.
Officer Comments
5.25 An additional parking area was agreed by the LDF Sub-Committee at its
meeting on the 17th June 2013.
5.26 It is considered necessary to protect existing parking provision. Both Freeport
and Braintree Retail Park can become congested and difficult to park at during peak
times. Provided that the level of provision of parking on site is not reduced, any redevelopment proposals can be considered on their merits and on their compatibility
with other policies contained within the plan.
5.27 An amendment to the policy is suggested to allow for greater flexibility subject to
their being no detriment to parking provision on site.
Recommendation
“Policy ADM31 Car Parking – Freeport and Braintree Retail Park
The areas identified on the Proposals Map as car parking at Freeport and
Braintree Retail Park shall be retained for that purpose. Proposals for redevelopment which affect parking areas should result in no net loss of parking
on site.”

Policy ADM32 – Retail Warehouse Development
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5.28 Support Comments
Support for the identification of Braintree Retail Park and Swanvale site in Witham for
bulky retail use.
Objections
•

5.29 The policy is inconsistent and contradictory within itself. It starts by
saying that retail warehousing is allocated at sites including Swanvale and
Maltings Lane. Then the next sentence is that the emphasis is on sites within
or immediately adjoining town centres. Neither the Swanvale site nor the
Maltings Lane Neighbourhood site meet this criterion. They are both out of
town, well away from the main town centre area and will inevitably be highly
car dependent. Witham town centre retail is in danger of further collapse if
large out of town development goes ahead. Large retail warehousing would
likely be in direct competition with the few remaining high street (and precinct)
non-food retailers and it is completely unsustainable to propose such large
scale competition in the Plan. There is little prospect of linked trips, should
that argument be considered. The sites should be for employment use.

•

5.30 We consider that insufficient sites are identified to meet the requirements
for bulky goods floorspace over the plan period. The evidence base is clear
that there is a requirement for additional bulky goods floorspace. We consider
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that this large format floorspace should primarily be directed to Braintree as
the main settlement within the district. Three sites are proposed for retail
warehousing. We consider that land at Maltings Lane Neighbourhood is not
suitable for bulky goods retail warehousing given the primary purpose of the
Maltings Lane allocation as a new community with a neighbourhood centre.
The NPPF requires local planning authorities to allocate a range of suitable
sites to meet the scale and type of retail development needed. We consider
that Policy ADM33 fails to do this.
•

5.31 Hermes- In the case of our client's site at Charter Way Industrial Park,
the potential for retail development is already highlighted in the Council's
employment review (albeit with exception for food retail development). In
addition, the Braintree Retail Study Update 2012 (Nathaniel Lichfield &
Partners) identifies the opportunity to enhance bulky goods retail for Braintree
by providing small scale retail warehousing within or on the edge of the town
centre where there are no suitable town centre sites. We believe that
development of southern section of the site would be more suitable for retail
development given its proximity to Freeport Village and could provide the
opportunity to enhance car parking provision for the outlet centre.
SA/SEA Comments
5.32 It is recommended that where retail warehouse development is to be located
within or immediately adjoining town centres, that the possible impacts on cultural
heritage assets, such as conservation areas, as well as townscape are included as a
criterion.
Officer Comments
5.33 The Braintree Retail Study Update 2012 by NLP stated in paragraphs 9.8 and
9.9 that:- 'Looking more specifically at bulky goods comparison retail, retail
warehousing in the District is currently limited to the Braintree Retail Park/Freeport
Outlet Village complex. This facility is trading well, however significant levels of bulky
goods expenditure is currently leaking out of the area particularly from the Witham
area and there is considered to be a requirement for additional bulky goods provision
in the district.' It proposes in 9.9 - 'Small scale bulky goods retail warehousing within
or on the edge of Braintree town centre, but if there are no suitable town centre
opportunities, additional provision to be made in west or north Braintree, so as to
provide a more convenient location for DIY and household goods stores for those
living in those areas and to reduce cross- town traffic.'
5.34 In 9.10 it states ‘Either the committed DIY store on Colchester Road or an
alternative site, preferably in or on the edge of the town centre, should meet the need
to reduce the significant level of bulky goods spending leakage.’
5.35 Officers are proposing a regeneration policy for employment and bulky goods
retail allocation at Broomhills, elsewhere on this agenda, in west Braintree. An
additional allocation north of Freeport could complement nearby bulky goods/outlet
centre sales and provide additional adjacent car parking.
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5.36 Officers therefore consider that the vacant land north of Freeport Village
adjacent to the B1018 and Freeport Car Park would be suitable for both Employment
Policy Area uses and sales of bulky goods non- food retail, provided that this
development met car parking standards and did not put further pressure on the
existing car parking provision for Freeport. The NLP study identified a need for
additional bulky comparison goods in Braintree and Witham in paragraph 12.13.
Swanvale has planning permission and the Maltings Lane Master Plan has recently
been approved subject to the signing of a s106 agreement. This allows for a small
amount of bulky retail uses on the site. Both sites would be considered as
commitments toward future comparison retail provision. It is unlikely that other sites
are available within or adjacent to Witham town centre would be appropriate for bulky
retail goods.
5.37 The Morrisons appeal was related to convenience food provision within the town
and would not be covered by this policy.
5.38 Further provision of employment sites within the District is not required as the
Council has identified sufficient sites through the Core Strategy and Draft Site
Allocations Document.
5.39 The policy therefore identifies sites for the provision of bulky retail goods at
Braintree Retail Park, Swanvale in Witham and within the Maltings Lane
Neighbourhood Retail warehousing allocation, at Broomhills and land north of
Freeport in Braintree.
5.40 SA/SEA comments that impacts on cultural heritage and townscape are taken
into account in the policy. It is felt that this is unnecessary, as it would repeat the
requirements of other policies in the plan covering heritage assets and design and
layout of development.
5.41 Wording changes are suggested below to make the policy more coherent and to
add site allocations.
Recommendation
The policy should be amended as follows;
Policy ADM32 – Retail Warehouse Development
Retail Warehouse development will be permitted within or immediately
adjoining town centres. If no such sites are available, then the sequential
approach will be applied, together with an impact assessment, if applicable
under policy ADM26 – Impact Assessments.
Bulky Retail proposals outside of town centres will be required to satisfy the
judged against the following criteria;
The cumulative effect of the proposed development and other recent and
proposed large scale development in the locality on the vitality and viability
of any nearby shopping centre as a whole. A sequential test and impact
assessment demonstrates that no material harm to an identified town,
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district or local centre would occur and that no sequentially preferable sites
are available.
Development to be confined to the sale of non-food retail products, of a
weighty or bulky nature and associated ancillary goods. which could give
rise to inconvenience to the public if located within, or adjacent to town
centres, that are proven to be acceptable to retail warehousing and found
within established retail warehouse parks;
The physical and environmental capacity of the adjacent road network to
accommodate the traffic generated; A Traffic Impact Assessment
demonstrating that the proposal would not cause any detriment to the local
traffic network and Travel Plan.
The accessibility of the site by all modes of transport and the preparation of
a travel plan;
The adequacy of vehicle parking and service arrangements; and
The effect on the amenities of the area.
Land for retail warehousing is identified on the Proposals Map at –
•
•
•
•
•

Braintree Retail Park
Land north of Freeport Outlet Village (also allocated as an Employment
Policy Area)
Swanvale (Colchester Road Witham)
Maltings Lane Neighbourhood (Witham up to a maximum of 2.287ha) on
the Proposals Map.
Broomhills Industrial Area is allocated as a Regeneration Site which
includes
retail warehousing.

Any proposals within Braintree Retail Park, at Swanvale (Witham) and within
the Maltings Lane Neighbourhood Retail Warehousing Allocation should
comply with the above criteria.
ADM33 – Retail Site Allocations
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5.42 Objections
•

With so many empty shops on the High Street, Halstead, the likelihood of
establishing viable retail units on land to the east of the High Street is remote
in the extreme. Why is Weavers Court not included? This area is calling out for
a clear strategy. Focus on this would provide a joined up link with the new
area of the former EMD site and the High Street. Remove land to the east of
the High Street and add Weavers Court.

•

The level of floorspace proposed by the four allocations is broadly
commensurate with the overall capacity projections in the NLP Retail Study
Update 2012. We have serious reservations regarding the ability of these sites
alone to deliver the floorspace required and deliver it within the plan period.
Failure to deliver will inevitably lead to further leakage to competing centres,
we would recommend that further sites are identified to ensure that the market
share is at the very least retained, if not enhanced and to provide a range of
suitable sites to meet the scale and type of retail development needed. In the
absence of suitable town centre sites, we consider that the role of Braintree
Retail Park should be acknowledged as an established retail destination with
excellent links to the town centre.
5.43 Officer Comments
The Council’s Retail Evidence base has identified a significant qualitative need for
large foodstore provision and limited comparison floorspace (Potentially including
bulky goods retail) in Halstead town centre. This is in order to reduce expenditure
leakage. As such it is necessary to identify additional retail provision in Halstead.
The policy does not preclude consideration of additional retail proposals at Weavers
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Court, Halstead. The plan includes allocation of additional sites for retail non food
bulky goods uses outside the town centres.
Recommendation
No changes to policy ADM 33.
ADM34 – Comprehensive Development Area – Newland Shopping Centre
Witham

Support Comments
5.44 Policy ADM 34 is supported and is considered to be in accordance with national
policy. The Council recognise that Newland Shopping Centre would benefit from
refurbishment and that redevelopment of this area is required in order to help
rejuvenate the town centre.
5.45 We welcome bullet 6 referring to the enhancement of the frontage to Newland
Street, the conservation area and the listed buildings, and bullet 8 referring to public
realm improvements.
Objections
5.46 The policy should specifically exclude above ground decking or multi-storey car
parking. The site would clearly benefit from regeneration but this must be done in a
way which protects the historic aspects and the Conservation Area. Raised car
parking would have a seriously negative impact on the street scene in Guithavon
Street and the adjacent church and churchyard which is being managed for its
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wildlife. The surviving tree in the precinct should be retained and the children's play
area kept and enhanced.
Officer Comments
5.47 The policy does not contain a specific reference to decked or multi-storey
parking at Newlands Precinct. Details regarding parking provision, impact on the
conservation area, listed buildings and design on the site would be considered as
part of the development brief.
Recommendation
No Change to policy ADM 34.
ADM35 – Comprehensive Development Area – Rickstones Neighbourhood
Centre, Dorothy Sayers Drive Witham

Objections
5.48 The policy should be amended to include reference to "community uses"
consistent with the content of paragraph 5.49.
Officer Comments
5.49 Policy to be amended to include community uses.
Recommendation
To amend Policy ADM35 as follows:
Land at Rickstones Neighbourhood Centre, Dorothy Sayers Drive, Witham is
allocated as a Comprehensive Development Area for a mixed use development,
where a combination of retail, community uses, public house, pavilion and
residential development and car parking will be allowed.
Development of the Comprehensive Development Area should be in
accordance with the principles of the adopted Supplementary Planning
Document.
Policy ADM36 – Comprehensive Development Area – Land to the East of the
High Street, Halstead
5.50 This policy was discussed at the Local Development Framework SubCommittee on the 11th April 2013 and a revised policy agreed as follows;
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“Land East of Halstead High Street between The Centre and Factory Terrace is
allocated as a Comprehensive Development Area for mixed-use development, which
could include residential, retail, B1 employment, open space and community uses.
5.51 A development brief will be required for the whole site prior to re-development,
which should address the following issues;•
•
•
•
•

Satisfactory vehicular and service access to the site;
Satisfactory pedestrian access to the High Street and other adjoining streets;
Appropriate provision of open space;
Retention of protected trees and habitat for protected species;
Protection of the setting of listed buildings and enhancement of the
conservation area;
• Retention of at least one air raid shelter
• Protection of views into the site, including those from across the valley”
Policy ADM37 – Comprehensive Development Area – Land at Railway Garage,
Kelvedon

Support Comments
5.52 The County Council, as local education authority, supports the policy and would
welcome involvement in the identification of the specific education use (Early years
and childcare, primary and/or secondary education uses) and its design in relation to
surrounding land uses.
Objections
5.53 None.
Recommendation
No change to Policy ADM37.

6. Community Facilities
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20 comments have been made concerning this chapter.
Policy ADM38 – Education Provision

Support Comments
6.1 Essex County Council -Would welcome further discussion regarding the location
of education provision at Hatfield Road SW Witham growth location.
Supports the policy as the Local Education Authority and would welcome
involvement in the identification of the specific education use (early years and
childcare, primary and/or secondary education uses) and its design in relation to
surrounding land uses.
Objections
6.2 Essex County Council –Proposals to meet the operational needs of schools
should be positively supported through an additional new policy.
Suggest that policy be deleted as there is no additional site specific allocation at this
stage.
Officer Comments
6.3 Supported noted. As the area for education at the North West Braintree growth
location has been identified in the Master Plan, there is a site specific allocation
which can be added to the Site Allocations Plan for Braintree and safeguarded for
this purpose. Policy ADM38 is therefore necessary and should be retained.
6.4 Concerning the ECC comments a policy and preamble for existing education is
proposed.
Recommendation
1. To approve retention of Policy ADM 38 and the allocation of the area
approved for educational uses within the Master Plan for NW Braintree on the
Braintree Inset Plan.
2. To approve preamble text as underlined
"There are 47 existing primary schools and 8 secondary schools (May 2012) in
the District. There is a need for these important facilities to continue to be fit
for purpose to deliver high standard education provision. Where schools are
retained in education use the Council will support their re-modeling and
expansion to meet local need."
3. To approve an addition to the policy as underlined,
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“The re-modelling and expansion of primary and secondary schools will be
supported to meet local need."

Policy ADM39 – Educational Establishments

Objections
Sport England
6.5 It is requested that the following changes be made to policy ADM39 and the
supporting text:
-Criterion A should be amended to delete "for educational purposes" so that
community use of sites beyond educational uses can be safeguarded.
-Criterion C should be amended “that the area to be redeveloped is no longer
required for meeting current or future educational needs having regard to
Government guidance”.
-Paragraph 6.9 should be amended to confirm that the Council will be preparing and
maintaining an up-to-date assessment of community outdoor sports needs (this could
be extended to open space needs in broader terms) to inform the implementation of
the policy.
-A specific commitment to having an adopted playing pitch assessment in place
within a year of the plan being adopted is also sought, to ensure that an up-to-date
evidence base is in place when the policy is adopted.
Officer Comments
6.6 Officers are in agreement with the suggestion that Criterion A should be
amended to ensure that community use of sites beyond educational uses can be
safeguarded.
6.7 Officers also agree with the Sports England comment that Criterion C should be
amended as paragraph 74 of the NPPF states, ‘existing open space, sports and
recreational buildings and land, including playing fields, should not be built on unless:
an assessment has been undertaken which has clearly shown the open space,
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buildings or land to be surplus to requirements; or the loss resulting from the
proposed development would be replaced by equivalent or better provision in terms
of quantity and quality in a suitable location; or the development is for alternative
sports and recreational provision, the needs for which clearly outweigh the loss.’
Sports England is a statutory consultee on all planning applications for development
affecting playing field land. If a local planning authority is minded to grant planning
permission for an application, despite receiving an objection from Sport England,
then the requirements of Circular 02/2009 may apply. This instructs local planning
authorities to notify the Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government of
an application if the land is owned by a local authority or used by an educational
establishment (currently or within the five years prior to receiving the application).
6.8 In response to the objection regarding amendment of paragraph 6.9, the
Council’s Open Spaces Action Plan lists those open spaces (including outdoor sport
facilities) that require enhancement. It identifies open space deficits as defined by the
Green Spaces Strategy where there is clear evidence of a particular type of need.
The updated Open Spaces Action Plan was approved by Cabinet on the 8th April
2013 and will form part of the evidence base for the Local Development Framework.
It is a live document which will continually be updated maintaining an up to date
assessment of open space requirements. The Open Spaces Action Plan supports
Policy CS10 ‘Provision for Open Space, Sport and Recreation’ of the Core Strategy,
which requires new development to make appropriate provision for different open
space typologies (including formal recreation) taking into consideration surpluses and
deficiencies and condition of the different open space typologies within the vicinity of
the site.
6.9 The Council should prepare a playing pitch assessment to ensure that up-to date
evidence is available on the need for pitches and current supply.
Recommendation
•

•

To approve amendment to wording of Policy ADM 39 Educational
Establishments as follows,
‘… A. It can be clearly demonstrated that the use of the site is genuinely
redundant and no other alternative educational, or community use for
educational purposes can be found; or
B. Satisfactory alternative and improved facilities will be provided;
C. that the area to be redeveloped is no longer required for meeting
current or future educational needs, having regard to Government
guidance …’
(Not part of Policy ADM 39)That the Council should prepare a playing
pitch assessment to form part of the evidence base for the Site
Allocations Plan.

Policy ADM40 – Cemetery Extensions
Sustainability Appraisal and Strategic Environmental Assessment
6.10 Policy ADM40 – Cemetery Extensions - As a Development Management policy,
it is recommended that the policy states their boundaries and safeguarding so as to
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reduce the likelihood of applications coming forward for the development of other
uses.

6.11 Objections
• Environment Agency
- We have considered the proposed locations for cemetery extensions and offer
the following advice.
- Land off Church Lane, Bocking - we were consulted by your planning authority
back in 2011 over the proposed extension to the Bocking Cemetery at Church
Lane (reference 11/01178/FUL). In our comments to your authority we confirmed
that the majority of the proposed site was considered unsuitable due to high water
levels. However we agreed a section in the north east of the proposed area could
be used. It was indicated in the Masterplan, which accompanied the planning
application, that this agreed area was to be used. We note that planning
permission has been granted by your authority.
- St Marys Church, The Street, Gestingthorpe - To better assess the suitability of
the site we would require a tier 1 risk assessment, which is the basic level of
assessment required for extensions to existing cemeteries. The results of the risk
assessment will determine whether additional assessment regarding suitability of
the site for burial is required. A brief desk study suggests there are no immediate
constraints for this site. The underlying shallow geology is a heterogeneous mix of
silt sands and clays, which may have perched lenses of water but there is no
principal aquifer directly underlying the site. It is in a Source Protection Zone 3
area but there are no licensed potable abstractions within 250m. The extension
appears to be up-gradient of the existing church yard and is therefore unlikely to
cause additional impacts to the environment.
- North of the existing Cemetery, Cypress Road, Witham - To better assess the
suitability of the site we would require a tier 1 risk assessment, which is the basic
level of assessment required for extensions to existing cemeteries. The results of
the risk assessment will determine whether additional assessment regarding
suitability of the site for burial is required. A brief desk study suggests there are no
immediate constraints for this site. The underlying shallow geology is a
heterogeneous mix of silty sands and clays, which may have perched lenses of
water but there is no principal aquifer directly underlying the site. It is not in a
source protection zone and there are no licensed potable abstractions within
250m.
81

Officer Comments
6.12 Noted. Agreed that safeguarding should be added to the policy. The agreement
of the Environment Agency would be necessary for any planning application for
cemetery use to be successful.
Recommendation
1. To amend the boundary of the cemetery extension allocated off Church Lane
Bocking to the area in the north-east of the site, as approved by the EA for
cemetery provision.
2. To approve Policy ADM40 with amended wording- ‘The following sites for
cemetery extensions have been allocated on the Proposals Map and will be
retained for this purpose’

Policy ADM41 – Community Uses

6.13 Support Comments
Rivenhall Parish Council
- ADM41 lists the Henry Dixon Hall for a Community Use. This is supported.
6.14 Objections
• Rivenhall Parish Council
- Why is the Rivenhall Village Hall (and apparently other village halls) not
similarly allocated? The land associated with the village hall including the
Albert Moss playing field are shown as Formal Recreation, which is supported,
but the hall should surely have its own Community Use designation.
• Essex County Council
- The policy should clarify which of the 8 allocated sites are new allocations
and which are existing premises. The County Council would welcome
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•

•

discussion on opportunities for creating joint use centres incorporating County
Council services at these locations. For example,
- Existing library facility in Sible Hedingham is not in the most accessible
location and is prone to flooding. A more centrally located site would be
welcomed by the library service;
- Proposed new community centre off Butler Road, Halstead has led to the
County Council being approached by Halstead Town Council with regards the
potential use of space within the new community facility. The Library Service
would be keen to discuss the future use of any space within this building.
Sible Hedingham Parish Council –
- ADM 41 makes reference to land off Swan Street, Sible Hedingham as being
allocated for Community Uses. The current Premdor planning application
seeks to
encroach on this area for the purpose of residential gardens. BDC Planning
Officers should ensure that this area is not reduced in size prior to submission
of this document. We should also like the land at Oxford Meadow, including
the football pitch, play area and the land around the former Scout Hut to be
included for Community Uses.
Mersea Homes and Hills Group
- Policy ADM41 seeks to make an allocation for community uses at NorthWest Braintree, but again the requirement for community use is already
established in the adopted Core Strategy, and therefore there is no extra
benefit in trying to identify a specific site within the Growth Location (as with
the school site, the Proposals Map does not in fact allocate a site anyway).

Officer Comments
6.15 Word alteration to paragraph 6.14 for clarity (second sentence to read “Policy
ADM41…”).
6.16 The allocation of Henry Dixon Hall, Rivenhall End as a community use was
discussed by the LDF Sub Committee on the 30th May. Members approved the
recommendation to remove ‘Henry Dixon Hall’ as a community use from the Site
Allocations plan. For consistency it is proposed to remove reference to Henry Dixon
Hall in policy ADM 42.
6.17 In response to the comment from Mersea Homes and Hills Group, it is correct
that the Core Strategy Policy CS4 Provision of Employment refers to the type of use
on land to the north west of Braintree off Panfield Lane and states, ‘community uses’.
It is also referred to in Table 2 Infrastructure Requirements of the Core Strategy. It is
therefore considered unnecessary to refer to it specifically again in Policy ADM41.
6.18 In response to Essex County Council comments, officers agree that the policy
should be amended to clarify existing community uses and proposed community
uses.
6.19 It should be noted that reference to ‘land at the former Chipping Hill School,
Church Street, Witham’ has been removed from Policy ADM 41 as it was agreed at
the LDF Sub Committee on the 30th May to allocate the site as ‘education’ as Essex
County Council confirmed that the site had not yet been deemed surplus to
requirements.
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6.20 In response to the comment raised by Sible Hedingham Parish Council
regarding the Premdor planning application (13/00416/FUL). The planning
application layout plan indicates the provision of 0.3ha for a surgery/work hub which
is the area identified as ‘community use’ on the draft Site Allocations plan.
6.21 In response to the suggestion by Sible Hedingham Parish Council that the land
at Oxford Meadow should be allocated as ‘community use’ the area is already
identified as ‘formal recreation’ on the draft plan. Policy CS10 ‘Provision for Open
Space, Sport and Recreation’ of the adopted Core Strategy seeks to retain these
such facilities unless they are no longer required to meet identified needs; are no
longer economically viable; alternative replacement provision is provided elsewhere.
Policy ADM 41 is not intended to refer to informal/formal recreational facilities,
although these are community uses, they are discussed in the Sport and Recreation
chapter of the draft plan. The policy specifically refers to community halls and other
such related specific community uses.
Recommendation
To approve amended wording for Policy ADM 41 as underlined and strike
through below,
Development contributions will be sought towards the provision of the
proposed community use, where appropriate,
-

Land off Butler Road, Halstead;
Land West of The Street, Great Yeldham;
Land off Swan Street at the former Premdor Site, Sible Hedingham;
Neighbourhood Centre, at Maltings Lane Development Witham;
Neighbourhood Centre, off Panfield Lane, North West Braintree Growth
Location;
- Henry Dixon Hall, Rivenhall End;
- Former Chipping Hill School, Church Lane, Witham
And existing community uses, where appropriate,
-

Halstead (Halstead Leisure Centre and associated facilities)’.

Policy ADM 42 – Provision and Enhancement of Local Community Facilities
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Support Comments
6.22 The continued provision or improvement of existing local community facilities is
vital, particularly to rural communities.
Objections
NHS North Essex
6.23 Request for additional ‘Policy ADM43a: Health Impact Assessments’ to ensure
the plan is positively prepared, justified, effective and consistent with national policy.
Most development has an impact on the capacity of healthcare services and facilities
and this is especially the case for specialist accommodation for older persons,
residential care homes and nursing homes. Similarly, the design of new
developments can have a positive impact (from a public health perspective) by
promoting healthy living. The extent of these impacts needs to be assessed at an
early stage of the planning process to ensure that an appropriate level of healthcare
service capacity continues to be provided for the whole community. In order to target
major developments and enable the requested policy to be effectively monitored a
threshold of 50 residential units and 1,000 m2 of non-residential development is
recommended. In addition, in light of NHSNE's experience of the greater draw on
healthcare services that arises from older persons' accommodation, residential care
homes and nursing homes, it is recommended that for all development of this nature
the submission of a Health Impact Assessment be required. The inclusion of this
policy would improve the effectiveness of Policy SD7 and the Plan as a whole, by
ensuring that impacts on the provision of healthcare services arising as a result of
proposed growth are appropriately assessed, and mitigated in an effective and timely
manner to contribute to the creation and maintenance of sustainable communities
throughout the Plan Area. The requested text for this new policy is as follows:
6.24 "The Council aims to ensure that development is designed to promote healthier
living in the built environment. Health Impact Assessments will consider the
environmental impact upon health which would include the safety of an environment
and if it encourages healthy activities such as walking and cycling. Development
proposals will also be required to assess their impact upon the capacity of existing
health services and facilities.
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6.25 For Use Class C2 developments comprising residential care homes and nursing
homes, and Use Class C3 residential developments in excess of 50 units and nonresidential developments in excess of 1,000m2, this will take the form of a Health
Impact Assessment which will measure the wider impact upon healthy living and the
demands that area placed upon the capacity of health services and facilities arising
from the development.
6.26 Where significant impacts are identified, planning permission will be refused
unless infrastructure provision and/ or funding to reasonably meet the health service
requirements of the development are provided and/ or secured by planning
obligations, or by CIL, as appropriate.
6.27 The District Council will require Health Impact Assessments to be prepared in
accordance with the advice and best practice for such assessments as published by
the Department of Health and other agencies, such as NHS North Essex."
6.28 The suggested wording for the supporting text to this new policy is as follows:
"Most housing development has a potential impact upon the capacity of health
services and facilities that are provided in Braintree District. Likewise, through the
design of new development, healthy living can be promoted. The extent of these
impacts needs to be assessed to ensure that an adequate level of healthy living
opportunities and healthcare services continue to be provided for the new
development and the community as a whole.
6.29 The Council will liaise with NHS North Essex (and any successor body) when
assessing the scope and scale of likely impacts and the nature of mitigation required.
"
Officer Comments
6.30 Support noted. Officers agree that an additional policy on ‘Health Impact
Assessments’ should be included. The Core Strategy aims to ‘enable everyone to
enjoy a safe and healthy lifestyle’. It is important to ensure that the health impact of
development on the population is adequately addressed through the development
process. A Health Impact Assessment Policy would ensure that health is taken into
account in large new development proposals particularly at the planning and design
stage. The comments made by NHS North Essex were made before the
reorganisation of health service provision and the Council’s liaison officer is currently
looking at the proposals and further changes may be proposed at committee.
Recommendation

1.To approve Policy ADM 42 – Provision and Enhancement of Local
Community Facilities.
2. To approve new Policy ADM 43a – Health Impact Assessment as underlined,
‘Development proposals will be required to assess their impact upon the
capacity of existing health services and facilities, the environmental impact
and the promotion of healthy activities.
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For Use Class C2 developments comprising residential care homes and
nursing homes, and Use Class C3 residential developments in excess of 50
units and non-residential developments in excess of 1,000m2, this will take the
form of a Health Impact Assessment which will measure the wider impact upon
healthy living and the demands that area placed upon the capacity of health
services and facilities arising from the development.
Where significant impacts are identified, planning permission will be refused
unless infrastructure provision and/ or funding to reasonably meet the health
service requirements of the development are provided and/ or secured by
planning obligations, or by CIL, as appropriate.
The District Council will require Health Impact Assessments to be prepared in
accordance with the advice and best practice for such assessments as
published by the Department of Health and other agencies, such as NHS North
Essex’.
3.To approve preamble text for Policy ADM 43a as underlined,
‘Most housing development has a potential impact upon the capacity of health
services and facilities that are provided in Braintree District. Likewise, through
the design of new development, healthy living can be promoted. The extent of
these impacts needs to be assessed to ensure that an adequate level of healthy
living opportunities and healthcare services continue to be provided for the
new development and the community as a whole.
The Council will liaise with NHS North Essex (and any successor body) when
assessing the scope and scale of likely impacts and the nature of mitigation
required.’

Policy ADM 43 Retention of Local Community Services and Facilities

6.31 Support Comments
• Sport England
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•

- Policy ADM43 is supported as it would seek to protect existing and former
community facilities unless a robust process has been undertaken to
demonstrate that the facilities are no longer required. As community
facilities would include sports facilities, the approach is considered to
accord with guidance in paragraphs 70 and 74 of the NPPF on the
safeguarding of such facilities.
The character of Finchingfield is partly derived from the services and
facilities which are offered within the settlement. Their contribution to a
sense of community and the sustainability of the area is essential in
meeting the needs of the existing local population. Support for local
community services and facilities is therefore crucial, and any proposed
loss should be resisted.

6.32 Objections
NHS North Essex
Supports the recognition, at paragraph 6.14, that the provision of healthcare facilities
helps to "promote a thriving and sustainable local community ". However, NHSNE is
concerned at the inclusion of healthcare facilities within the provisions of Policy
ADM43 as it is inappropriate to require the level of justification set out, with regard to
the redevelopment or change of use of healthcare facilities. The role of NHSNE is to
commission all healthcare facilities within its administrative area, including within the
Braintree District area. To comply with current policy, NHSNE may need to seek
approval from the Council to implement its own healthcare strategy and
modernisation programmes before planning permission would be granted for the
change of use or redevelopment of healthcare facilities. In this way, the Council
would be acting as a health authority as well as a local planning authority by requiring
justification in terms of determining whether facilities can be considered unviable
"beyond all reasonable doubt ". To ensure that the Council is not acting outside its
legitimate role as planning authority, duplicating responsibilities that are held by the
health authority or inadvertently constraining the NHS healthcare programme, it is
requested that an additional criterion is added to Policy 43, as follows: “Proposals for
the change of use of community facilities to other uses will not be permitted unless:
proposals are consistent with the service provider’s strategy for infrastructure
provision in the wider area and/ or modernisation programme for delivery of that
service or facility; ”
6.33 Officer Comments`
Support noted. In response to the comment submitted by NHS North Essex, officers
agree that requiring the health authority to justify whether health care facilities can be
considered unviable ‘beyond all reasonable doubt’ is unreasonable and could conflict
with the aims and objectives of the NHSNE healthcare strategy. Officers agree that
an additional criterion should be added to Policy ADM 43 to clarify an exception for
health care facilities to submit marketing assessments to demonstrate unviability.
Recommendation
To approve additional criterion for Policy ADM 43, as underlined,
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‘Proposals for the change of use of health care facilities to other uses will not
be permitted unless: proposals are consistent with the service provider’s
strategy for infrastructure provision in the wider area and/ or modernisation
programme for delivery of that service or facility.’

Policy ADM 44 Community Orchards and Community Woodlands

6.34 Objections
•

•
•

The large presently inconspicuous area coloured hatched orange on the
Witham River Walk: Blackwater Lane to Blackwater FP5 plan was
suggested as a site for community orchard in a council commissioned
report. Is this still the intention or are there other possibilities for this area
such as a return to allotments? Additional public open space seems
inappropriate given the large area nearby. Again, in any event a buffer
between this and rear gardens of Carraways and Clayshotts needs to be
retained.
The policy should include the new community woodland being developed
on the old BMX track off Temple Lane, Silver End.
Include Molly’s Wood, Sible Hedingham in the policy.

6.35 Officer Comments
The area adjacent to Blackwater Lane is identified as informal recreation on the draft
plan. Landscape Services have confirmed that there are no current proposals for a
community orchard or allotments on this site and the intention is for the area to be
retained as informal recreation which is rich in local wildlife and vegetation.
The proposed community woodland off Temple Lane, Silver End is identified on the
draft Site Allocations Plan therefore it should be included in Policy ADM 44.
At the LDF Sub Committee held on 13th April 2013 Members agreed that Mollys
Wood should be allocated as a community woodland/orchard. It should therefore be
included in Policy ADM 44.
Recommendation
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To approve amended wording as underlined for Policy ADM 44 Community
Orchards and Community Woodlands,
‘The following sites are identified for community orchards and community
woodlands on the Proposals Map and will be protected for those purposes:
-

Community Orchard – Land off Conrad Road, Witham
Community Woodland – Maldon Road, Witham
Community Orchard/Woodland – Mollys Wood, Sible Hedingham
Community Woodland – Land off Temple Lane, Silver End’

7. Transport (including Witham station car park second access)
7.1 There were about 44 representations to the transport chapter of the draft
Development Management policies.
Sustainability Appraisal and Strategic Environmental Assessment
7.2 The Sustainability Appraisal and Strategic Environmental Assessment
(Environmental Report) January 2013 does not propose any mitigation
measures/recommendation for the draft policies within this chapter.
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7.3 Summary of objections
Essex County Council
• In the first two paragraphs and the first line of the third paragraph of the policy,
replace the word "should" with the word "will" to provide a more positive
statement of intent.
• Paragraph 3, first bullet, delete the first use of the word "the" so that the bullet
reads "Cyclists, through safe design and layout of routes integrated into new
development and the wider cycle network..."
• The final two paragraphs of the policy are repetitive. The penultimate
paragraph should be deleted and the final paragraph to read; "Transport
Assessments and Statements will be required in accordance with Essex
County Council's Development Management Policies, February 2011, or
successor documents, in order to assess the impact of development in terms
of highway safety and capacity for both access to the proposed development
and the wider highway network. Travel Plans will also be required for
proposed development as appropriate."
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•

It should be noted that Essex County Council Development Management
Policies, February 2011, are presently being reviewed for consistency with the
NPPF.
Other Objections
• Recommend the formulation of automatic triggers for provision of additional
public transport linked to increased population/commuters as a result of
development.
• Introductory paragraph should be amended to refer to the relevant paragraphs
of the NPPF (Paragraphs 32, 34 and 35).
• Policy sets out criteria in respect of sustainable transport, although the first is
labelled at (i) and the others are set out as bullet points.
• The 4th criteria refers to appropriate provision for ‘community transport' in new
development, and states that this will be through measures that include
"voluntary community buses" and "community services" amongst other
matters. The wording of the clause is such as to imply that all of the measures
are required in all developments, but the relevant set of measures will depend
on the type and form of the development. Also, measures such as "community
services" are not very easy to understand. We suggest that criteria should be
amended as follows: "… community transport, through the implementation of
Travel Plans where appropriate (for example including measures such as that
will promote car pools, car sharing and voluntary community buses,
community services and cycle schemes)."
• The 6th criteria requires facilities for plug-in charging points (and unspecified
requirements for other low emission vehicles) in new development. Whilst
there may be locations and types of development where such measures are
appropriate, this would not be a reasonable requirement for the vast majority
of developments, and generally such provisions are not appropriate in private
residential areas (where individual residents have their own charging points). If
this criterion is to be retained, it should be more specific as to the types of
development to which it will be applied.
7.4 Summary of support representations
• Opportunities for the use of sustainable transport by occupiers of new
developments should be encouraged and harnessed. However, requirements
in relation to this must be proportionate and appropriate to the location, scale
and character of the development.
Officer Comments
7.5 The NPPF paragraph 30, states local authorities should support a pattern of
development, which where reasonable to do so, facilitates the use of sustainable
modes of transport. In response to Essex County Council comments, it would not be
reasonable to use ‘will’ for example in rural developments with no public transport or
to request this of all developments. Policy ADM 45 should be amended by adding
‘where appropriate’.
7.6 Officers agree with the suggested rewording of paragraph 3 and that the last two
paragraphs of Policy ADM 45 can be merged.
7.7 In response to the objection concerning ‘automatic triggers for provision of
additional public transport linked to increased population/commuters as a result of
development’. Developer contributions would be sought where appropriate towards
securing public transport improvements.
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7.8 In response to the comment regarding the formatting of the policy, this will be
amended to be consistent with the whole plan.
7.9 In response to the objection that the NPPF paragraph (32, 34 and 35) should be
referred to in the introductory paragraph. The NPPF is referred to under ‘Background’
and in the preamble paragraphs of 7.9, 7.12 and 7.20. It is therefore unnecessary to
refer to the NPPF directly in the policy.
7.10 Officers agree that criterion 4 should be reworded to clarify the implementation
of community transport in development proposals.
7.11 Concern has been raised regarding the deliverability of criterion 6 which
requires facilities for plug-in charging points and other ultra-low emission vehicles in
new development. However, it should be noted that, as stated above, the 3rd
sentence has been amended to read ‘development proposals will provide, where
appropriate, provision for…’ this recognises that it might not be appropriate in all new
developments.
Recommendation
To approve the following amendments to ADM 45 (new text underlined, text to
be removed with a strike- through)
1. Priority should be given to cycle and pedestrian movements and access to
public transport. Therefore, development proposals should provide, where
appropriate, provision for…
2. Cyclists, through safe design and layout of routes integrated into the new
development and the wider cycle network...
Some developers may be required to produce Travel Plans as considered
appropriate by the Local Planning Authority. The Essex County Council
Transportation Development Management Policies provides further detail on
requirements relating to accessibility and access including Transport
Assessment and Statement Thresholds and statements for each land use
category.
Transport Assessments and Statements will be required in accordance with
Essex County Council's Development Management Policies, February 2011, or
successor documents, in order to access assess the impact of development in
terms of highway safety and capacity for both access to the proposed
development and the wider highway network. Travel Plans will also be required
for proposed development , as appropriate.
3. Community transport, through the implementation of Travel Plans where
appropriate (for example including measures that promote car pools, car
sharing and voluntary community buses, community services and cycle
schemes).
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ADM46 – Cycle/Pedestrian Network
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7.12 Summary of objections
• Any provision for a cycle path along the disused railway track at the Premdor
Rockways site in Sible Hedingham should ensure that future reconstruction of
a heritage steam railway along the original alignment remains possible and
practicable.
• Witham River Walk: Blackwater Lane to River B/Water FP5. Could the council
consider adding the route (Blackwater Rail Trail which extends south and
north of Blue Mills Hill, through the Constance Close development site, over
the river to Blackwater Lane) marked on the enclosed plan to ADM46? Two
bridging points would be required and bridge 'A' would need to be midway
downstream so that walkers and cyclists are routed away from the rear
gardens of the existing development. (Bridge B - at Benton Hall golf course
and Bridge A - River Brain near Blackwater Lane)
• The policy and related text is supported, but there is little mention of promoting
footways and cycleways in rural areas. Many rural communities have (at best)
partial roadside footways linking villages and hamlets. Cycling on the highway
can be a dangerous on single carriageway rural roads with 60mph speed limit.
• Little Braxted Lane was designated as a footpath/cycleway in the Local Plan
Review yet the current consultation now proposes no designation. It should be
reinstated.
• Given the imminent change to CIL which will make pooled s106 contributions
unlawful, it is not clear how this policy (commuted sums towards cycleway
provision) would work in practice. The alternative referred to in paragraph 7.1
(i.e. to rely on CIL) would seem more feasible.
• Paragraph 205 of NPPF states that 'where obligations are being sought or
revised, local planning authorities should take account of changes in the
market conditions over time and, where appropriate, be sufficiently flexible to
prevent planned development being stalled.' To accord with policy 173 of
NPPF, the policy should be reworded to account for instances where the
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financial contributions required as part of this policy affect the viability of a
development therefore preventing its delivery.
7.13 Summary of support representations
• Support the policy as well considered, however, suggest the addition to
promote a cycle route between Coggeshall and Braintree.
Officer Comments
7.14 The draft plan identifies indicative proposed cycle/pedestrian routes.
Detailed matters regarding design and specification of cycleways would be
determined once planning permission has been granted and the exact route
would be dependent on the ground conditions. The objection relating to the ‘future
reconstruction of a heritage steam railway remaining possible and practicable’
would be a matter for a planning application to consider.
7.15 The suggested proposed cycle/pedestrian route linking the Blackwater Rail
Trail (south of Blue Mills Hill) and Blackwater Lane is already identified on the
proposals map of the draft plan. This is an indicative route and the exact location
of the bridge would be determined once ground investigation works had been
undertaken and discussions taken place with the Environment Agency. There are
deliverability concerns regarding the suggested cycle/pedestrian link between
Public Footpath 97, across the River Blackwater (via a new bridge) to link with the
Blackwater Rail Trail south of Blue Mills Hill. There is no Public Footpath at this
location between the River Blackwater to the Blackwater Rail Trail and the route
would also cross Benton Hall golf course. Officers have previously held
discussions with the golf club regarding possible cycle/pedestrian access at this
location, but for health and safety reasons the golf club have not wished to pursue
this.
7.16 The majority of cycle/pedestrian routes are funded through developer
contributions as a result of large development proposals in urban areas. Securing
funding in the rural areas is therefore more difficult. However, where opportunities
exist in the rural areas (for example through regeneration development or
upgrading of public footpaths) officers will seek to provide cycle routes where
appropriate.
7.17 The Council are not proposing to designate any on-road cycleway routes on
the Proposals Map, which the Little Braxted Lane route would have been. Onroad routes would be a matter for Essex Highways to assess and signpost if they
considered this to be appropriate. There could be safety issues for cyclists on this
route in view of the narrowness of the lane.
7.18 CIL will only make it unlawful to pool 5 or more s106 contributions after the
6th April 2014. The Council normally has only one contribution from one developer
towards the construction of a cycleway together with other local authority capital
funding to fund cycleway construction.
7.19 Developer funding for cycleway schemes, along with other obligations (such
as education etc.) is negotiated at a planning application stage and viability is
taken into consideration to accord with the NPPF. Policy ADM 56 is considered
flexible enough to consider viability as it states, ‘financial contributions from
development proposals will be sought where appropriate’.
Recommendation
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To approve Policy ADM 46 Cycle/Pedestrian Network of the Draft Site
Allocations and Development Management Plan including a correction to
Edinburgh Gardens.

ADM47 – Parking Provision

Summary of general representations
Essex County Council
7.20 It should be noted that the Essex Planning Officers Association Vehicle Parking
Standards document is to be reviewed for its consistency with the NPPF.
7.21 Summary of objections
• Braintree Freeport Designer Outlet Village and Braintree Retail Park is
mentioned in both policy ADM 31 ‘Car parking – Freeport and Braintree Retail
Park’ and ADM 47 ‘Parking Provision’. Reword Policy ADM 31 to allow for
development where there is no detriment to parking supply which allows for
more effective use of brownfield land.
• Objection submitted by promoter for Eckard House, Easton Road, Witham
was considered on 30.5.13.
Officer Comments
7.22 Officers note that the Essex Planning Officers Association Vehicle Parking
Standards document is to be reviewed for its consistency with the NPPF. Policy ADM
47 allows for flexibility in changes to ‘vehicle parking standards’ over the plan period
as it states, ‘Development will be required to provide vehicular and cycle parking in
accordance with the Council’s adopted Vehicle Parking Standards’.
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7.23 It is noted that car parking at Freeport and Braintree Retail Park is referred to in
Policy ADM 31 and ADM 47. It is proposed therefore to remove the reference
regarding Freeport and Braintree Retail Park from Policy ADM 47.
7.24 Officers consider that reference to shoppers car park land east of High Street,
Halstead in policy ADM 47 should be removed, as it is not specifically required in
ADM 36 ‘Comprehensive Development Area – Land to the East of High Street,
Halstead’.
7.25 The allocation of Eckard House, Easton Road as a car park was discussed by
the LDF Sub Committee on the 30th May 2013 and Members agreed to the allocation
of Eckard House, Easton Road as car parking in the submission plan.
7.26 The Council is considering using part of the Bramston Sports Centre site as car
parking and this should be added to the policy.
Recommendations
1. To remove the reference to Freeport and Braintree Retail Park from Policy
ADM 47 and to remove ‘a site for shoppers’ car park is also proposed as part
of the redevelopment of land east of the High Street, Halstead’.
2. To amend the policy as follows: ‘A new car park is proposed on the site of
Eckard House, Easton Road, Witham to provide additional station parking.’
3. ‘A new car park is proposed on part of the site of the Bramston Sports
Centre, Witham.’
4. To allocate the new car park at Bramston on the Proposals Map when the
boundaries have been defined by the Council.
ADM48 – Transport Related Policy Areas

7.27 Summary of objections
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•

•

•

The policy is not well written and needs to address the poor quality
environment that has been allowed to build up at Galleys Corner. It is one of
the worst light polluted locations in the district. Delete last sentence of first
paragraph and replace with ‘Substantial planting and landscaping will be
required as part of any permission that is granted, along with well-designed
lighting schemes that minimise spill and effectively control hours of use. A
comprehensive environmental improvement brief will be drawn up for the
Galley's Corner Area to improve planting and landscaping and to reduce
littering, light pollution and other environmental impacts. Buildings will not be
permitted to cover more than 20% of the site area.’
It is not clear whether the intention of the wording of the draft policy ADM48 is
to limit the uses permitted at Galleys Corner solely to the existing garden
centre and haulage depot. This should be revised / clarified. The land hatched
in the proposed plan actually appears to exclude the established haulage
depot at Long Green which appears to be in conflict with the wording in the
draft the policy. It does not reflect the area allocated in the former plan. It is
considered that for Ivy Cottage and other previously developed sites within
this area the policy should be more flexible to allow for residential, residential
institutions for the elderly, secure residential institutions, non-residential
institutional and assembly and leisure uses, and hotel uses. There is little
evidence there is a need for further transport related uses in the town over and
above residential or institutional and assembly type uses. There is clear
evidence of need in the County Council's Care Needs Study for care for the
elderly and the need to boost significantly the supply of housing for up to 15
years hence, paragraph 47 of the Framework. Further the site would be able
to contribute to the Districts Housing Delivery buffer. The Council has set a
precedent by allowing flexibility in its application of the policy by allowing a
children's nursery in this special policy area, which appears to function as an
entirely acceptable form of development. To improve the viability of the site
then these alternatives suggested would considerably improve the prospect of
this important previously developed site being developed. The application of
the 20% limitation of built development, mentioned in the draft policy, has
been breached on many of the other sites within the special policy area, and it
would seem sensible to now consider each proposal on its merits whilst
ensuring that the development respects the openness of the adjoining
countryside and urban edge of the settlement.
The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) states that land allocations
should be reviewed regularly and that planning policies should avoid the long
term-protection of sites where there is no reasonable prospect of a site being
used for that purpose. No applications for an alternative transport related use
came forward over the Local Plan period when this land allocation was already
in place. The existing hotel, restaurant and public house located within the
transport related policy area, already offer significant facilities to motorists. In
the absence of sufficient market demand for transport related uses over the
Plan period, draft Policy ADM48 would have the effect of sterilising the
potential of this site in the eventuality that the existing garden centre uses
ceases. Policy ADM48 should be revised to include other alternative uses for
the site should the existing garden centre use cease. It is considered that
employment, food or non-food retail, or leisure uses would all be appropriate.
The important gap between Braintree and Tye Green is retained to ensure that
these two settlements do not coalesce. It is requested that the draft policy
ADM48 be revised to allow for other alternative uses, in the eventuality that
the existing garden centre use cease. It is suggested that the wording of the
policy could state: "....strict control will be exercised over development in these
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areas, which will be restricted to the following categories of uses: 1. Transport
related development - overnight accommodation, petrol filling station,
motorists cafe/restaurant At Galleys Corner Roundabout 2. Existing garden
centre and ancillary uses 3. Existing established haulage depots at Long
Green 4. The following alternative uses where it can be demonstrated that the
proposed development would have a positive impact upon the character and
amenities of the area: Employment Uses (Classes B1, B2 and B8 of the Use
Classes Order 1987 (As amended)); Retail Uses (Class A1 of the Use Classes
Order 1987 (As amended)); Leisure Uses (Class D2 of the Use Classes Order
1987 (as amended).
Officer Comments
7.28 Agree replace ‘required’ with ‘permitted’. Policy ADM 59 Proposals for External
Lighting sets out external lighting specifications including ‘low energy lighting is used
in conjunction with features such as movement sensors, daylight sensors and time
controls, the alignment of lamps and provision of shielding minimises spillage, glare
and glow, including into the night sky’ and ‘the lighting intensity is no greater than
necessary to provide adequate illumination’ which apply to this location. It would not
be possible to add the proposal for Environmental Improvements, as most of the area
has been developed and is in private ownership.
7.29 Officers note that the draft allocations plan boundary of this policy area was
reduced from that shown in the Local Plan Review. This was in response to the
proposed development of a waste transfer station on land at Cordons Farm, Long
Green, Cressing, which could be proposed as an allocation in the ECC Waste Plan.
However, the site could be allocated for uses in both plans. Officers consider that the
revisions suggested to widen the uses at Galleys Corner for employment, retail and
leisure uses are inappropriate. This area is outside the development boundary, in an
area with traffic congestion problems, where the Council is trying to limit uses to
existing uses and those relating to transport needs.
Recommendations
1. To extend the transport related policy area at Galleys Corner to that set out
in the Local Plan Review.
2. To amend sentence in policy ADM 48 to replace ‘will not be required’ with
‘Buildings will not be permitted to cover more than 20% of the site area.’

ADM49 – New Road Schemes
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Summary of general representations
Essex County Council
7.30 The local highway authority would welcome on-going discussions with the
District Council to secure delivery and implementation of the measures in this policy:
second road access into Witham Station Car Park from Station Road; and new road
link to Cut Throat Lane/Albert Road, Witham. This will improve access to Witham
Station, which is supported in principle by the County Council, and is a key priority of
the Local Transport Plan to improve journeys and facilities for commuters travelling to
London.
7.31 Summary of objections
• Hatfield Peverel has always suffered from high traffic volumes using the
village as a quick route to the A12 from areas such as Heybridge, Maldon,
Wickham Bishops and other villages to the east of the A12. Large
developments must invest and contribute towards the access roads and
infrastructure in other areas which will be affected by the increase of traffic. A
new road from Doe Corner to exit via junction 21 of the A12 would improve the
traffic flow and remove through traffic in Hatfield Peverel village. A policy
should be introduced that any proposed development greater than 100
dwellings, the developers must provide details of improved infrastructures
leading to surrounding main road highways.
• Objections to Halstead Bypass were considered by the LDF Sub Committee
on 11th April and on 13th June 2013.
• The policy should exclude the link road through to Cut Throat Lane/Albert
Road. It is unsustainable. It would become a rat-run from Morrisons and would
increase traffic along the narrow roads around the railway station and likely
result in the loss of a large established hedgerow that screens the existing Cut
Throat Lane car park. The new access from Station Road is supported and the
emphasis on increased parking provision should be on this side of the station.
Any decking proposals should be on the Easton Road side, sited away from
the houses and should not be on the Cut Throat Lane side where such
development would adversely affect the residents in the new flats and the
houses in Albert Road. Improved access and parking on the Easton Road side
is now more sustainable than the Cut Throat Lane side due to the completion
of the footbridge extension and the new cycle parking. Improvements on the
Cut Throat Lane side of the station should be focused on cycling, walking, taxi
and bus access.
• Witham Station Second Access
- Avenue Road is already used as a cut through for commuter traffic
mornings and evenings. Traffic often exceeds the speed limit.
- Road is used by a high number of pedestrians as they walk to and from
the industrial estate and 'Marsh' staff walk from their car park to their
offices.
- Increase in traffic will cause difficulties using the junctions at either end of
Avenue Road, particularly if they are turning right.
- Proposal will cause many accidents.
- Avenue Road has seen a substantial increase in traffic for the station and
with the additional relaxed parking restrictions the proposed access would
be hugely detrimental.
- Section 18.2 of the 2012 Regulations requires those who may have an
interest in development plan documents to be consulted upon them. Found
out about this document entirely by chance do not feel we were consulted
properly.
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-

-

-

-

-

Proposal will funnel traffic onto a residential road causing congestion on
Avenue Road, noise, disturbance and pollution for residents.
It is proposed to expel traffic onto a right angle bend with poor visibility.
The result of this will be accidents and traffic conflicts.
The proximity of the roundabout to Easton Road makes such a proposal
unworkable.
The net effect of this proposal would be to create congestion at three
locations rather than one as alleged in paragraph 7.41.
Why should the environment and amenities of local residents suffer to
accommodate commuters with no association with the area?
Proposal will have a detrimental impact on the character of the area.
Why not consider signalisation of the junctions between The Avenue and
Easton Road? Another alternative would be to run a link road through the
industrial estate where it could meet Crittall Road. This may require the
exercise of compulsory purchase powers but it would be achievable and
would take vehicles away from the residential area and allow traffic to join
Newland Street away from congested junctions.
What consideration has been given to junction improvements at Easton
Road as a solution?
The above proposals will alter the dynamic of the local traffic system in our
area making Avenue Road a primary access route to the station car park.
The drainage system cannot cope with heavy rainfall which often results in
significant flooding across the whole street at Newland Street/Avenue
Road junction. The flooding is a safety hazard.
This traffic will be relentless and unceasing. It will be seven days per week.
Even on Saturdays and Sundays it will have buses and minibuses
travelling our narrow residential streets as the railway run replacement bus
services at weekends.
What about the value of my property?
The junctions of Avenue Road with Colchester Road and with The Avenue
are very busy at all times of the day and any additional traffic generated by
the new access to the Station Road from the Station car park will inevitably
lead to peak hour congestion at these junctions.
Station Road is narrow and is used by large lorries to access Baird
Maltings. Not ideal for 2 way access.
Traffic survey should be undertaken between 7am and 9am Monday to
Friday at the Avenue and end of Avenue and another 4pm -6pm at the
Colchester Road end. This will provide data if the problem is just moved
from one road to another should the proposal be approved.
If this proposal is accepted, a left only turn out of Station Road should be
considered.
I thought that these new planning policies had to be based on sound
evidence?
Why not put a mini roundabout at the top of Easton Road to ease
congestion?

Officer Comments
7.32 Concerns have been raised regarding traffic from Maldon and beyond trying to
access the A12, which causes congestion through Hatfield Peverel. Suggestions that
a new road should be taken from Maldon Road to the Lynfield, Witham junction of the
A12 have been put forward. For the Site Allocations and Development Management
Plan to be found ‘sound’ it needs to be ‘effective’ and deliverable over its plan period.
The suggested road scheme is not identified in the Local Transport Plan and is not
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funded. It is therefore not considered deliverable and cannot be shown as a
proposed road scheme on the Site Allocations and Development Management Plan.
7.33 Essex County Council Highways are consulted on planning applications and
financial obligations are sought where appropriate to provide local transport
improvements.
7.34 The Halstead Bypass was considered by the LDF Sub Committee on the 11th
April when Members agreed to: ‘Delete the proposed Halstead Bypass from the
Proposals Map and policy ADM49, as this is unfunded and therefore undeliverable
within the plan period’. However, following the meeting, Essex County Council
Highway Officers informed the Council that Essex County Council had not approved
the abandonment of the Halstead Bypass route. The officer recommendation to the
LDF Sub Committee on 13th June 2013 was ‘to note the decision of Essex County
Council not to abandon the route of the Halstead Bypass, but to make no changes to
the Site Allocations and Development Management Plan in response to this
decision’. However, Members of the LDF Sub Committee agreed that, ‘That
consideration of this matter be deferred to seek clarification from Essex County
Council as to whether the formal decision not to abandon the route of Halstead
Bypass has been made by an elected Member(s).’ Essex County Council has
confirmed that no elected Member has approved a decision to abandon Halstead
Bypass. Braintree officers consider that if the Halstead Bypass is retained as a
proposal in the Site Allocations Plan, that the Bypass should be identified on the
Proposals Map as a corridor, as the route has not been designed or approved as a
specific road alignment.
In response to the objection raised by Suffolk County Council that, ‘provision should
be made within policies to protect the route of a future western bypass of Sudbury’
officers consider this scheme is not deliverable and therefore should not be identified
in the plan as it is no longer being supported by the government. Suffolk CC further
states that, ‘there should be consideration of the impact of traffic heading from
Braintree district to Cambridge, through Haverhill and onto the already congested
A1307’. Officers consider that the Braintree District Council Core Strategy sufficiently
considers this matter in paragraph 9.6 which states, ‘in addition development in the
Haverhill Fringe will be required to have regard to the potential impact it may have on
the infrastructure requirements of Haverhill as identified by St Edmundsbury Borough
Council’.
7.35 In response to the objection proposing ‘the exclusion of the link road through to
Cut Throat Lane/Albert Road as it is unsustainable and it would become a rat-run
from Morrisons’ officers consider that the proposed access should remain identified
in the plan, as it could facilitate additional station car parking (eg by providing an
access to a decked car park off Cut Throat Lane) in the future if the owner of the site
wished to pursue this. It could also reduce vehicular movements along Albert Road,
as vehicles could instead exit/enter the car park from the new access (near
Morrisons) particularly if they are travelling from Braintree direction.
Witham Station Second Access
7.36 The proposed second access to the Easton Road station car park at Station
Road would reduce congestion at the Easton Road junction. It could also facilitate
additional station car parking through the decking of part of the station Easton Road
car park in the future, subject to planning approval.
7.37 A study carried out in March 2007 ‘Getting to the Station findings of research
conducted at Witham’ commissioned by Passenger Focus, as input into Network
Rails Great Anglia Route Utilisation Strategy (RUS) states, ‘Witham station car park
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has 430 spaces, and is estimated to be between 93% and 100% utilised, on
average… Witham has a number of other car parks, close to the station, which can
be used by rail commuters including the council run White Horse Lane (100 spaces)
and the privately run Cut Throat Lane (354 spaces). Both tend to be full with
commuter parking during the week… There is clearly a car parking issue at Witham,
and this relates to people accessing the station from outside the town. For these
people, if they are able to continue to use Witham additional car parking is required.
There are a number of options and the local authority appears broadly supportive’.
7.38 At the LDF Sub Committee held on 30th May, Members agreed to ‘allocate
Eckard House, Easton Road as car parking’. It is estimated that this could provide an
additional 60 car parking spaces for the station.
7.39 Currently, users of Witham station car park enter and exit the car park at Easton
Road. This often results in congestion during peak hours at the junctions of Easton
Road, Collingwood Road, Avenue Road and The Avenue. It proposed that
construction of a second access at Station Road from the car park will alleviate some
of this congestion.
7.41 Essex County Council Highways have indicated that once constructed, the new
access at Station Road would create a ‘vehicular exit only’ from the station car park.
Easton Road will be reconfigured to form the ‘vehicular entry only’ access into the
station car park. It is anticipated that this will alleviate congestion and traffic
particularly at the junctions of Easton Road and Avenue Road during peak hours.
It is proposed that the design and layout for the new access will incorporate provision
for cyclists and pedestrians to exit and enter the station car park from Station Road.
Currently, railway replacement buses wait on Albert Road as it is difficult for buses to
exit the station car park on Easton Road, which causes congestion and
inconvenience to local residents. The new access would enable replacement buses
to wait in the Witham Station car park and exit the car park at Station Road. The
scheme will be funded partially by Braintree District Council and from developer
contributions in the vicinity of the site.
7.42 Braintree District Council have commissioned Essex Highways to undertake a
traffic assessment of the impact of the second access, which includes a safety audit,
traffic redistribution, junction analysis (Easton Road, Avenue Road, The Avenue,
Collingwood Road and Newland Street) and assesses the additional trips generated.
This will form part of the evidence base for the Local Development Framework.
7.43 Summary of Draft Stage 1 Safety Audit (it should be noted that this is a draft
Safety Audit at this stage. It will be finalised once the traffic redistribution analysis
has been completed and the final version will be published on the evidence page of
the Council website)
1. Junctions of The Avenue with Avenue Road and B1018 Collingwood
Road
- Likely to be an increase in traffic using these junctions when the proposed
access alterations are implemented.
- Failure to give way collisions recorded at junctions of The Avenue with
Avenue Road and The Avenue with B1018 Collingwood Road. Whilst
traffic flow data or traffic reassignment data has yet to be provided to the
audit team, it is predicted that the proposed scheme will lead to a
significant increase in vehicles movements at these junctions and could
therefore lead to an increase in collisions.
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Audit Recommendation
The layout of both junctions should be reviewed to see if any
improvements can be implemented to reduce the likelihood of conflicts.

2. Station Road between Atlantic Square and Avenue Road
- Station Road narrows in the vicinity of 28 Avenue Road and curves slightly.
- Centre line is not located completely central resulting in the west side of
the road being slightly narrower than the eastern side, which is
accentuated by the road alignment. This could result in conflicts between
motorists travelling in opposite directions, particularly those in larger
vehicles.
Audit Recommendation
- The centre line marking should be moved across to provide equal lane
widths.
3. The eastern side of Station Road between Atlantic Square and Avenue
Road
- The existing waiting restrictions on the eastern side of Station Road only
cover the period Mon-Fri 11.30am – 12.30pm.
- Parking outside of this time may restrict accessibility which could result in
head on collisions between overtaking vehicles and oncoming traffic that
has right of way.
Audit Recommendation
- Waiting restriction between Atlantic Square and Avenue Road is changed
to a No Waiting ‘At Any Time’ restriction.
4. Northern side of Avenue Road near its junction with Station Road
- The existing waiting restrictions on the northern side of Avenue Road near
the junction with Station Road only cover the period Mon-Fri 10-11am.
- Parking outside of this time may restrict motorists’ visibility when exiting
Station Road, which could result in collisions with traffic on Avenue Road
that has right of way.
Audit Recommendation
- Waiting restriction on Avenue Road around the junction of Station Road is
changed to a ‘No Waiting At Any Time’ restriction.
5. The junction of Station Road with Avenue Road
- Vehicles overrunning the centre line when exiting Station Road.
- During the site visit numerous vehicles were observed to be overrunning
the centre line and displaying poor lane discipline when exiting Station
Road to join Avenue Road. This could potentially result in collisions
between vehicles entering and exiting Station Road.
Audit Recommendation
- A central traffic island be installed on Station Road to reduce any potential
conflict. However, swept path analysis should be undertaken to ensure that
an island would not restrict access for larger vehicles
6. Proposed car park exit onto Station Road
- The new exit from the car park is proposed to be located directly opposite
the access road into Atlantic Square. Motorists exiting from both car parks
may not expect to give way to each other which could result in hesitation
and lead to conflicts between them.
Audit Recommendation
105

-

That the proposed exit from the car park is moved further north so that it is
not directly opposite the exit from Atlantic Square.

7. Overhanging vegetation at junction of Avenue Road and The Avenue
- There is a tree which is overgrown and has overhanging branches. This is
causing an obstruction to pedestrians using the footway and also impedes
the visibility for motorists exiting Station Road. This could result in conflicts
between pedestrians and motorised traffic should they be required to step
into the road. There is also potential for the overgrown vegetation to restrict
visibility to the left for motorists waiting to pull out from Station Road onto
Avenue Road should it continue to grow.
Audit Recommendation
- That the overgrown vegetation should be cut back so that it no longer
obstructs the footway for pedestrians or the sight line for motorists exiting
Station Road.
8. Throughout Station Road
- No system of street lighting present with Station Road. On the basis that
the proposed scheme is likely to significantly increase both vehicular
movements and non-motorised user movements throughout Station Road,
this could result in an increased potential for conflicts between the different
road users, particularly during the hours of darkness. The lack of a system
of street lighting throughout Station Road also makes the assumed 30mph
speed limit un-enforceable without the presence of speed limit repeater
signs.
Audit Recommendation
- That a system of street lighting should be provided throughout Station
Road.
Summary of Traffic Count Survey
7.44 Essex Highways are currently in the process of analysing the findings of the
traffic count survey (see results in appendices). The traffic count survey summarises
the vehicle movements occurring at a junction at a particular time. An initial review of
the findings would appear to suggest that peak vehicle movements entering Easton
Road occur at approximately 07:00 am and exit Easton Road at approximately
19:00pm, reflecting the commuter work pattern. Peak vehicle movements entering
Avenue Road occur between 07:30am and 09:00am and exit Avenue Road between
17:00 and 18:00pm.
7.45 Many of the objection comments that have been raised through the consultation
have also been highlighted by the draft Safety Audit Stage 1 as issues. However, as
can be seen in the recommendations of the draft Safety Audit many of these issues
can be overcome with infrastructure improvements and changes in parking
restrictions.
7.46 The Witham Station second access would be subject to a planning application
prior to implementation. Essex County Council Highways would be consulted on such
an application and associated infrastructure improvements to facilitate the delivery of
the second access would be required, as part of a planning approval.
Recommendations
1. ADM 49 Road Schemes
To add policy wording (underlined)
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A131 Halstead Bypass (the bypass route has not been surveyed or designed.
The corridor shown on the Proposals Map is therefore a diagrammatic route
only, which would be subject to change.)
2. To amend the Proposals Map to identify Halstead Bypass as a corridor rather
than a specific route.
3. To retain the proposed second access at Station Road, Witham within Policy
ADM 90 New Road Schemes and to amend the location of the second access
on the proposals map to the position, which is approved by the safety audit.
7.47Paragraphs in Chapter 7 – Transport
• Highways Agency
- Note and support the policy objectives to reduce the need to travel by
private car as this will result in a more sustainable pattern of development.
- Welcome that large developments will need to provide a Transport
Assessment carried out in accordance with the latest guidance. This
requires the Transport Assessment to be supported by a robust Travel
plan, which needs to include challenging targets, monitoring and
enforcement methods.
- Proposed industrial development at Coggeshall or Earls Colne could led to
an increase in use of the substandard junction at Colne Road by HGV
traffic, the junction will need to be upgraded to adequately accommodate
large vehicles before permission is granted to any development, which
would result in significant increase in right turns by HGV's at the junction.
- An additional policy promoting video and telephone conferencing could be
considered as this would reduce the need to travel.
• Please could 'sufficient parking' in paragraph 7.25 be clarified if it relates to
recent and future housing developments in Witham? This seems to conflict
with ADM47.
• Essex County Council
- Paragraph 7.7 should be amended to read, "Transport Assessments can
be used to determine whether the impact of a development on the highway
is acceptable. They can identify what measures will be taken to deal with
the anticipated impact of the scheme and to improve accessibility and
safety for all modes of travel, particularly for alternatives to the car such as
walking, cycling and public transport."

Officer Comments
7.48 The Highway Agency has raised a comment regarding the possible increase in
use of the substandard junction at Colne Road by HGV traffic, due to proposed
industrial development at Coggeshall or Earls Colne. A planning application would
need to be submitted for such development and the Highways Agency and Essex
County Council Highways would be consulted. Developer contributions could be
sought towards providing highway improvements where appropriate.
7.49 The Highways Agency suggests a policy promoting video and telephone
conferencing could be considered as this would reduce the need to travel. Policy
ADM 15 Employment Policy Areas seeks to identify employment sites in sustainable
locations with good access to bus, rail and cycle routes reducing the need to travel
by private vehicle. Policy ADM 45 Sustainable Access for All also refers to the
requirement for some developers to produce Travel Plans. Officers therefore
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consider a separate policy promoting video and telephone conferencing is
unnecessary. It would also be difficult to enforce.
7.50 A comment has been submitted asking for clarification on ‘sufficient parking’ as
stated in paragraph 7.25. Paragraph 7.25 could be amended to, ‘sufficient parking in
accordance with the Council’s adopted Vehicle Parking Standards’.
7.51 Officers agree with the proposed amendments to paragraph 7.7.
Recommendations
To approve amendment to paragraph 7.25 as underlined ‘sufficient parking in
accordance with the Council’s adopted Vehicle Parking Standards’.
To approve amendment to paragraph 7.7 as underlined, ‘Transport
Assessments can be used to determine whether the impact of a development
on transport the highway is acceptable. They can identify what measures will
be taken to deal with the anticipated transport impact of the scheme …..’
8. Countryside
8.1 Introduction paragraphs 8.1 – 8.6

No comments received.

Officer Comment
8.2 There are have been a number of comments on this chapter stating that it does
not express the protection of the countryside for its own sake, which was contained in
policies RLP78 and RLP79 of the Local Plan Review 2005. It is therefore proposed
that additional information is added to the end of paragraph 8.6 to make clear what is
set out in the Core Strategy policy CS5.
Recommendation
To add the text below to the end of paragraph 8.6;
‘Core Strategy Policy CS5 The Countryside is the strategic policy protecting
the countryside. This is the first consideration when dealing with development
in the countryside.’
Landscape Character paragraphs 8.7 – 8.13 and policy ADM 50 Landscape
Character.
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8.3 Summary of comments received
• Add ‘suggested land management guidance’ to paragraph 8.11 when
suggesting the areas that people look at in the Landscape Character
Assessment
• The policy should reflect the detail in paragraph 8.11(regarding Landscape
Character Assessment)
• The policy only seeks to enhance whilst CS8 states there is a need to
enhance
• It should read, ‘landscape characters within the District’ and not ‘the character
of the District’
• This is a weak policy and should include elements of RLP78 and RLP79 within
the policy
• Essex County Council and Alphamstone and Lamarsh Parish Council support
paragraph 8.10 and its support for enlargement of the Dedham Vale Area of
Outstanding Natural Beauty
• Ashen Parish Council wish a criteria to be added to the policy which states
that; “development which would harm the landscape or heritage qualities of
the Stour Valley area as shown on the Proposals Map will not be permitted”
• English Heritage – In the policy you may wish to acknowledge the man-made
dimension of the landscape as well as the natural
• Environment Agency – Support the proposed policy and suggest an addition
to the 2nd bullet point to read; ‘with features being connected where
appropriate’
Officer Comments
8.4 The policy can be amended to ‘enhance’ rather than seek to enhance.
The area of the Stour Valley within Braintree District does not have any statutory
designation and therefore it must be considered in relation to the Landscape
Character Assessment and cannot be specifically targeted in this policy, although its
importance and the long term ambitions for the area are set out in paragraph 8.10.
Although further information on landscape character and how to interpret the
Landscape Character Assessment will be set out in additional guidance, it is
considered that more guidance is required in this policy. Therefore, amendments are
proposed that set out in more detail the landscape features that should be protected.
Recommendation
To approve the amended wording of policy ADM50 Landscape Character as
follows;
ADM50 Landscape Character
The Council will maintain and seek to enhance the locally distinctive landscape
characters within of the District. Proposals for development should be
informed by, and be sympathetic to, the distinctive character areas and
sensitivities to change set out in the Landscape Character Assessment.
Development will only be permitted where; The location siting, layout, scale
and design of development preserves and/or enhances what is special and
locally distinctive about the landscape Development proposals should
demonstrate that their location, scale, design and materials will protect,
conserve and enhance:
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a) The special qualities and local distinctiveness of the area (including its
historical, geological, biodiversity and cultural character);
b) Local character through appropriate design and management;
c) Gaps between settlements, and their landscape setting;
d) The pattern of distinctive landscape features and habitats of an area, such
as trees, hedgerows, woodlands, grasslands, ponds and rivers, are maintained
or enhanced with features being connected where appropriate;
e) Visually sensitive skylines, ridgelines, hillsides, valley sides and geological
features;
f) Important views;
g) The setting of, and views from, heritage assets.
Development proposals must be It is designed to ensure that the condition and
future retention of existing landscape features and habitats, in close proximity
to the development, will not be prejudiced.

Biodiversity and Geodiversity paragraphs 8.14 – 8.20 and policy ADM51
Protection of Biodiversity and Geodiversity

8.5 Summary of comments received
• Environment Agency – In paragraph 8.16 you may wish to refer to the Water
Framework Directive as this is more relevant to the District
• Do not support the alternative for no policy on biodiversity
• Also encourage you to mention the National Red Data Book and Essex Red
Date Book species as these are often as important as protected species.
• Does the last paragraph of the policy offer sufficient protection for protected
species? Should permission be refused if disturbance cannot be avoided?
Officer Comments
8.6 Whilst there have been no objections, from wildlife organisations or Natural
England, to this proposed policy and no suggested changes from the Sustainability
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Appraisal, it is considered that minor changes to the policy and its associated
wording are required to ensure the policy is workable.
8.7 Additional wording is proposed to the end of paragraph 8.16 to set out the
requirements under the Waste Framework Directive WFD, as suggested by The
Environment Agency, which is set out in the recommendations.
Recommendation
1. To approve the additional text to the end of paragraph 8.16 as set out below;
“The European Water Framework Directive came into force in December 2000
and became part of UK law in December 2003. It aims to deliver a better water
environment, focussing on ecology. Developments in the District should
contribute to water quality improvements, including through their requirements
for waste water treatment infrastructure”.
2. To approve the proposed changes to policy ADM51 as highlighted as
follows;
ADM 51 Protection of Biodiversity and Geodiversity and Protected Species
Development proposals that would have a direct or indirect adverse effect on
Local Nature Reserves, Local Wildlife Sites, Regionally Important
Geological/Geomorphological sites, or protected species will not be permitted
unless it can be clearly demonstrated that;
• The benefits of the development clearly outweigh the impacts on the
features of the site and the wider landscape
• Appropriate mitigation, or compensatory measures are provided
Where there is a reason to suspect the presence of protected species,
applications should be accompanied by a survey assessing their presence,
and if present, the proposals must make provision for their needs through;
• Facilitating the survival of local populations of the species in accordance
with the guidance set out by Natural England
• Avoiding disturbance of protected species, or where this is not possible,
minimising disturbance of protected species
• Providing complementary habitats

Built Environment within the Countryside Paragraphs 8.22 – 8.26 and ADM52
Built Development within the Countryside
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8.8 Summary of comments received
• Clarify the term intensive by including the dictionary definition
• Intensive livestock breeding should not be restrictive given there are separate
management measures from the Environment Agency and others to control
this. It is far too prescriptive and does not correctly interpret paragraph 28 of
the NPPF
• The additional wording in paragraph 8.21 should be included within the policy
as well as the further ‘This is particularly related to ‘free range’ operations
where the size and suitability of the application site is strictly controlled by a 3rd
party’
• Policy ADM52 should consider the types of vehicles using the road as well as
the volume as ADM53 does.
• The policy should include chicken laying/breeding to ensure it reflects
paragraph 8.24
• Policy on farm buildings is too prescriptive as the requirement for new
buildings is generally to meet new legislation etc. For agricultural development
vehicle movements are not an issue as they are based on land use and are
suitable for countryside as set out in the NPPF. Should be separate policies
for transport.
• The policy does not go far enough to control equestrian development and
should give more weight to bridleway availability and not country lanes or
footpath/tracks which they are not meant to use.
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•

•
•

•

•

The policy should including protection against commercial equestrian facilities,
waste, lorry storage and external lighting.
Councillor Parker- The equestrian facilities paragraph in the policy is unduly
restrictive as there is a general lack of bridleway and byways in the District
and horse riders often have to ride on minor roads. Amend to read
‘Applications for equestrian facilities must also show that there is adequate offroad riding facilities located on site or bridleways, byways or minor roads in
the vicinity, which can be accessed without the use of heavily trafficked roads’.
Cllr Abbott – The restriction on floodlighting equestrian facilities should be
carried forward from the Local Plan Review in to this policy.
Sible Hedingham Parish Council – The final clause in the policy appears to be
overly restrictive and does not recognise the equal rights of horse riders to use
all highways.
Essex County Council support the addition of a new bullet point to read ‘New
buildings should have no detrimental impact on any heritage asset or its
setting’
Environment Agency’s Planning and Permitted Guidance does not make
reference to a specific distance but considers up to 400m on whether facilities
get an environmental permit. You may need to consider the flexibility of your
own proposal regarding 250m.

8.9 Summary of comments from Sustainability Appraisal
• There will be negative impacts on sustainable transport where the policy does
not seek to ensure development is accessible via sustainable transport
modes. There will be uncertain impacts on community facilities and housing
depending on the use of the buildings.
Officer Comments
8.10 Agreed that this policy should also have regard to the type of vehicles the
development would generate, as well as the number, as ADM53 does. An
amendment is included in the recommendations.
8.11 Essex County Council has asked for an additional bullet point to be added in
regard to heritage assets and this is included in the recommendations.
A recent appeal decision highlighted that the Council has no evidence basis on which
to support the requirement for intensive livestock breeding to take place 250m from
residential properties. That application was accompanied by odour and fly
management plans, which showed that the impact could be mitigated and it is
therefore clear that this should be dealt with on an application by application basis.
The comments of the Environment Agency above regarding flexibility also support
the fact that 250m is an unsubstantiated distance and that this should be dealt with
by ADM 58 Development Likely to Give Rise to Pollution, or the Risk of
Pollution and the other approval regimes, such as those of the Environment Agency.
It is therefore proposed to remove this part of the policy, as set out in the
recommendations.
8.12 A mixture of views has been expressed about the equestrian facilities section of
this policy, in particular with regard to the availability of riding facilities in the vicinity
of applications. The point is noted that horse riders have equal rights to use the
highway. However, this can cause conflict between vehicles and horse riders,
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particularly on busy rural roads. An amendment is therefore included as follows. The
Local Plan Review floodlighting restriction has been added to the policy.
Paragraph 8.21 is incorrectly attributed as an alternative to policy ADM51, when it
should be ADM52 and this should be amended.
Recommendation
To amend policy ADM52 Built Development in the Countryside as follows:
New buildings for agricultural, forestry or equestrian facilities or other rural
uses and related development will should only be permitted where there are no
existing buildings which, through re-use or conversion, may be capable of
meeting the identified need demonstrated to the satisfaction of the Council.
New buildings, where they are necessary, should be well-related to existing
buildings and of a scale commensurate to the identified need. In all cases
development will only be permitted where;
• It will not have a detrimental impact on the landscape character, nature
conservation interests or any adjacent residential areas;
• It is satisfactory in terms of scale and level of activity with its location
and any neighbouring residential amenity;
• The vehicle type and movements generated by a new building should be
able to be safely accommodated on the existing road network, without
detriment to the character of the local area;
• The design should be sympathetic to its position in terms of scale,
materials, colour and architectural detail, with appropriate landscaping.
• New buildings should have no detrimental impact on any heritage asset,
or its setting’
• No additional residential accommodation is consequently required to
supervise the facilities
Proposals for intensive livestock breeding which may generate unacceptable
noise, smells or other kinds of pollution will not be considered within 250m of
residential dwellings.
Applications for equestrian facilities must also show that there are adequate
off-road riding facilities located on site, or that there are bridleways, and
byways, or minor roads in the vicinity, suitable for horse-riders which are
designed to accommodate horse-riders and can be accessed without the use
of heavily trafficked roads.
Floodlighting will not be allowed in association with equestrian facilities.

Farm Diversification Paragraphs 8.27 – 8.31 and policy ADM53 Farm
Diversification

114

No comments received during the public consultation.
Officer Comments
8.13 There have been no comments on this policy and whilst it is noted that the
sustainability appraisal identifies that there will be a negative impact on sustainable
transport, this is unavoidable given their rural locations. The only change proposed to
this policy is the replacement of ‘rural area’ with ‘countryside’ in the last criterion.
However, it is considered that an additional policy should be included within this
section, which sets out the criteria for the conversion of rural buildings, which are not
linked to farm diversification schemes for commercial or residential uses as this is not
adequately covered in other policies in this document. There have also been
comments on policy ADM13 Hamlets regarding an additional policy for brownfield
sites where the buildings cannot be converted. It is therefore proposed to combine
these two elements to include a new policy on discussed brownfield sites within the
countryside.
8.14 However officers remain concerned that whilst the development of a brownfield
site can lead to environmental and amenity improvements, it will also lead to more
new dwellings being built in the countryside, where public transport options and local
services are expected to be very limited. Officers are also concerned that this could
lead to the loss of small scale rural businesses, or encourage owners to leave sites
untidy to show the improvements that could be made with a residential development
on the site. In addition this policy could equally apply to large industrial complexes as
well as a small scale builders yards. This policy will therefore need to balance the
generally unsustainable location of the sites with the need for environmental
improvements. There is no restriction on the number of residential units that a site
could accommodate in the policy but this would need to be the minimum necessary
to secure the environmental improvements.

Recommendations
1. To approve the replacement of ‘rural area’ with ‘countryside’ in the last
criterion in policy ADM53
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2. To approve the following new policy and supporting text;
There are a number of buildings and sites in the countryside, which are no
longer suitable for their original purposes. Many are redundant agricultural
buildings, but there may be other sites such as redundant industrial or
commercial buildings, or mills.
Many of these buildings make a positive contribution to the character and
appearance of the local area and provided they meet the criteria set out in the
following policy, their change of use to business or residential uses would be
supported.
The conversion of buildings which provide local community facilities including
community halls, shops, places of worship, public houses etc should be
considered under policy ADM43 Retention of Local Community Services and
Facilities
Buildings are required to retain their original character, therefore those which
are not permanent or substantial structures (such as metal framed barns or
sheds) or are structurally unsound, or proposals which involve the addition of
large extensions or the erection of ancillary structures will not be supported.
The proposed curtilage of the site should be of a size commensurate to its use
and should ideally be contained by existing hedging and vegetation.
However in other cases there may be few if any buildings on site and in order
to affect the environmental improvements necessary, new buildings may be
required.
Planning applications for residential development of a redundant building or
site in the countryside are required to show that a significant environmental
improvement will be achieved through the residential redevelopment of the site
or that marketing of the property for a range of uses has been carried out to the
satisfaction of the Council, before a planning application for residential
development will be considered. The deliberate mismanagement of a site or
building in order to achieve an environmental improvement will not be
considered in this policy and enforcement action may be taken.
Where a building or site is a registered community asset, there will be a
requirement for the 6 month period under which the community have the right
the purchase the property to have lapsed, before any application for change of
use will be considered.
Proposals considered under this application would also need to consider the
impact on the landscape, protected species and any heritage assets (including
the building to be converted itself) as set out in other policies in this plan. If the
proposed business use is for tourist accommodation this must also comply
with the criteria set out in policy ADM75 Tourist Development.
A temporary change to permitted development rights (currently proposed to
end in May 2016) allows the conversion of former agricultural buildings of less
than 500sqm to uses in the following classes, A1 shops, A2 Financial and
professional services, A3 restaurants and cafes, B1,(business) B8 (storage and
distribution), C1 (hotel) and D2 (assembly and leisure) subject to prior approval
for those above 150sqm. During the course of this change in permitted
development rights this policy will only be applicable to applications in which
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the 500sqm threshold has been reached, or for applications for other uses not
covered under the permitted development rights.

Redundant or Disused Buildings or Sites in the Countryside
The conversion of buildings or the re-use of brownfield sites in the countryside
for business uses will be permitted providing that:
1. The proposed use is satisfactory in terms of scale and level of activity
with its location and any neighbouring residential amenity
2. Safe and satisfactorily vehicle access and egress and manoeuvring
space can be provided together with adequate vehicle parking in line
with the Council’s standards.
3. The scale and frequency of traffic generated can be accommodated on
the road system without adverse effects on the road system itself,
residential amenity or the character of the countryside
4. In cases where new buildings are being proposed, it must be shown that
any current buildings on the site which if of substantial construction, are
not capable of conversion
Conversion of existing buildings or the construction of new buildings for
residential use may be acceptable if the development meets all the criteria set
out above plus either of the following criteria;
1. The property/site has been marketed for a range of countryside uses and
commercial purposes to the satisfaction of the Council,
 At a reasonable market rate
 On flexible terms
 For at least 6 months
and that the outcome of that marketing demonstrates that the use of the
building for countryside uses or commercial purposes is unviable.
2. The proposed scheme would lead to a significant enhancement to the
immediate setting of a redundant or disused building
The number of new dwellings proposed for each site should be the minimum
required to secure the environmental improvements and should be related to
the sustainability of the location.

Protected Lanes Paragraphs 8.32 – 8.34 and Policy ADM54 Protected Lanes

8.15 Summary of Comments Received
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Support protected lanes and wish to enhance the protection offered, verges
should be protected and road repairs should enhance it. Hope to see some
new lanes and support quiet lanes.
The Council should be vigorously protecting these lanes, especially Pods
Lane near Rayne from the proposed minerals extraction site.
Entirely support the policy on this, but please ensure that these can be seen in
enough detail on the map.
In the policy ‘adversely’ is too subjective a word and instead it should say,
‘generate traffic of a type or amount inappropriate for the traditional landscape
and nature conservation character of the lane’.
Sible Hedingham and Rivenhall Parish Councils and a local resident have
suggested additional lanes to be designated.
Alphamstone and Lamarsh Parish Council entirely support the policy
Essex County Council have suggested that the policy should include the
designation of all natural features such as hedgerows and other structural
elements contributing to the historic features of the lane

Officer Comments
8.16 There has been general support for this policy during the consultation. An
Assessment of Protected Lanes in the District has been completed and there are
significant revisions to the number of lanes which have qualified as Protected Lanes.
These are shown on the Proposals Maps and Inset Maps and a full list of the lanes
that were assessed can be found in the Protected Lanes Assessment. Essex County
Council have suggested a minor amendment to the policy, to include all natural
features contributing to the character of the lanes and this is included below.
Recommendation
To approve the minor amendment to policy ADM54 Protected Lanes as set out
below
“The District Council will seek to conserve the traditional landscape and nature
conservation character of roads designated on the Proposals Map as Protected
Lanes; including their associated verges, banks and ditches and natural
features such as hedgerows and other structural elements contributing to the
historic features of the lanes. Any proposals that would adversely affect the
physical appearance of these protected lanes, or give rise to a material
increase in the amount of traffic using them, generate traffic of a type or
amount inappropriate for the traditional landscape and nature conservation
character of the Protected Lane will not be permitted.”

9. Environment
9.1 There were about 24 representations to the ‘promoting renewable energy and
energy efficiency’, ‘contaminated land’ and ‘external lighting’ section of the
Environment chapter of the draft Development Management policies.
Sustainability Appraisal and Strategic Environmental Assessment
9.2 The Sustainability Appraisal and Strategic Environmental Assessment
(Environmental Report) January 2013 does not propose any mitigation
measures/recommendations for the draft policies within this chapter.
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Policy ADM55 – Energy Efficiency

9.3 Summary of objections
• Policy does not mention energy efficient appliances, heating and lighting.
• Essex County Council (Historic Buildings)
- Where residential units result from the conversion of redundant historic
buildings (i.e. listed or non-designated heritage assets) it may be difficult
for the conversion to comply with the minimum Code 3 standard stated
within the policy without compromising the character of the building, or the
way in which it deals with moisture. Recommend allowing exceptions to
this policy where it can be demonstrated that this would be the case.
• What is ‘decentralised energy’?
9.4 Summary of support representations
• Environment Agency
- Welcome the reference to reducing water consumption and increasing
water recycling as part of developments.
- We note encouragement for all proposals to achieve a minimum of Code
for Sustainable Homes Level 3 or development over 500 sqm achieving
"very good" for BREEAM standards. We would encourage developments to
go beyond this level where possible to fit with Core Strategy aim of
addressing climate change. Use of case studies where developments have
gone beyond these minimum standards may prove beneficial during preapplication or Master Planning discussions.
• Energy conservation and efficiency measures are essential for the delivery
of environmentally sustainable development. However, schemes should
not be expected to go over and above that expected by the Buildings
Regulations currently in force at the time.
Officer Comments
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9.5 The Government's objective as set out in the NPPF is to conserve heritage
assets in a manner appropriate to their significance. The NPPF also requires the
planning system to support energy efficiency improvements to existing buildings.
9.6 English Heritage has published guidance on ‘Energy Efficiency and Historic
Buildings’ which states, ‘it is essential that adaptations made to improve the energy
efficiency of these structures should take into account the traditional technology and
characteristic behaviour of the building fabric, otherwise very real damage can be
caused. The aim should be to improve energy efficiency as far is reasonably
practical. The work should not prejudice the character of the host building or increase
the risk of long term deterioration of the building fabric or fittings.’ As there are many
listed buildings and conservation areas in the Braintree District, the impact of energy
efficiency and historic buildings should be addressed in the policy and preamble text.
9.7 Policy ADM 55 Energy Efficiency states, ‘new development proposals must
demonstrate the use of energy conservation and efficiency measures…such
measures include, but are not limited to…’ There is not specific reference made to
‘energy efficient appliances, heating and lighting’ as suggested by a comment made
to the consultation. Officers consider in response to this paragraph 8.37 should be
amended.
9.8 The Environment Agency has stated in their representation that they would
encourage developments to go beyond BREEAM standards where possible to fit with
the Core Strategy aim of addressing climate change. In response to this the
preamble text should be amended.
9.9 One representation stated ‘what is decentralised energy?’ Officers consider that a
definition of decentralised energy should be included in additional text in the
preamble for clarification.
Recommendation
1. To approve revised wording for policy ADM 55 – Energy Efficiency to include
additional text as underlined, “For listed buildings, energy efficiency should be
improved as far is reasonably practical. The work should not prejudice the
character of the building or increase the risk of long term deterioration of the
building fabric or fittings’.
2. To approve additional preamble text, “In the Braintree District there are many
listed buildings and conservation areas. It is therefore important to ensure that
adaptations made to improve the energy efficiency of these structures does
not cause irreversible damage to significant parts of the historic fabric and will
not detract from their character or appearance. The installation of renewable
energy equipment attached to the building or within the curtilage of the
building will require listed building consent/and or planning permission in
most cases. If you are considering undertaking any works to a listed building
you are advised to have early discussions with the Councils Conservation
Officer”
3. To approve revised text for paragraph 8.37 as underlined, “… The new
development, extension of residential properties and the conversion of
buildings is also an opportunity to improve energy efficiency. Simple cost
effective, efficient measures could include upgrading loft insulation, insulating
cavity walls, improving heating controls, installation of reflective panels behind
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radiators, installation of low energy lighting or upgrading boiler. The siting,
layout and design of development, construction methods, building fabric and
materials and airtightness standards play an essential part in reducing total
energy requirements.”
4. To approve additional preamble text as underlined, “The Council recognises
the associated increased construction costs of more efficient energy buildings
and therefore is not requiring new development to exceed building regulations
requirements. However, major development schemes will be encouraged to
take the lead and deliver more sustainable buildings in advance of changes to
building regulations”.
5. To approve additional preamble text as underlined, “Decentralised energy is
seen as a key factor in reducing C02 emissions. It is energy that is generated
off the main grid, including micro-renewables, heating and cooling. It can refer
to energy from waste plants, combined heat and power, district heating and
cooling, as well as geothermal, biomass or solar energy. Such schemes can
serve a single building or a whole community, and in some cases are even
being built out across entire towns.”

Policy ADM 56 - Renewable Energy

9.10 Summary of objections
• Essex County Council
- In the first sentence replace the words "historic features" with the words
"heritage assets" to be consistent with the NPPF.
• BDC should actively promote renewable energy, rather than simply ‘support’ it.
Perhaps minimum requirements for renewable energy should be made
mandatory for new builds.
• Policy refers to ‘planning authorities’ whereas other policies in the plan refer to
‘district council’.
9.11 Summary of support representations
• English Heritage
- Support the protection given in this policy to historic features and their
settings. English Heritage has published guidance on renewable energy
and the historic environment, which is available on our website.
• Environment Agency
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-

Support the recognition as part of this policy that renewable energy
schemes will need to demonstrate that they will not result in unacceptable
impacts to watercourse engineering, hydrological impacts, and pollution.
For clarity we would recommend inclusion as part of this supporting text,
clarity over the need for Flood Defence Consent from the Environment
Agency for any works in, over, under of within 9 metres of a "Main River".

Officer Comments
9.12 Agree that to be consistent with the NPPF, ‘historic features’ should be replaced
with ‘heritage assets’.
9.13 In response to the Environment Agency comment regarding need for Flood
Defence Consent, for clarity it is proposed that the preamble of Policy ADM56
Renewable Energy should be amended.
9.14 Agree that for consistency reference to ‘planning authorities’ in the policy should
be replaced with ‘district council’.
Recommendation
1. To approve revised wording for ADM 56 Renewable Energy as underlined,
‘Proposals for renewable energy schemes and the integration of renewable
energy generation into new developments will be supported by the Planning
Authority providing there is no demonstrable harm caused to landscape
character, nature conservation, or historic features heritage assets within or
immediately adjacent to the site.
2. To approve additional preamble text as underlined, ‘In addition to
planning permission from the Local Planning Authority for a renewable energy
scheme, you may also need a flood defence consent from the Environment
Agency when undertaking works within ‘Main River’ and flood defence byelaw
distance.’
3. To approve removal of reference to ‘planning authorities’ and replace with
‘District Council’.

Paragraphs in Chapter 8 - ‘Promoting Renewable Energy and Energy
Efficiency’
9.15 Summary of representations
•

Essex County Council
- Paragraph 8.35 to 8.47 - welcome the opportunity to discuss
implementation of an appropriate policy approach to sustainable
construction with the District Council. Whilst support is provided to
sustainable construction, it is noted that the Plan proposes in Policy
ADM55 (Energy Efficiency) that non-residential developments should meet
the BREEAM rating of ‘Very Good’ as a minimum. The County Council has
considerable experience in BREEAM assessments and is of the view that
more efficient results can be achieved without recourse to BREEAM. We
would welcome the opportunity to discuss an appropriate policy approach
to sustainable construction with the District Council in place of adherence
to BREEAM accreditation.
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•
•

Paragraph 8.40 to paragraph 8.47 - assumed to be the supporting text to
Policy ADM56 and should be moved before the policy for consistency with
the layout of the remainder of the Plan.
Paragraph 8.44 – should be reworded and include anaerobic digestion/
biogas.
Environment Agency
- Paragraph 8.47 - There needs to be an acknowledgement that tree and
hedge planting, although desirable in some cases, should not lead to
negative effects on non-wooded areas of high wildlife such as ancient
grassland, or special roadside verges.
- Paragraph 8.53 - recommend amendment is made to the third sentence to
identify the need for developers to approach the sewerage undertaker at
an early stage regarding connecting to the foul water sewer. Suggest the
following revised wording: "All new developments are required to gain prior
agreement from the sewerage undertaker in order to connect to the public
foul sewer."
- Stating that all new developments are required to gain agreement for
connecting to the surface water sewer (as well as the foul sewer) could be
deemed to conflict with Policy CS8 of Core Strategy which requires
developers to consider Sustainable Drainage Systems where possible.
Recommend this is clarified as part of the text if reference to surface water
sewers remains. The connection to the surface water sewer is our least
preferred approach to managing surface water. The Floods and Water
Management Act 2010 and the NPPF require developers to include
sustainable drainage, where practicable, in new developments.
• Paragraph 8.45 – sustainable design and construction checklist is out of
date and not useful.

Officer Comments
9.16 Essex County Council has commented on paragraph 8.35 to 8.47 suggesting
that, ‘more efficient results can be achieved without recourse to BREEAM. We would
welcome the opportunity to discuss an appropriate policy approach to sustainable
construction with the District Council in place of adherence to BREEAM
accreditation.’ This is a similar comment made to that of the Environment Agency
against Policy ADM55 Energy Efficiency. In response to this the officer
recommendation is that additional preamble text should be added.
9.17 Officers consider that paragraphs 8.40 to 8.47 should be moved to the preamble
to Policy ADM 55 Energy Efficiency and Policy ADM 56 Renewable Energy, to be
consistent with the layout for the rest of the plan.
9.18 Officers consider that paragraph 8.44 should include ‘anaerobic
digestion/biogas’.
9.19 Officers consider that an additional sentence should be added to paragraph
8.47 in response to the Environment Agency comment.
9.20 As stated by the Environment Agency in their representation, ‘stating that all
new developments are required to gain agreement for connecting to the surface
water sewer (as well as the foul sewer) could be deemed to conflict with Policy CS8
of Core Strategy which requires developers to consider Sustainable Drainage
Systems where possible.’ It is also indicated in the National Planning Policy
Framework that development should give priority to the use of sustainable drainage
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systems. Therefore, officers consider that the sentence in paragraph 8.53 should be
amended.
9.21 We have received a representation stating that the ‘sustainable design and
construction checklist is out of date and not useful’. However, paragraph 8.45 states,
‘the checklist will be reviewed and updated with emerging technologies and national
policy’. Officers consider that reference to the sustainable design and construction
checklist should remain as it can be used to support the implementation of the
policies and assist developers to take account of sustainability at the design stage.
Recommendations
•
•
•

•

To approve paragraphs 8.40 to 8.47 as preamble text to Policy ADM55
Energy Efficiency and Policy ADM 56 Renewable Energy.
To approve amendment to paragraph 8.44 to include, ‘anaerobic
digestion/biogas’.
To approve additional sentence as underlined in paragraph 8.47, ‘Tree
and hedge planting should be sought wherever possible in new
developments, to increase the District’s tree stock, enhance biodiversity,
improve the air quality of the environment, act as a carbon sink and
provide essential shading, especially in urban areas to build resilience to
climate change impacts such as extreme heat. However, tree and hedge
planting should not be sought where it would lead to negative effects on
non wooded areas of high wildlife such as ancient grassland, or special
roadside verges’.
To approve amendment to paragraph 8.53 as underlined, "All new
developments are required to gain prior agreement from the sewerage
undertaker in order to connect to the public foul sewer."

Policy ADM 57 – Contaminated Land
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9.22 Summary of objections
• Concerns with the ‘wording’ of the policy. In the second line, the policy
requires a "thorough" examination of land conditions where contamination may
exist. Government signalled it favours a proportionate response to application
documentation, and clearly in many instances, a simple desk-based
assessment may suffice to provide sufficient information for the likely extent of
contamination to be assessed, which in turn may lead to no further action, a
requirement for post-planning assessment, or further intrusive work. In the
alternative, we suggest the word "thorough" be replaced with the word
"sufficient".
• The policy states that remedial measures should be completed at the first
stage of development. Concern this raises an unrealistic expectation since any
requirements for remediation will be set out in the planning permission to be
granted (and through which the appropriate triggers for action will be
established), this last sentence in respect of timing is unnecessary and
unhelpful.
9.23 Summary of support representations
• Environment Agency
- Support inclusion to address historical contamination. The first paragraph
makes reference to the need to carry out a thorough investigation;
however, greater clarity could be provided over the order of considering the
risk of contamination. In the first instance a preliminary risk assessment
should be carried out (Including a desk study, conceptual model and initial
assessment of risk); important to identify likely contaminants and help
provide assurance that the risk to controlled waters is fully understood and
can be addressed through appropriate measures. Depending on the
findings of the preliminary desktop study, an intrusive investigation may be
required with appropriate remediation measures considered and a
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•

timetable for investigation set out; validation of the remediation should then
be provided.
- We recommend that reference is made to our "Groundwater protection:
Principles and practice (GP3)" position statements regarding the issue of
"Land Contamination" as part of the supporting text.
English Heritage
- Last bullet should include a reference to the protection of heritage assets,
above or below ground. De-contamination of sites can affect industrial
archaeology and appropriate evaluation of the heritage interest of sites
should be required.

Officer Comments
9.24 The NPPF states in paragraph 109, ‘the planning system should contribute to
and enhance the natural and local environment by: - remediating and mitigating
despoiled, degraded, derelict, contaminated and unstable land, where appropriate’.
Paragraph 121 of the NPPF states, ‘after remediation, as a minimum, land should not
be capable of being determined as contaminated land under Part 11A of the
Environmental Protection Act 1990; and adequate site investigation information in
prepared by a competent person is present.’
9.25 For clarity it is proposed revised wording for policy ADM 57 Contaminated Land
should be included. This would detail the matters which will be taken into
consideration when determining if sufficient investigation has taken place, to
establish the nature and extent of contamination and to ensure that development
would not expose occupiers and neighbouring land uses to unacceptable risk;
threaten structural integrity of any building on/or adjoining the site; lead to
contamination of any watercourse, water body, cause contamination of adjoining
land; have an adverse effect upon natural habitats and ecosystems and an adverse
effect upon protection of heritage assets.
9.26 In response to the Environment Agency’s representation concerning the
‘Groundwater Protection: Principles and Practise November 2012’, it is proposed that
additional preamble text should be included.
Recommendation
1. To approve revised wording for policy ADM 57 – Contaminated Land to
include additional text underlined,
“An applicant proposing development on, or near a site, where contamination
may potentially exist, should carry out sufficient investigation, so as to
establish the nature and extent of the contamination and should have regard
to:
a) findings of a preliminary land contamination risk assessment (including
a desk study, conceptual model and initial assessment of risk);
b) compatibility of the intended use with condition of land; and;
c) the environmental sensitivity of the site;
Results should be submitted to the District Council as part of the planning
application. Development will not be permitted unless practicable and effective
measures are taken to treat, contain or control any contamination so as not to:
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-

-

Expose the occupiers of the development and neighbouring land
uses, including in the case of housing, the users of gardens, to
unacceptable risk;
Threaten the structural integrity of any building built, or to be built on
or adjoining the site;
Lead to contamination of any watercourse, water body or aquifer;
Cause the contamination of adjoining land, or allow such
contamination to continue;
Have an adverse effect upon natural habitats and ecosystems.
Have an adverse effect upon protection of heritage assets, above or
below ground. Appropriate evaluation of the heritage assets would be
required.

Where possible contamination should be treated on site.
Any permission for development will require that the remedial measures
explain how and when they will be implemented and any arrangements for
monitoring the effectiveness of the required actions will be agreed with the
authority.”
2. To approve additional preamble text as underlined,
“The Environment Agency has published guidance ‘Groundwater Protection:
Principles and Practice (GP3) November 2012’. The position statements
included in the guidance provide information about the Environment Agency’s
approach to managing and protecting groundwater, which should be taken
into consideration when considering development on or near a site where
contamination exists”.

Policy ADM 58 – Development Likely to Give Rise to Pollution, or the Risk of
Pollution

9.27 Summary of objections
• Anglian Water
- Encourage early engagement with developers to formulate a drainage
strategy and identify any infrastructure constraints and necessary
upgrades required. Should be a clear message in the document for early
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engagement and would stress the importance of the developer engaging
early with the relevant Wastewater Company.
- Refer to Anglian Water Encroachment Policy. Anglian Water does not want
to thwart development, or apply a blanket embargo on all development
within the 400 metres consultation zone of our sewage treatment works.
However we must balance this with protecting our new and existing
customers from the risk of nuisance/loss of amenity, whilst allowing us to
provide the essential sewage treatment service to our customers and for
this reason we take a risk based approach. It is noted that sites WIS2H
Constance Close Witham and BRS26H, land south of Mill Hill, Braintree
both are within the 400m consultation zone. An initial risk assessment has
indicated that these sights are at medium to high risk of loss of amenity
associated with odour.
Would support an alternative policy, as in paragraph 8.56, to ensure
appropriateness of location of such development

Officer Comments
9.28 Officers consider that Policy CS8 ‘Natural Environment and Biodiversity’ of the
Core Strategy adequately addresses Anglian Water concerns regarding the
developer engaging early with the relevant Wastewater Company to discuss
capacity for their proposals.
9.29 Policy CS8 ‘Natural Environment and Biodiversity’ of the Core Strategy states,
‘… it must be ensured that the capacity of waste water treatment and foul sewerage
infrastructure is not exceeded and that opportunities to improve the water quality in
all watercourses and water bodies will be taken where possible in order to prevent
the deterioration in current water quality standards and meet the objectives of the
Water Framework Directive. Developers must engage in discussions with water and
sewerage providers at the earliest opportunity to provide evidence with their planning
application that there is capacity for their proposals’.
9.30 Anglian Water, in their representation has requested that reference is made to
the ‘Anglian Water Encroachment Policy’. In response to this representation it is
proposed that the additional preamble text should be included.
Recommendation
•

To approve additional preamble text as underlined, “… Anglian Water will
take into consideration the ‘Anglian Water Encroachment Policy’ when
responding to planning applications within 400 metres of a sewerage
treatment works or within 15 metres of a sewerage pumping station.”

Policy ADM 59 – External Lighting
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9.31 Summary of objections
• The policy as written presumes that lighting is acceptable in principle.
Applicants should demonstrate a need for security lighting (as exception)
instead of an assumption be that it will permitted provided certain criteria are
met. Why should the word ‘amenity’ be qualified by the word ‘significant’, this
dilutes the policy to the point of ineffectiveness. Likewise ‘unacceptable’ harm
to natural ecosystems. Why introduce a meaningless and subjective word?
‘Consideration is given’ is surely not what is meant. A developer may consider
something only to reject it. What is intended is that controls must be in place,
not considered.
• English Heritage
- We recommend that bullet 6 of the policy is amended to include a
reference to protection of heritage assets. External lighting installed on
historic buildings can be damaging to historic fabric and may be intrusive in
terms of the appearance of the building.
9.32 Summary of support representations
• Comprehensive and well set out policy and is supported.
Officer Comments
9.33 Policy CS8 Natural Environment and Biodiversity of the adopted Core Strategy
refers to ensuring appropriate protection from light pollution. The preamble in
paragraph 8.57 of the Core Strategy states, ‘although artificial lighting is essential for
reasons of safety and security, insensitive lighting can cause an intrusive and
avoidable source of pollution…’ It further states in paragraph 8.58, ‘artificial lighting is
needed for some commercial and community uses and sport facilities’.
9.34 In addition to the criteria in policy ADM59 External Lighting, the External
Lighting Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) clarifies what the District Council,
as local planning authority, will take into account when considering proposals for
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lighting. It also sets out what information the applicant will need to provide in support
of such a proposal.
9.35 Proposals for external lighting will, in most cases, have an impact on privacy or
amenity of nearby residents and wildlife/ecosystems. However, the criterion in policy
ADM59 seeks to ensure that there is, ‘no significant loss of privacy or amenity’. The
External Lighting SPD states, ‘External lighting can have severe implications for the
natural diurnal rhythms in a range of animals and plants. Lighting proposals that
neighbour or are near enough to significantly affect areas of nature conservation,
sites and habitats which are deemed important in terms of their provision of wildlife
should not be in anyway affected’. Officers agree that the criteria in policy ADM59
could be strengthened by the removal of the words 'significant' in the 5th bullet point
and 'unacceptable' in ‘no unacceptable harm to ecosystems’ and the addition of
'heritage assets' to bullet point 6.
Recommendation
To approve Policy ADM 59 Proposals for External Lighting of the Draft Site
Allocations and Development Management Plan with the removal of the word
'significant' from the 5th bullet point and the word 'unacceptable' from the 6th
bullet point, plus the addition of 'and heritage assets' to bullet point 6.

10. Design Conservation and Listed Buildings
10.1 29 comments have been made to this chapter.
Sustainability Appraisal and Strategic Environmental Assessment
10.2 ADM60 – Layout and Design of Development – There is a possible
inconsistency with this policy and the content of ADM19 in regards to sewerage and
sewer connection. Sewer connection is not just an issue relevant to employment
development/areas and as such it could be considered for inclusion as a policy
criterion. No proposed mitigation measures/recommendations have been highlighted
for any other policy in this section.
Policy ADM 60 – Layout and Design of Development
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10.3 Support Comments
• The aspirational objectives of this policy are appropriate, taking into account
the aims of the NPPF. Good design is essential to ensuring that new
development is appropriate to the Site and its surroundings.
• The policy as it stands is supported however reference should be made to the
Essex Design Guide in the preceding paragraphs similar to the current RLP90.
10.4 Objections
High Garrett Community Association
An increasingly important evidence base, to support the planning system, is a
local list of heritage assets. The NPPF highlights the contribution made by
such a system when supporting a sound planning system. It is vital that
councils now have and maintain a local listing of community nominated assets
that can be used for material consideration in new planning applications. No
evidence is presented that non designated heritage assets were considered in
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•

•

preparing this draft plan. Therefore it cannot be considered as being in
accordance with the NPPF.
The Council should instigate the formation of a "Local List" and produce
policies to protect and conserve such assets from inappropriate development.
The Council should also promote the use of Building Preservation Notices.
English Heritage is obliged to conduct a survey of any building subjected to a
BPN. This should be run side by side with local listing as a safety net.
Proposed New Policy Heritage Assets on the Local List – ‘The Council will
resist development 1/ Which will involve demolition or part demolition of
buildings or structures on the Local List; 2/ Involve inappropriate alteration or
extension to buildings or structures on the Local List; 3/ Have a detrimental
impact on the setting or context of any asset on the Local List. Proposals for
the change of use of a building or structure on the Local List will be required to
demonstrate how this would contribute to its conservation whilst preserving or
enhancing its architectural or historic interest. Applications proposing
demolition will be required to demonstrate that the viability of continued
beneficial use restoration or conversion has been fully investigated and that
there are no reasonable alternatives. In cases where demolition is
unavoidable the Council will seek to ensure that provision is made for an
appropriate level of archaeological buildings recording to take place prior to
demolition.’
- Applicants and the LPA require some guidance on what is acceptable in
terms of layout and design. The Essex Design Guide offers such advice.
Additional Paragraph "The Essex Design Guide seeks to promote such
qualities in new development and is an important source of information and
advice which informs the Council's approach to smaller and individual
schemes."
Question the need for a separate site appraisal to be submitted for larger
developments, to “help determine whether a development is well designed”.
Such an appraisal should be incorporated, as a matter of course, into the
design and access statement. Delete the first two sentences of Para 9.3.
English Heritage
- The aim at the beginning of the chapter appears to be only tangentially
relevant to the matters addressed. It would be a good idea to review this to
explicitly address conservation of the historic environment. We recommend
that the policy coverage in this section should be extended to consider
heritage assets at risk. This would take forward the advice in paragraph 126 of
the NPPF. English Heritage's register [1] encompasses conservation areas,
scheduled monuments, registered parks and gardens and listed buildings at
grade I and II*; it would be suitable to extend consideration in the local plan
policy to grade II listed buildings on the locally compiled list.
- In bullet 4, we suggest that listed buildings should be referred to before
‘parks and gardens'. Our comments above relating to policy ADM 8, Housing
Density, apply here. The NPPF policies in paragraphs 58 and 126 underline
the importance of taking account of the local historic environment and we
welcome the commitment to this in the policy.
Essex County Council
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- Two new bullets should be added to the policy to, 1 - Support the reference
to the Essex Design Guide in paragraph 9.3 given its advice on development
layout and building design with an outline of the ECC Residential Highways
Standards. The new bullet should read; "Development will be expected to
follow the principles contained within the Essex Design Guide and Urban
Place Supplement".
- 2 - Make specific reference to Climate Change adaptation to be consistent
with the NPPF (paragraph 99) and in line with the objectives and provisions of
the Climate Change Act 2008 whereby local planning authorities should adopt
proactive strategies to mitigate and adapt to climate change.
- In the fifth bullet, it should be clarified that the reference to waste separation
for recycling should relate to the internal and external layout of developments.
Environment Agency
- We acknowledge that your adopted Core Strategy includes Policy CS8 Natural Environment and Biodiversity - which includes your strategic approach
to managing flood risk within your district. Whilst we appreciate that given
Policy CS8 of your Core Strategy you have not included a specific flood risk
policy within your draft Development Management Policy Document we
consider a useful link to flood risk could be made in proposed Policy ADM60.
- Policy ADM60 bullet point 5 refers to the incorporation of measures into all
developments to ensure maximum environmental sustainability is achieved.
We consider that in addition to energy conservation and water efficiency, flood
resilient and resistant construction could also be included. Whilst we
appreciate the overall aim of your District (referring to Policy CS8) is to direct
development away from areas of medium and high flood risk there will still be
occasions where development will take place within these flood zones; for
example redevelopment, replacement and windfall developments. For this
reason we consider reference to flood resilient and resistance would be
beneficial.
This policy sets out 10 bullet point requirements for new development. In
respect of the 5th bullet point, we would repeat the concerns expressed at the
Core Strategy Examination regarding what was then draft Policy CS9,
concerning the phrase "maximum practical environmental sustainability". Our
concerns are essentially twofold: (a) National standards in relation to
delivering sustainable housing are already challenging. Paragraph 95 of the
NPPF states that when setting any local requirement for sustainability,
Councils should be consistent with the Government's zero carbon buildings
policy and adopt nationally described standards. There is no evidence that we
are aware of that would justify a change to national standards; (b)
Notwithstanding the above, the wording of the policy suggests that,
irrespective of local evidence, every development will need to deliver the
"maximum practical" environmental performance, which means in practice that
every development would need to be on the cusp of becoming unviable or
impractical before it could be permitted. Not only would this prove to be a
major disincentive for any developer (residential, commercial, or other) to
invest in Braintree, we suspect it would also be well-nigh impossible to deliver
through the development control system. Policy CS9 was altered as a result of
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the concerns that the Inspector noted on this point, and in its adopted form,
simply refers to "recognised national standards". The wording of ADM60 is
therefore inconsistent with CS9, and it is inappropriate to be seeking to
introduce the original wording back in through the Development Management
DPD when it has already been taken out of the Core Strategy (the change
from "maximum viable" in the original CS9 to "maximum practical" in ADM60 is
essentially semantic). In addition, this requirement contradicts ADM55, which
already addresses sustainability in building construction. In respect of the 9th
bullet point, a similar point arises as regards the term "most sustainable
modes of transport", not only because the terms itself is open to argument as
to what form of transport might actually constitute the ‘most sustainable', but
also because it appears to be imposing an essentially impossible task at the
development control stage in terms of assessing whether this criteria is met.
We would suggest deleting the words "the most" before "sustainable
transport".
Officer Comments
10.5 Essex Design Guide - Reference is already made to the Essex Design Guide in
the preamble to this policy. Whilst contents of the guide are used to support
development in the District it is not necessary to include a reference within the policy.
Including the Essex Design Guide within the policy could limit other guidance which
is currently or will become available in future.
10.6 Provision of a Local List - This can take place outside of the Plan process;
however the District Council has no available resources to compile such a local list.
10.7 The National Planning Policy Framework does make reference to the term
Heritage Assets and that it could include a local list, however the NPPF does not
contain an obligation for the Local Authority to compile such a list and there is no
other statutory obligation to do so. A policy and criteria for the identification of
Heritage Assets has been suggested, however as worded it is overly restrictive and
negative.
10.8 Including reference to Building Preservation Notices - A building preservation
notice is a temporary listing served by the local planning authority under section 3 of
the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990. These notices can
be served on the owner of a building which is not listed, but which they consider is of
special architectural or historic interest and is in danger of demolition or alteration in
such a way as to affect their character as buildings of such interest. A BPN provides
protection to a building in that, for a period of six months after service of the BPN, it is
subject to the same rules as it if were in fact listed, allowing time for a formal
assessment to be carried out. When servicing a BPN the LPA must also request that
the building be considered for listing by English Heritage. If the building is not listed
by English Heritage within 6 months compensation may be payable by the LPA for
losses sustained by those with an interest in the building as a result of the BPN.
BPN’s are an existing piece of legislation available to the Council and can be used
independently of local plan policy. It is therefore not necessary to include them within
the document.
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10.9 Paragraph 9.3 – Agree to delete first two sentences as this would have to be
included in a Design and Access Statement.
10.10 New policy to cover buildings at risk - English Heritage have suggested a
policy to cover buildings at risk. The Council is already proposing policies which
Protect conservation areas and seek the re-use of listed buildings, demolition and
enabling development (ADM 63/ 66/ 67and68) which should be sufficient to cover the
issue. A general review of wording in the chapter has also been suggested.
10.11 Essex County Council – Have suggested the inclusion of additional bullet
points in the policy and an alteration. The inclusion of a reference to the Essex
Design Guide in the policy is not supported. However, the other suggested change
regarding climate change (flooding) have been included in the new draft policy.
10.12 The changes suggested by the Environment Agency have been incorporated
into the new policy.
Recommendation
•
•

To approve amendment to paragraph 9.3 to delete first two sentences
To approve amended wording to Policy ADM 60 Layout and Design of
Development as underlined below,
The Council will seek a high standard of layout and design in all developments,
large and small, in the District. Planning Permission will only be granted where
the following requirements are met:
•

•
•
•

•

•

The scale, layout, density, height and massing of buildings and overall
elevational design should reflect or enhance local distinctiveness and
shall be in harmony with the character and appearance of the
surrounding area: including their form, scale and impact on the skyline
in the locality and on the building line;
Buildings, open areas, circulation spaces, and other townscape and
landscape areas shall be of a high standard of design and materials;
There shall be no undue or unacceptable impact on the amenity of any
nearby residential properties;
Designs shall recognise and reflect local distinctiveness, and be
sensitive to the need to conserve local features of architectural, historic,
and landscape importance, particularly within Conservation Areas and in
proximity to listed buildings, parks and gardens of historic interest,
ancient monuments and sites of archaeological importance;
Both the overall planning and detailed design shall incorporate
measures to ensure the maximum practical recognised national
standards for environmental sustainability throughout the construction,
occupation, and demolition of the development, in relation to energy
conservation, water efficiency, waste separation (Internal and External),
climate change, flood resilient and resistant construction, and the use of
materials with low overall energy requirements,
Design and layouts shall promote a safe and secure environment, crime
reduction and prevention and shall encourage the related objective of
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•
•

•

•

enhancing personal safety; with the maximum amount of natural
surveillance of roads, paths and all other open areas and all open spaces
incorporated into schemes;
Landscape design shall promote and enhance local biodiversity;
The design and level of any lighting proposals will need to be in context
with the local area, comply with national policy the NPPF and avoid or
minimise glare, spill, and light pollution;
Use of the most sustainable modes of transport is promoted in the
design and layout of new development, the highway impact is assessed
and the resultant traffic generation and its management shall seek to
address safety concerns and avoid significant increases in traffic
movement, particularly in residential areas;
Proposals for the long term maintenance of public areas, landscaping
and highways are included.

Policy ADM61 – Outdoor Advertisements
10.13 No comments were made about this policy or its preamble. Therefore no
changes are proposed.
Recommendation
To approve Policy ADM61 – Outdoor Advertisement
Policy ADM 62 – Shop Fronts

10.14 Objections
• Generally support the policies within the plan as well considered and
propionate, subject to the following comments:
• ADM62 – it would be desirable to have protection for existing historic shop
fronts and guidance on security shutters.
Officer Comments
10.15 The majority of existing historic shop fronts will be within existing conservation
areas and as such covered by policy ADM64 and ADM65. Security shutters are not
considered to be an issue outside Conservation Areas. Any proposals would have to
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be in accordance with criteria 3 of policy ADM60 – Layout and Design of
Development.
Recommendation
To approve Policy ADM 62 - Shop Fronts
Policy ADM 63 Preservation and Enhancement of Conservation Areas and
Demolition within Conservation Areas

10.16 Objections
• Essex County Council
- The wording to BDC 2005 Local Plan policy RLP 96 “the structure to be
demolished makes no contribution to the character or appearance of the
conservation area” would be preferable to: “the structure does not have any
special character”
• Proposed amendment - the inclusion of the criteria, 'any new development is
situated in harmony with the existing street scene and building line, and is
sympathetic in scale and proportions with its surroundings', is unnecessary, as
it repeats the objectives of Policy ADM60 Layout and Design of Development.
It's inclusion within this policy suggests that these aims are only appropriate to
developments within or adjacent to a Conservation Area, whereas it should
apply to all new development.
• English Heritage
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- We support this policy, but suggest some minor changes. In line 3, we
recommend this should be amended to read ‘...views into, out from and
within....'It would be appropriate to reference the local conservation area
appraisals and management plans in the policy to provide a more locally
distinctive policy.
Officer Comments
10.17 The comments are noted and incorporated into the new draft policy. ADM60
applies to all development. As such it is not necessary to repeat the second bullet
point in this policy.
Recommendation
To approve amended wording to policy ADM63 Preservation and Enhancement
of Conservation Area and Demolition within Conservation Areas as underlined
below,
The Council will preserve and encourage the enhancement of the character and
appearance of designated Conservation Areas and their settings. These
include the buildings, open spaces and areas, landscape and historic features
and views into, out from and within the constituent parts of designated areas.
Built or other development, within, or adjacent to a Conservation Area and
affecting its setting will only be permitted provided that:
•

The proposal does not detract from the character, appearance and
essential features of the Conservation Area;
• Any new development is situated in harmony with the existing street
scene and building line, and is sympathetic in size, scale and
proportions with its surroundings;
• Architectural details on buildings of value are retained;
• Building materials are authentic and complementary to the buildings
character.
Demolition of unlisted buildings or structures will only be granted in the most
exceptional circumstances, where the following criteria are fully satisfied;
•
•

•
•
•

Its removal would not have a negative impact on the street-scene;
The structure does not have any special character. The structure to be
demolished makes no contribution to the character or appearance of the
conservation area;
Its removal would be beneficial to the local environment or
infrastructure;
Demolition works are made conditional upon planning permission being
granted, and a contract agreed, for redevelopment;
Proposals for the site’s re-development are included as part of the
demolition proposal, which would preserve or enhance the character and
appearance of the area.

Policy ADM 64 Fascias and Signs in Conservation Areas
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10.18 Objection Comments
•

Generally support the policies well considered and proportionate, subject to
the following comments: ADM64 and 65 – These polices could be combined. It
would be desirable for the council to provide a guidance documents on shop
front and adverts to support the policies.

Officer Comments
10.19 Whilst there may be some merit in merging this policy with ADM65, it is
proposed to keep them separate in order to avoid one large and confusing policy.
Guidance documents covering shop fronts and advertisements could be produced
independently of the draft plan however, they are not considered necessary.
Recommendation
To approve Policy ADM 64 Fascias and Signs in Conservation Areas

Policy ADM 65 Illuminated Signs in Conservation Areas
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Support Comments
10.20 English Heritage – We support the policy.
Objection Comments
10.21 Cllr Abbott - ADM65 should specify down-lighting for frontages and signs, for
example using troughs and spot lighting.
Officer Comments
10.22 Comments are noted. A reference to lighting is to be included in the new draft
policy.
Recommendation
To approve amendment to criterion 4 of the draft policy ADM 65 as underlined
below, ‘Well-designed hanging signs using traditional materials and lettering
will be considered on their merits, in relation to the buildings and the setting.
Any illumination necessary shall take the form of discreet external downlighting such as or spot lighting.’
Policy ADM 66 Alterations and Extensions and Changes of Use to Listed
Buildings or Structures and their Settings
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10.23 Objection Comments
• Rivenhall Parish Council
- There needs to be a list of heritage assets. These are assets, especially
buildings, which are not Grade Listed or protected specifically in any other way
at present, but which are important to the local community and have historic
and architectural value. Linked to this is the need for a policy (or sub list within
heritage assets) to promote protection of Ancient Woodlands. Tarecroft Wood
(a listed Ancient Woodland and County Wildlife Site) in Rivenhall Parish was
recently the subject of harsh management resulting in community concern.
There is currently no policy support in the LDF for careful management and
protection from development for ancient woodlands. Compile list of heritage
assets and a sub list and/or new policy to protect ancient woodlands.
• Cllr Abbott
- ADM66 to 69 and the relevant text to various aspects of heritage assets and
are supported. However, the requirement of the NPPF (as stated in para. 9.20
that great weight should be given to the conservation of heritage assets) is not
backed up by a specific schedule of such assets in the district that the policies
would apply to. In particular, buildings of local historic or architectural value to
the community, which may not be listed or otherwise protected, can be
heritage assets. Recent examples include: The former Reindeer Pub in Black
Notley which is severel hundred years old, important to the local community
and structurally intact yet proposed for demolition; The wash houses in Silver
End, built as an integral part of the village and within the Conservation Area
yet one was very recently demolished to make way for a modern garage and
many others have already been lost. New policy to establish a schedule of
heritage assets through consulting local communities and other stakeholders.
• Support the policies subject to the following comments: ADM66 and 67 – the
phrase ‘significance’ could be used to align with the terminology used within
the NPPF and current English Heritage guidance.
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•

Wording should be revised to read, 'The Council will seek to preserve or
enhance the settings of heritage assets, by appropriate control over the
development, design and use of adjoining land'.
• English Heritage
- Support the policy. It would be suitable to review the wording however to
coincide with the terminology used in the NPPF. In particular, harm to the
significance of listed buildings should be avoided, and opportunities to
enhance and better reveal their significance should be taken.
Officer Comments
10.24 A response to the issue of a local list has been addressed under the responses
to pre-amble and policy ADM60.
10.25 That the word “significance” should replace use of the word “interest” in the
preamble and policy. This is in order to better align the policy with the NPPF and
English Heritage guidance.
10.26 The phrase “to preserve and enhance” is preferred as developments would not
be required to do one or the other but both. As such the original wording should be
retained.
Recommendation
To approve amendment to paragraph 9.17 to replace words “interest” on first
line and “importance” on second line with the word “significance”.
•

To approve amended wording to Policy ADM66 – Alteration and
Extensions and Changes of Use to Listed Buildings or Structures and
their settings as underlined below,
Development involving internal or external alterations, or extensions, to a
listed building, or listed structure (including any structures defined as having
equivalent status, due to being situated within the curtilage of a listed building)
and changes of use will only be permitted when:
•

The works or uses do not harm the significance of the setting, character,
structural stability and fabric of the building or structure;
• The works or uses do not result in the loss of, or substantial harm
significant damage to, the building or structure’s historic and
architectural elements of special importance significance
• The works or uses include the use of appropriate materials and finishes;
The Council will seek to preserve and enhance the settings of heritage assets,
by appropriate control over the development, design and use of adjoining land.
Policy ADM 67 Demolition of Listed Buildings or Structures
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10.27 Objection Comments
•

•

•

Generally support the policies subject to the following comments: ADM66 and
67 – the phase ‘significance’ could be used to align with the terminology used
within the NPPF and current English Heritage guidance.
Essex County Council
- The fourth bullet requiring at least one month to record a listed building or
structure before demolition is supported. But, the policy should also require an
appropriate historic building recording brief from the planning authority in order
to ensure a permanent record of the historic building or structure is made.
- BDC Local Plan Policy RLP99 is not repeated within this revised policy. This
relates to demonstrating that no viable use of the building can be found or
preservation secured through other means. These criteria are outlined within
paragraph 133 (that relates to substantial harm of the heritage asset) of the
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and the rewritten policy does not
reflect this.

Officer Comments
10.28 Comments noted. Suggested changes are acceptable and the wording should
be updated in accordance with NPPF and English Heritage guidance.
Recommendation
•

To approve amendment to Policy ADM 67 Demolition of Listed Buildings
or Structures as underlined below,
Consent for the partial or total demolition of a listed building or structure will
only be granted in the most exceptional circumstances, where the following
criteria are fully satisfied;
•
•

The demolition is demonstrably unavoidable for structural safety
reasons;
The re-development of the site would provide an extraordinary benefit
for the local area, which would decisively outweigh the loss resulting
from demolition;
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•

•

Demolition works are made conditional upon planning permission being
granted, and a contract agreed, for where redevelopment is intended;
At least one month is permitted to record the listed building or structure
before demolition with an appropriate historic building recording brief
from the planning authority, in order to ensure a permanent record of the
historic building or structure is made.
All reasonable efforts have been made to sustain existing uses, find
viable new uses, or secure preservation through a form of charitable or
community ownership, and that these efforts have failed.

Policy ADM 68 Enabling Development

10.29 Objections
• The policy guidance could be expanded to include the 7 tests set out within
the English Heritage guidance.
• Other policies could be considered to include protection of significance green
spaces and the protection of local amenity.
• Essex County Council
The policy has been précised from the RLP 102 in 2005 Local Plan. It is
confusing that not all of the criteria outlined within the English Heritage Policy,
contained within their guidance document “Enabling Development and the
Conservation of Significant Places”, are included within the proposed BDC
policy. It is recommended that the policy should refer to heritage assets rather
than listed buildings and structures, to reflect the new terminology within the
National Planning Policy Framework. Recommend that, either the English
Heritage policy on page 5 of their guidance is repeated (as in 2005) – or the
policy is radically simplified to reflect paragraph 140 within the NPPF. It is
recommended that the notes within the development management plan should
refer to the LPA use of the English Heritage guidance to help assess the
enabling development proposals.
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Officer Comments
10.30 Comments noted. Suggested changes are acceptable and the wording should
be updated in accordance with English Heritage guidance.
Recommendation
To approve addition to paragraph 9.25 as underlined,
‘…The English Heritage Enabling Development Guidance (2008) provides
further guidance on this matter and this will help the Council determine the
suitability of ‘enabling development proposals’
To approve amendment to Policy ADM 68 Enabling Development as
underlined:
Development proposals to secure the future of a heritage asset will be
considered on their merits and assessed on the basis of the need to preserve
the heritage asset, rather than personal circumstances of its owner. Such
proposals will only be permitted subject to the following criteria;
a)
b)
c)
d)

e)
f)

g)

No material harm will be done to the significance of the heritage asset, or
its setting; the management of the heritage asset will not be affected;
The proposal will secure the long term future of the asset;
The level of development proposed is the minimum required to secure
the future of the asset.’
it will not materially harm the heritage values of the place or its setting;
it avoids detrimental fragmentation of management of the heritage asset;
it will secure the long-term future of the place and, where applicable, its
continued use for a sympathetic purpose;
it is necessary to resolve problems arising from the inherent needs of
the place, rather than the circumstances of the present owner, or the
purchase price paid;
sufficient subsidy is not available from any other source;
it is demonstrated that the amount of enabling development is the
minimum necessary to secure the future of the place, and that its form
minimises harm to other public interests;
the public benefit of securing the future of the significant place through
such enabling development decisively outweighs the disbenefits of
breaching other public policies.’

Policy ADM 69 Archaeological Evaluation, Excavation and Recording
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10.31 Objections
• Essex County Council
- The County Council welcomes the policy but to be consistent with NPPF,
there should be, as a minimum, consultation of the relevant historic
environment record. Although the Historic Environment Characterisation
Report is referenced in paragraph 9.27 the Plan should make clear that the
Essex Historic Environmental Record should be the primary source for
assessment of archaeological potential in Braintree District.
– Paragraph 9.16 to paragraph 9.31 - this section of supporting text would
benefit from review, to better reflect the terminology proposed in the NPPF
and the requirement for a positive strategy for the conservation, enhancement
and enjoyment of the historic environment in relation to both designated and
non- designated heritage assets. Within this review the title above paragraphs
9.27 to 9.30 should be amended to read "Sites of Archaeological Importance"
because the paragraphs only make reference to non-designated heritage
assets.
Officer Comments
10.32 Comments noted. Suggested changes are acceptable and the wording should
be updated in accordance with NPPF.
Recommendation
To approve amendment to Policy ADM 69 as underlined below,
Policy ADM 69 Archaeological Evaluation, Excavation and Recording
‘Where important archaeological remains are thought to be at risk from
development, the developer will be required to arrange for an
archaeological evaluation of the site to be undertaken and submitted as part
of the planning application. The Essex Historic Environmental Record
should be the primary source for assessment of archaeological potential.
The evaluation will assess the character, importance and extent of the
archaeological remains and will allow an informed decision to be made on
the planning application. Where permission is granted, conditions will be
imposed to ensure that the archaeological remains are properly excavated
and recorded prior to the development commencing.’
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•
•

To approve amendment of the title above paragraph 9.27 to read ‘Ancient
Monuments and Sites of Archaeological Importance’.
To approve amendment of paragraph 9.20 to as underlined,
‘The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) makes it clear that
great weight should be given to the conservation of heritage assets.
Non-designated heritage assets of archaeological interest that are
demonstrably of equivalent significant to scheduled monuments, should
also be considered subject to the policies for designated heritage
assets. Heritage assets should be conserved appropriate to their
significance so they can be enjoyed for their contribution to quality of
life and future generations bringing wider social, cultural, economic and
environmental benefits. Substantial harm or loss of Grade II heritage
assets should be exceptional and in the case of designated heritage
assets of the highest significant (Grade I or II*, registered parks and
gardens etc) should be wholly exceptional. As such, applications for
total or partial demolition of listed buildings and other heritage assets
will not be permitted unless there are very clear circumstances
indicating that there are no practical alternatives to demolition, and that
the intended development will produce demonstrable community
benefits, including design and built environment benefits.’

11. Sport and Recreation
11.1 There were about 18 representations to the Sport and Recreation chapter of the
draft Development Management policies.
Sustainability Appraisal and Strategic Environmental Assessment
11.2 The Sustainability Appraisal and Strategic Environmental Assessment
(Environment Report) January 2013 does not propose any mitigation
measures/recommendation for the draft policies within this chapter.
Policy ADM70 – Sports and Leisure Facilities

Summary of support representations
Sport England
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11.3 This policy takes a positive approach to sport and leisure facilities which would
accord with Government policy in paragraphs 70 and 73 of the National Planning
Policy Framework (NPPF).
11.4 Policy ADM 70 Sports and Leisure Facilities accords with paragraph 70 of
the NPPF which seeks to ensure an integrated approach to considering locations for
community facilities and services.
Officer Comments
11.5 Officers are not proposing any changes to the draft policy ADM 70 Sports and
Leisure Facilities.
Recommendation
To approve the existing wording of Policy ADM 70 Sports and Leisure Facilities
in the Draft Site Allocations and Development Management Plan.

Policy ADM 71 – Golf Courses and Driving Ranges

11.6 Summary of objections
•

•

Floodlit golf driving ranges can be the source of severe light pollution in
rural and urban fringe locations due to the use of powerful (many kW)
floodlights angled close to horizontal. This causes the maximum amount of
scattering in the lower atmosphere. The impact on nocturnal wildlife of
such intrusion is unknown. The policy must make specific reference to a
presumption against floodlit golf driving ranges.
The policy should be improved by a further bullet point saying 'artificial
lighting of Golf Courses and Driving Ranges will not be permitted or not
normally permitted; or golf courses and driving ranges that require artificial
lighting will not be permitted.’
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11.7 Policy ADM 71 Golf Courses and Driving Ranges accords with paragraph 70
of the NPPF which seeks to ensure an integrated approach to considering locations
for community facilities and services.
Paragraph 110 states that 'In preparing plans to meet development needs, the aim
should be to minimise pollution' and paragraph 120 states- 'To prevent unacceptable
risks from pollution..... planning policies and decisions should ensure that new
development is appropriate for its location. The effects.. of pollution on ... the natural
environment or general amenity, .... should be taken into account. '
Officer Comments
11.8 Policy ADM 49 External Lighting would also be applicable to proposals for the
artificial lighting of golf courses and driving ranges. In paragraph 8.58, the preamble
to Policy ADM 49, states that, ‘floodlighting can provide for additional use of sports
facilities but can be intrusive and lead to residential and other amenity problems,
which can have a detrimental impact on the countryside and create light pollution in
the night sky. It is important therefore that lighting is adequate for that purpose and
there is no significant nuisance to amenity of surrounding properties and the glare
and light spillage from the site to the night sky is minimised through design’. It is
further stated in paragraph 8.60, ‘the External Lighting Supplementary Planning
Document supports the implementation of this policy’.
11.9 The External Lighting Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) forms part of
the evidence base for the Local Development Framework. The SPD refers
specifically to golf driving ranges and states ‘golf driving ranges present particular
difficulties for floodlighting. Most sites tend to be in open countryside and have
floodlights aimed either horizontally or slightly above the horizontal plane to enable
players to follow the flight of the ball. These lights, which are often of considerable
intensity and with a wide beam, can cause inconvenience to neighbours and can be
a safety hazard; particularly where dazzle affects highway users. Golf driving range
lights are probably one of the most polluting forms of floodlighting in that they
invariably illuminate a much larger area than is required. The only circumstances
where a horizontal beam of this nature may be permitted are where the natural
landform or a permanent natural or manmade landscape feature can effectively
contain the light… a judgement in all cases will need to be made on the visual impact
of the lighting columns during daylight hours as well as the impact of the floodlighting
system when in use.'
11.10 Officers consider that the addition of a bullet point stating: 'The artificial
lighting of golf courses and driving ranges will not be permitted' would be
compatible with Policy ADM 59 External Lighting and the concerns set out in the
External Lighting SPD, as it is extremely unlikely that there are either natural
landforms or features, or design features which could contain the light spillage from
artificial lighting of golf courses or golf driving ranges within Braintree District.
Recommendation
To approve Policy ADM 71 Golf Course and Driving Ranges of the Draft Site
Allocations and Development Management Plan with the addition of a bullet
point stating: 'The artificial lighting of golf courses and driving ranges will not
be permitted'.

Sports Causing Noise and Disturbance
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Policy ADM 72 – Sports Causing Noise or Disturbance

11.11 Summary of objections
•
•

•

The first criterion should be amended to delete ‘noise sensitive development’
and specific reference should be made to ‘including any harm to other users of
the countryside and its general quality and amenity’.
The previous local plan policy caused difficulty because it was applied without
regard to the effect on the amenities of those using the countryside and its
general quality and amenity, an approach which was inconsistent with
decisions made on appeal by planning inspectors. The anomaly should be
corrected to ensure this material consideration is not excluded from
consideration.
Noisy sports should not be permitted near footpaths or bridleways. The policy
as drafted only protects 'noise sensitive development' defined by 10.12 as
'development such as houses, schools and hospitals'. The wording of this
policy only cites ‘harm to... noise sensitive development.’ It should include
‘harm to enjoyment of the countryside’.

11.12 Policy ADM 72 Sports Causing Noise or Disturbance accords with
paragraph 123 of the NPPF, which states that policies should seek to avoid noise
from giving adverse impacts on quality of life and health as a result of new
development.
Officer Comments
11.13 Noise from sport/leisure facilities and activities may cause harm in some
countryside locations. The noise impact of the facility/activity will be a major
determinant in considering the acceptability of a proposal. In addition to the likely
level of noise, other factors such as impact on wildlife habitats will need to be
considered. Officers consider that Policy ADM 72 – Sports Causing Noise or
Disturbance should be amended.
Recommendation
To approve revised wording for policy ADM 72 – Sports Causing Noise or
Disturbance to include 'or to users of the countryside’ after noise sensitive
development in the first criterion.
Policy ADM 73 – River Walks, Linear Parks and Disused Railway Lines
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11.14 There were no representations concerning this draft policy.
11.15 Policy ADM 73 River Walks, Linear Parks and Disused Railway Lines
accords with paragraph 75 of the NPPF, which states local authorities should seek
opportunities to provide better facilities for users by adding links to existing public
rights of way.
Recommendation
To approve Policy ADM 73 River Walks, Linear Parks and Disused Railway
Lines of the Draft Site Allocations and Development Management Plan.

Policy ADM 74 – Hatfield Peverel Country Park

11.16 Summary of objections
• Roads leading to the Country Park are poor country type lanes and this would
create additional problems with traffic to and from the park clogging up the
B1019.
• Move Country Park to the Gleneagles Way estate (off The Street) to maintain
village boundary definition from being eroded. It would also allow easy access
for everybody, instead of just those with cars.
11.17 Summary of support representations
• Essex County Council as Minerals Authority, supports this proposal as an
appropriate after- use of sand and gravel extraction.
• Support identifying a Country Park at Hatfield Peverel for future use by local
residents to promote a safe environment for leisure in the form of walking,
fishing, cycling etc and habitat for wildlife. This area of land forms part of a
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•
•

Section 52 Agreement entered into whereby the land would pass to the Parish
Council after extraction works were complete.
This should be progressed in the shortest possible timescale in the current
proposed position.
Converting the current waste site to a useful rural landscape meets the BDC
Core Strategy and should be encouraged.

11.18 Policy ADM 74 Hatfield Peverel Country Park accords with paragraph 118 of
the NPPF which states that development proposals where the primary objective is to
conserve or enhance biodiversity should be permitted.
Officer Comments
11.19 Essex County Council has confirmed they are actively pursuing reinstatement
of the former quarry site for a Country Park (public access/use) as detailed in the s52
agreement attached to the original planning application. The extent and boundary of
the proposed Country Park is defined in the s52 agreement. It is not possible to move
the proposed country park location, as this is the site of a former quarry which will
have a country park after use.
11.20 The draft Site Allocations and Development Management Plan identifies a
proposed cycle/pedestrian route alongside Wickham Bishop Road. This would
improve accessibility to the proposed Country Park for cyclists/pedestrians, reducing
the need to travel by car promoting sustainability. There are also public footpath links
within the vicinity of the proposed Country Park.
Recommendation
To approve Policy ADM 74 Hatfield Peverel Country Park of the Draft Site
Allocations and Development Management Plan.
Policy ADM 75 – Tourist Development

11.21 Summary of support representations
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•

Localities such as Finchingfield are popular with visiting tourists and the
provision of accommodation to meet their needs is important to the continued
viability of services and facilities within these settlements. The existing Local
Plan policy approach is too disjointed and an all-encompassing policy, as that
proposed, is encouraged.

11.22 Policy ADM 75 Tourist Development accords with paragraph 28 of the NPPF
which states that planning policies should support economic growth in rural areas by
supporting provision and expansion of tourist and visitor facilities in appropriate
locations where identified needs are not met by existing facilities in rural service
centres.
Officer Comments
11.23 Officers are proposing minor wording changes to the draft policy ADM 75
Tourist Development to improve the grammar of this policy.
Recommendation
To approve the following changes to the wording of the Policy ADM 75 Tourist
Development of the Draft Site Allocations and Development Management Plan.
Planning applications for new tourism facilities, static caravans, touring
caravan and camping sites (and other moveable accommodation) will be
permitted subject to provided that:
3rd criterion they would not adversely affect
Paragraphs in Chapter 10 – Sport and Recreation
11.24 Summary of objection representations
• Sports England
- Paragraph 10.1 - object to the absence of allocations in the plan for
new sports facilities to meet any identified needs. There are no specific
policies in this chapter about sport related allocations therefore it would
appear that no new site allocations are proposed.
- The Council's current evidence base on outdoor sport, the Braintree
Green Spaces Strategy, identified issues and deficiencies and
appendix 5 of the strategy identified new sites for outdoor sport as well
as play and parks/gardens. While some of these sites may have been
implemented since the strategy was prepared, it is considered unlikely
that there are no sites that need to be allocated to meet current/future
needs for such uses if the strategy findings are still valid.
- Policy should be added which confirms the sites that will be allocated
for meeting sport and recreation needs in order to ensure that sites are
available for meeting such needs in practice. The Council's Green
Spaces Strategy should be used in the first instance for informing site
allocations but more up-to-date information on needs and opportunities
should be used instead if appropriate. The relevant sites should be
identified on the proposals maps.
Officer Comments
11.25 Policy CS10 ‘Provision for Open Space, Sport and Recreation’ of the Core
Strategy states, ‘The Council will ensure that there is a good provision of high quality
and accessible green space, including allotments and publicly accessible natural
green space, to meet a wide range of recreation, outdoor sport and amenity need in
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District’…. It further states, that it will be, ‘Requiring new development to make
appropriate provision (taking into consideration surpluses and deficiencies and
condition of the different open space typologies within the vicinity of the site) for
publically accessible green space or improvement of existing accessible green space
in accordance with the following standards:…. Investigating through future Local
Development Documents, the potential to remedy existing deficiencies in provision
and quality of green spaces, outdoor spaces and children’s play facilities in the areas
of greatest deficiency in accordance with the Councils adopted standard other
Council open space and leisure strategies and other relevant legislation.’
11.26 On the 26th March 2013 the LDF Sub Committee endorsed the updated Open
Spaces Action Plan and recommended it to Cabinet for approval. It was
subsequently approved by Cabinet on the 8th April 2013. The updated Open Spaces
Action Plan will form part of the evidence base for the Local Development
Framework. The document was subject to extensive revision during 2012 that
engaged Parish and Town Councils as well as Ward Members. Its primary evidence
base is the Open Spaces Audit which took place in 2006 – 2007.
11.27 The Open Spaces Action Plan lists those open spaces that require
enhancement and new open spaces that would meet a recognised need. The sites
are classified by sub areas and wards as used in the Braintree Green Spaces
Strategy. The table identifies open space deficits as identified by the Green Spaces
Strategy, as these are clear evidence of a particular type of need.
11.28 The updated Open Spaces Action Plan identifies needs and Parish/Town
Council aspirations for additional open spaces, allotments, equipped areas of play,
nature conservation areas, including sports facilities (as suggested in Sport England
representation) etc. However, in most of the cases the sites for these additional
spaces have yet to be identified or are located on land in private ownership.
Therefore, due to deliverability concerns and uncertainty of their implementation and
feasibility it is not proposed to identify them in the draft Site Allocations and
Development Management Plan. However, the Council seeks through Policy CS10 of
the Core Strategy and the Open Spaces Action Plan to provide these additional
spaces, including sports facilities, by securing developer financial obligations and
making provision in new developments where appropriate, for example, through
master plans which will identify provision for sport facilities.
11.29 The following new proposed allocations for formal/informal recreation are
identified on the draft plan. Officers therefore propose a new policy setting out these
allocations. These are allocations where developers are proposing formal/informal
recreation as part of the development site and sites where funding and/or planning
permission have been granted:
- Leisure centre, Spinks Lane, Witham
- Playing fields and multi-use games area, Maltings Lane, Witham
- Formal recreation, off London Road, Braintree
- Informal recreation, north of Station Road, Earls Colne
- Informal recreation, south of Halstead Road, Earls Colne
- Extension of River Walk, Central Park (off Colchester Road), Halstead
- Informal recreation, junction of Toppesfield Road and A1017, Great
Yeldham
- Informal recreation, Bowtells Meadow, Great Yeldham
- Informal recreation, Premdor, Sible Hedingham
- Informal recreation, land off Ashen Road, Ridgewell
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11.30 The following proposed allotment sites are identified on the draft plan:
- Church Lane, Bocking
- Great Notley, Business Park
- Extension to Cut Throat Lane Allotments, Witham
Recommendation
1. To add the following policy relating to new formal and informal recreation
allocations.
Formal and Informal Recreation Allocations
The following formal and informal recreation allocations are proposed in the
District and are shown on the Proposals Map and will be safeguarded from
development:
- Leisure centre, Spinks Lane, Witham
- Playing fields and multi-use games area, Maltings Lane, Witham
- Formal recreation, off London Road, Braintree
- Informal recreation, Earls Colne north of Station Road
- Informal recreation, Earls Colne south of Halstead Road
- Extension of River Walk, Halstead Central Park
- Informal recreation, junction of Toppesfield Road and A1017,
Great Yeldham
- Informal recreation, Bowtells Meadow, Great Yeldham
- Informal recreation, Premdor, Sible Hedingham
- Informal recreation, land off Ashen Road, Ridgewell

2. To add the following policy relating to new allotment allocations.
The following allotment allocations are proposed in the District and are shown
on the Proposals Map and will be safeguarded from development:
- Church Lane, Bocking
- Great Notley, Business Park
- Extension to Cut Throat Lane Allotments, Witham

12. Supporting Text
12.1 Further changes may be required on the supporting text of the document
including to correct English or spelling errors and to respond to objections or
comments which have been received during the consultation or from internal
consultees. It is proposed that delegated approval for these additional changes be
granted.
Recommendation
To provide delegated approval to Cllr Walters as chair of the LDF Sub
Committee to approve all other necessary changes to the supporting text of the
Site Allocations and Development Management Plan
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24th July 2013
Local Development
Framework
Sub-Committee

LOCAL DEVELOPMENT
FRAMEWORK SUB-CTTE

AGENDA
THIS MEETING IS OPEN TO THE PUBLIC (Please note that this meeting will be audio recorded)
http://www.braintree.gov.uk/meetings

Date: Wednesday, 24th July 2013
Time: 6.00pm
Venue: Council Chamber, Causeway House, Braintree CM7 9HB
Membership:
Councillor D L Bebb

Councillor Lady P Newton

Councillor G Butland

Councillor W D Scattergood

Councillor A V E Everard

Councillor C Siddall

Councillor M C M Lager

Councillor M Thorogood

Councillor J M Money

Councillor R G Walters (Chairman)

Members are requested to attend this meeting, to transact the following business:PUBLIC SESSION
1.

Apologies for Absence

2.

Declarations of Interests. To declare the existence of any interests relating to items on
the Agenda having regard to the Code of Conduct for Members and having taken
appropriate advice (where necessary) before the meeting.

3.

Minutes. To approve as a correct record the Minutes of the meeting of the Local
Development Framework Sub-Committee held on 11th July 2013. (Copy to
follow).

4.

Question Time. (See paragraph on Page ii of the Agenda).

5.

Site Allocations and Development Management Plan Draft - Sustainability
Appraisal/Strategic Environmental Assessment Representations. To
consider the attached report. (Page 1)

6.

Statement of Community Involvement - Consultation Responses and Proposed
Changes to the Statement. To consider the attached report. (Page 8)

7.

Braintree District Protected Lanes Assessments 2013. To receive a report on the
outcome of a further assessment of Little Braxted Lane, RIVENHALL to check whether it
meets the criteria for Protected Lane status. (Report attached) (Page 13)

i

8.

Site Allocations and Development Management Plan - Consultation Procedure. To
consider the attached report. (Page 17)

9.

Urgent Business. To consider any matter, which in the opinion of the Chairman,
should be considered in public by reason of special circumstances (to be
specified) as a matter of urgency.

10. To agree the exclusion of the public and press for the consideration of the
following item for the reasons set out in Part 1 of Schedule 12(A) of the Local
Government Act 1972.
At the time of compiling the Agenda, there were no items for inclusion in this part of the
Agenda.
PRIVATE SESSION
11.

Urgent Business. To consider any matter, which in the opinion of the Chairman, should
be considered in private by reason of special circumstances (to be specified) as a matter of
urgency.
A PEACE
Member Services Manager

The last page of this Agenda is numbered 24.
QUESTION TIME
Immediately after the Minutes of the previous meeting have been approved there will be a period
of up to 30 minutes when members of the public can speak. Members of the public wishing to
speak should contact the Council's Member Services Section on 01376 552525 or e-mail
alison.webb@braintree.gov.uk at least two working days prior to the meeting. Members of the
public can remain to observe the whole of the public part of the meeting.
Contact Details
If you require any further information please contact Alison Webb on 01376 552525 or e-mail
alison.webb@braintree.gov.uk
Health and Safety
Any persons attending meetings at Causeway House are requested to take a few moments to
familiarise themselves with the nearest available fire exit, indicated by the fire evacuation signs.
In the event of a continuous alarm sounding during the meeting, you must evacuate the building
immediately and follow all instructions provided by a Council officer who will identify him/herself
should the alarm sound. You will be assisted to the nearest designated assembly point until it is
safe to return to the building.
Mobile Phones
Please ensure that your mobile phone is switched off during the meeting.
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Audio Recording Please note that this meeting will be audio recorded.
Agendas, reports and minutes for all the Council's public meetings can be accessed via the
internet at http://www.braintree.gov.uk/meetings
Braintree District Council welcomes comments from members of the public in order to make its
services as efficient and effective as possible. We would appreciate any suggestions regarding
the usefulness of the paperwork for this meeting, or the conduct of the meeting you have
attended.
Please let us have your comments setting out the following information
Meeting Attended

…………………………………………………….

Date of Meeting

…………………………………………………….

Comments……………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

iii

Minutes
Local Development
Framework SubCommittee
24th July 2013
Present:
Councillors
D L Bebb
G Butland
A V E Everard
M C M Lager
J M Money

Present
Yes
Apologies
Yes
Yes
Yes

Councillors
Lady Newton
W D Scattergood
C Siddall
M Thorogood
R G Walters (Chairman)

Present
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

Councillor Horner was also in attendance.
Mrs Eleanor Dash
At the commencement of the meeting Councillor Walters, Chairman of the Local Development
Framework Sub-Committee, announced that Mrs Eleanor Dash, Planning Policy Manager,
would be retiring in August 2013 after 39 years public service, 24 of which had been with
Braintree District Council. On behalf of the Sub-Committee and personally, Councillor Walters
thanked Eleanor for her dedication and work. Councillors Everard, Lager and Lady Newton
praised Eleanor also for her exemplary service, common sense and unstinting willingness to
deal with all requests for help and advice. All Members of the Sub-Committee wished Eleanor
well for the future.
Eleanor thanked Councillors for their kind words.
20

DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST
INFORMATION: There were no interests declared.

21

MINUTES
INFORMATION: The Minutes of the meeting of the Local Development Framework
Sub-Committee held on 11th July 2013 were confirmed as a correct record and signed
by the Chairman.

22

QUESTION TIME
INFORMATION: There was one statement made. Details of the person who spoke at
the meeting are contained in the Appendix to these Minutes.
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For further information regarding these Minutes please contact Alison Webb, Member Services on
01376 552525 Ext. 2614 or E-Mail alison.webb@braintree.gov.uk

Principally, these Minutes record decisions taken only and, where appropriate, the
reasons for the decisions.
23

SITE ALLOCATIONS AND DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT PLAN DRAFT SUSTAINABILITY APPRAISAL/STRATEGIC ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
INFORMATION: It was reported that Essex County Council had been commissioned to
undertake a Sustainability Appraisal (SA), incorporating a Strategic Environmental
Assessment (SEA) of the draft Site Allocations and Development Management Plan.
The purpose of the SA/SEA was to identify any impact which the draft Plan may have
on sustainability, prior to publication of the submission version of the Plan.
Each site contained within the draft Plan had been appraised against fifteen
sustainability objectives. The appraisal and assessment had identified positive,
negative and other impacts relating to each site. A summary of the findings for each
site was set out in the SA/SEA Environmental Report.
The appraisal and assessment of the Development Management Policies had
concluded that these impacted positively on the sustainability objectives of the Plan,
particularly with regard to shaping the District’s communities, economy and landscape.
However, areas for possible improvement had been identified in respect of water quality
and sewerage, flood risk and air quality.
The SA/SEA had also been subject to public consultation and details of the
representations which had been submitted were set out in the Agenda report. It was
noted that the representations had been considered at previous meetings of the SubCommittee.
Following adoption of the Site Allocations and Development Management Plan, the
Council would publish an SA/SEA Adoption Statement to indicate how environmental
considerations and consultation responses had been reflected in the Plan and how its
implementation would be monitored in the future.
DECISION: That the Sustainability Appraisal/Strategic Environmental Assessment of
the draft Site Allocations and Development Management Plan, and the representations
submitted during the consultation period, be noted.

24

STATEMENT OF COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT - CONSULTATION RESPONSES
INFORMATION: Consideration was given to a report on the Statement of Community
Involvement (SCI). This was one of the key documents of the Local Development
Framework and outlined community involvement in planning applications and plan
making. The Council’s SCI had initially been adopted on 13th July 2006 and
amendments had been approved in 2009 and 2010.
A further review of the SCI had been carried out in 2012 and the document had been
condensed to provide a clear overview of consultation and engagement activities.
The draft revised SCI had been published for a six week consultation period during
January and February 2013 concurrent with consultation on the draft Site Allocations
and Development Management Plan. Three representations had been submitted and
details of these were set out in the Agenda report. No further amendments to the SCI
were proposed in response to these representations.
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For further information regarding these Minutes please contact Alison Webb, Member Services on
01376 552525 Ext. 2614 or E-Mail alison.webb@braintree.gov.uk

DECISION: That the draft, revised Statement of Community Involvement be approved
without further amendment in response to the representations submitted.
25

BRAINTREE DISTRICT PROTECTED LANES ASSESSMENTS 2013 - LITTLE
BRAXTED LANE, IN THE PARISH OF RIVENHALL
INFORMATION: Members were reminded that Essex County Council had carried out
an assessment of Protected Lanes in the Braintree District. This assessment had been
approved by the Local Development Framework Sub-Committee on 11th July 2013.
However, concern had been expressed that Little Braxted Lane in Rivenhall Parish
(BTELANE143) had not been identified as a Protected Lane and it was agreed that a
further assessment of the lane should be undertaken.
A more detailed assessment of the lane had now been carried out and, as requested,
this had included reference to the document ‘A Hidden Countryside’ written by Mrs
Helen Pitchforth. A report on the outcome of the re-assessment had been circulated in
advance of the meeting. This confirmed that the lane did not meet the criteria for
designation as a Protected Lane.
DECISION: That Little Braxted Lane in the Parish of Rivenhall be not identified as a
Protected Lane.

26

SITE ALLOCATIONS AND DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT PLAN CONSULTATION PROCEDURE
INFORMATION: Consideration was given to a report on the consultation procedure
which had taken place on the draft Site Allocations and Development Management Plan
and how the representations submitted had been dealt with. The report set out also the
proposed strategy for consultation on the Submission draft of the Plan, which would
take place in Autumn 2013.
The draft Site Allocations and Development Management Plan had been published for
consultation for a six week period between 9th January 2013 and 22nd February 2013.
Publicity about the draft Plan had included notification to all District Councillors and
people on the Local Development Framework consultee database; Press releases; a
front page feature on Braintree District Council’s website; references on social media
sites (Facebook and Twitter); displays in local libraries; and correspondence and
information sent to Town and Parish Councils.
In the first two days of the consultation period, site notices had been erected adjacent to
all new, proposed residential development sites of ten or more dwellings and all new,
proposed employment sites. A series of 12 staffed displays had been held across the
District. Members were reminded that the Local Development Framework Sub
Committee had agreed not to write to all households in the District to inform them about
the consultation process.
People had been given the opportunity to speak during Question Time at the Local
Development Framework Sub Committee meetings, or to submit written statements,
and the majority of meetings had also been webcast, enabling the public to view the
proceedings.
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During the consultation period 1636 individual comments had been received from 1007
separate consultees. Several petitions had also been received. In addition, land
owners had put forward 54 possible development sites across the District, which had
been subject to consultation with the relevant Parish and Town Councils.
Consultation on the Submission draft of the Site Allocations and Development
Management Plan would take place in Autumn 2013. Whilst representations would be
submitted to the Council, these would primarily be for the Planning Inspector appointed
to examine the document to consider. Representations would have to be based on the
four tests of soundness set out in national guidance which required that the Plan should
be; positively prepared; justified; effective; and consistent with national policy.
Details of the proposed six week period of consultation on the Submission draft Plan
and publicity arrangements were set out in the report. These would include a prominent
article in the Council’s magazine which would be distributed to all households in the
District at the end of September 2013.
DECISION:
(1)

That the consultation strategy for the draft Site Allocations and Development
Management Plan and the number of responses received, be noted.

(2)

That the consultation strategy for the Submission draft of the Site Allocations and
Development Management Plan be approved.

Future Meetings
It was reported that the Local Development Framework Sub-Committee meeting
scheduled for 4th September 2013 had been cancelled and that the next meetings of the
Sub-Committee would be held on 6th November 2013 and 8th January 2014.
*********************************
At the close of the meeting, the Chairman thanked all Members of the Sub-Committee
and Officers for their hard work on the Local Development Framework process.

The meeting commenced at 6.00pm and closed at 7.05pm.
Councillor R G Walters

(Chairman)
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APPENDIX
LOCAL DEVELOPMENT FRAMEWORK SUB-COMMITTEE
24THJULY 2013
PUBLIC QUESTION TIME
Details of Questions Asked / Statements Made During Public Question Time
1

Statement Relating to Item 8 - Site Allocations and Development Management Plan Consultation Procedure
Statement by Mr Jim Konig, 107 Bridport Way, Braintree.
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Local Development Framework Sub-Ctte
24th July 2013

Report summarising the representations on the Draft
Site Allocations and Development Management Plan
relating to the Sustainability Appraisal/Strategic
Environmental Assessment (SA/SEA) and a summary
of the SA/SEA findings.
Corporate Priority:
Report presented by:
Report prepared by:

Agenda No: 5

Building a Prosperous District. A Better Place.
Eleanor Dash
Juliet Kirkaldy

Background Papers: Braintree District Core Strategy
2011. National Planning Policy Framework.
Braintree District Site Allocations and Development
Management Plan - Draft for Consultation 2013.
Sustainability Appraisal (SA) and Strategic Environmental
Assessment (SEA) on draft Site Allocations and
Development Management Plan (January 2013).
Options:
To approve, or not to approve this report.

Public: Yes

Key Decision: No

Executive Summary:
The report briefly summarises the findings of the SA/SEA on the Draft Site Allocations
and Development Management Plan, which appraised the policies and sites (including
alternatives) against Sustainability Objectives, set out in an appendix to this report and
then evaluated the nature and degree of impact and whether significant effects (social,
economic, environmental) were likely to emerge from the proposed policies/sites.
The report also summarises representations received to the SA/SEA on the Draft Site
Allocations and Development Management Plan. Representations received
predominately refer to appraisal of specific sites, which have already been considered by
the LDF Sub Committee.
The draft Development Management Policies were considered by the LDF Sub
Committee on the 11th July 2013. The officer report highlighted whether the SA/SEA
proposed any mitigation measures, or recommendations relating to the policies.

Decision:
To note the contents of the SA/SEA on the draft Site Allocations and Development
Management Plan and the responses received to it during the consultation period.
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Purpose of Decision:
To note the contents of the SA/SEA and the representations, which were received on the
document during the consultation period.

Corporate implications
Financial:

Costs of preparing the Site Allocations and Development
Management Plan
Legal:
The Site Allocations and Development Management Plan
cannot be adopted unless it is found to be sound by the
Planning Inspector. It will be the basis for future planning
decisions. The SA/SEA report is required to comply with the
Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004, SEA
Directive 2001/12/EC.
Equalities/Diversity
The Council’s policies should take account of equalities and
diversity and will be subject to an equalities impact
assessment.
Customer Impact:
Providing housing, employment, open space and
infrastructure and protecting the countryside and the
environment. The SA/SEA report assesses and predicts the
economic, social and environmental effects likely to arise
from implementation of the Site Allocations and
Development Management Plan.
Environment and
Impact on environment of sustainable policies and
Climate Change:
sustainable design of housing. The SA/SEA report
assesses and predicts the economic, social and
environmental effects likely to arise from implementation of
the Site Allocations and Development Management Plan.
Consultation/Community Consultation with the public and stakeholders between
Engagement:
10.1.13 and 22.2.13.
The SA/SEA was published for public consultation along
with the draft Site Allocations and Development
Management Plan.
Risks:
That the Draft Site Allocations and Development
Management Plan may not be found sound when it is
examined by the Planning Inspector.
Officer Contact:
Designation:
Ext. No.
E-mail:

Emma Goodings
Local Plans Manager
2511
emmgo@braintree.gov.uk

1. Background
1.1 The Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 requires a Sustainability
Appraisal (SA) for all development plan documents to comply with European
Legislation (Directive 2001/42/E). A Strategic Environment Assessment (SEA) is also
required to assess the likely effects of the development plan document on the
environment.
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1.2 Braintree District Council commissioned Place Services, Essex County Council
to undertake a Sustainability Appraisal, incorporating a Strategic Environmental
Assessment (SA/SEA) on the proposed draft Site Allocations and Development
Management Plan. Place Services are acting as consultants therefore the content of
the SA/SEA should not be interpreted, or otherwise represented, as the formal view
of Essex County Council.
1.3 The purpose of undertaking the SA/SEA at this stage of the process is to identify
potential sustainability impacts arising from the content of the consultation draft of
the Site Allocations and Development Management Plan. The outcome of this stage
of the SA/SEA is designed to assist the consultation process and, together with the
responses to the consultation, will inform the preparation of the submission Site
Allocations and Development Management Plan.
1.4 The appraisal aims to assess and predict the economic, social and
environmental effects that are likely to arise from the content of the draft Site
Allocations and Development Management Plan.
1.5 The appraisal assesses sustainability performance against the fifteen
sustainability objectives (see appendix) identified during the scoping stage, which
derived from a scoping workshop held by the Council on 20th January 2012 with key
stakeholders.
1.6 The appraisal also informs any change in the degree of impact over time, in
terms of three periods,
- Short and Medium Term: within the plan period
- Longer Term: Post plan period.
1.7 The appraisal considers any linkage with, or impact on, other policies or matters
that could have broader implications and may be defined within one of 3 types of
effect,
- Secondary effect – not a direct result of the policy
- Cumulative effect – several policies each have insignificant effects but
together have a significant effect, or where several individual effects have a
combined effect,
- Synergistic effect – effects that interact to produce a total effect greater than
the sum of the individual effects.
1.8 Alternatives for sites and policies were also appraised. The assessment of
alternatives is key to the process, as it helps to identify the preferred alternative, and
ensure that this is as sustainable and environmentally sound as possible.
1.9 The appraisal also informs mitigation measures that could improve the
contribution of the Site Allocations and Development Management Plan to
sustainability.
2. Summary of SA/SEA findings – Site Allocations
2.1 The sites were appraised on their own individual merits using the fifteen
sustainability objectives (see appendix) and were assessed against social,
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environmental and economic criteria. A summary of the findings for each site can be
found from page 133 of the SA/SEA Environmental Report.
2.2 The SA/SEA assessment also resulted in a table, which set out the trends for
general positive impacts, general negative impacts and other general issues which it
identified across all the sites assessed in each settlement or Parish. For example all
sites assessed in Ashen scored poorly in the proximity to public transport and
education category, as the village is poorly served by public access and does not
have a school. This table can be found from page 286 of the SA/SEA Environmental
Report.
2.3 The SA/SEA Environmental Report states on page 132, ‘it is acknowledged that
some negative and uncertain impacts arising from the appraisal of sites may be
addressed and mitigated through Development Management Policies in the Plan.
Similarly, no negative impacts identified in the SA/SEA should be taken as a
restriction to development, or basis for the rejection of applications. Negative impacts
identified in the SA/SEA process are for the purposes of awareness only and should
be viewed as issues to be addressed through applications going forward from this
point.’
3. Summary of SA/SEA – Development Management Policies
3.1 The SA/SEA assessed the overall compatibility of the policies and sustainability
objectives and concluded that, ‘the Development Management Policies, positively
impact on all of the Sustainability Objectives both individually and cumulatively.
Performance is particularly strong in shaping the District’s communities, economy
and landscape. Areas of possible improvement exist concerning water quality and
sewerage, flood risk and air quality’.
4. Representations received during consultation on SA/SEA
4.1 Representations have been received during the consultation relating to the
Sustainability Appraisal and Strategic Environmental Assessment, predominantly
relating to the appraisal of the following sites:
•

FEE10, Feering – (Inworth Road site that has been removed from the draft
plan) The SA demonstrates that this site is not within an accessible distance
to a natural green space, with the absence to provide or promote safe
pedestrian access. The SA recognises that the development of this site will
not maintain or enhance the quality of existing surrounding landscape. Based
on the SA, FEE8MAlt is a much better option and also fits within the natural
settlement pattern of the village.

•

Blamsters, Halstead – This proposal does not concur with the Council’s
Sustainability Objectives as stated in the SA/SEA especially items 4, 6, 7, 9,
10 & 11.

•

Additional Site - Holders Farm, part of Ashes Farm (CRE 9HAlt) Cressing
The site would score positively in terms of proximity to public transport and
consequently access to shopping areas. This site would score significantly
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positively in terms of its proximity to Cressing Railway Station. Distance to a
primary and secondary school. There would be significant positive impacts
due to the proximity of Cressing Primary School and the secondary school in
Braintree. Capacity in nearest primary school - the Sustainability Appraisal
does not give the whole story here, when it states that the capacity in
Cressing Primary School would not support development.
•

CRE9HAlt, Ashes Farm, Cressing – The site has been given a negative
score for distances to primary shopping area boundaries, on the basis of
distance being greater than 800m, and lack of bus links. However, bus links
do exist from Cressing, Three Ashes, therefore this negative score appears to
be incorrect. Distance to Railway Station and Train Regularity. The site has
been given a negative score as it lies outside 800m (half a mile approx.) of
Cressing Railway Station. However, this is only actually 1.4. miles away which
is 4 minute drive or 28 minute walk. Highways access. This has been scored
as uncertain. It should be noted that this site has the advantage of potential
accesses from both Ashes Road and Lanham Green Road. There could, for
example, be an entrance on one road and an exit on the other. Distance to a
primary school. The site has been given a negative score as Cressing Primary
School lies over 800m away. In fact, it is only 0.9 miles away which is a 3
minute drive or an 18 minute walk. What has been overlooked by the
Sustainability Appraisal is the public footpath, which starts opposite the site
CRE9 and comes out opposite Cressing School. Capacity in nearest primary
school. The Sustainability Appraisal does not give the whole story here.
Another 20 children would allow the school to expand from six classes to
seven and so allow the children to be educated alongside their own year
group rather than endure the difficulties and educational disadvantages which
arise from teaching two year groups together.

•

BRC 7E, Land between London Road, A120 and Pods Brook Road,
Braintree - The site performs well with 11 positive and only five negative
scores. The positive scores relate to: proximity to services; the scope to
provide recreation; distance to bus stops and bus regularity; the accessibility
of the site and rail links; and proximity to primary and secondary schools. The
negative scores relate to: the proximity of TPO’s off-site - the retention of all of
which have been planned for on the Illustrative Master Plan; distance to
Braintree railway station - less than 1.5 km from the site, via London Road
and South Street; the potential impact on heritage assets - the Master Plan
does not propose development within the setting, curtilage or sight of the
listed Bridge Farmhouse; air quality from the A120 - a landscape buffer has
been allowed for on the Master Plan; and the loss of greenfield land - no
mitigation is possible. This demonstrates that if regard is had to the provisions
in the Master Plan, the sustainability credentials could be scored even more
favourably and the site could be rated as the most sustainable location
assessed in the draft SA / SEA.

•

BON 4, Land off Convent Lane, Braintree - Amend SA assessment of site
to take into account the planning history of this site and state that
development on this site would not be likely to result in negative impacts to a
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Scheduled Monument / Listed Building / Conservation Area / Historic Park or
Garden / Archaeology'.
•

There are no defined criteria on how Development Boundaries have been
drawn up in the Draft ADMP. The accompanying Sustainability Appraisal and
Strategic Environmental Assessment is silent on providing an explanation as
to precisely how they have been chosen

•

Essex County Council - Settlements that the SA/SEA assessed as having a
"General Negative" impact on educational capacity and the proximity of
development to the nearest primary or secondary school, acceptance of these
negative impacts would place potential additional financial costs on the
County Council with regards school transport provision.

Officer Comments
4.2 Representations received regarding the SA/SEA appraisal of sites (FEE10 –
Feering, Blamsters – Halstead, Holders Farm – Cressing, CRE9HAlt – Cressing,
BRC7E – Braintree and BON4 – Bocking) have already been considered by the LDF
Sub Committee at meetings held on 26th March, 11th April and the 17th June.
The draft Development Management Policies were considered by the LDF Sub
Committee on the 11th July 2013. The officer report highlighted if the SA/SEA
proposed any mitigation measures, or recommendations to the policies.
5. Next Steps
5.1 To update the SA/SEA for the Pre- Submission version of the Site Allocations
and Development Management Plan.
5.2 When the Site Allocations and Development Management Plan has been
adopted, the SEA Directive requires those responsible for preparing it (Braintree
District Council) to produce a SA/SEA Adoption Statement to provide the public and
consultation bodies with information on how environmental considerations and
consultation responses are reflected in the plan and how its implementation will be
monitored in the future.
5.3 The significant sustainability effects of implementing a Local Plan must be
monitored in order to identify unforeseen adverse effects and to be able to undertake
appropriate remedial action. Indicators to monitor each of the Sustainability
Objectives are suggested in Annex C of the Environmental Report to the SA/SEA.
However, these may not all be collected due to limited resources and difficulty in
data availability or collection.
Recommendation
To note the contents of the SA/SEA on the draft Site Allocations and
Development Management Plan and the responses received to it during the
consultation period.
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Appendix 1
Sustainability Appraisal and Strategic Environmental Assessment –
Sustainability Objectives
Sustainability Objectives
1) Create safe environments which improve quality of life and community cohesion
2) To provide everyone with the opportunity to live in a decent home
3) To improve the health of the Districts’ residents and mitigate/reduce potential health inequalities
4) To promote the vitality and viability of all service centres throughout the District
5) To achieve sustainable levels of prosperity and economic growth
6) To conserve and enhance the biological and geological diversity of the environment
7) To promote more sustainable transport choices and uptake
8) Promote accessibility and ensure the necessary transport infrastructure to support new development
9) To improve the education and skills of the population
10) To maintain and enhance cultural heritage and assets within the District
11) To reduce contribution to climatic change
12) To improve water quality and address water scarcity and sewerage
13) To reduce the risk of flooding
14) To improve air quality
15) To maintain and enhance the quality of landscapes and townscapes
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