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Matter 6 - Hearing Statement 

 
The proposed new garden communities – general matters (policies SP7, SP8, 
SP9 & SP10; paragraphs 9.1-9.2) 

 
  

Introduction 

 

1 This Hearing Statement has been produced on behalf of Stebbing Parish Council 

(SPC) to supplement its earlier representations objecting to the Garden Community 

being proposed to the West of Braintree (SP10), which could expand across from 

Braintree District into Uttlelsford District, and both directly and indirectly significantly 

impact upon Stebbing.    

 

2 SPC’s Regulation 19 representations refer in detail to the reasons for its objection to 

the West of Braintree Garden Community proposals, the key reasons being: 

 
• The Duty to Co-operate has not been thorough or comply with the Garden 

City principles; 

• Significant adverse impacts upon the highway network, in particular upon the 

strategic A120 route which currently suffers from frequent major congestion at 

Braintree; and 

• It will be unsustainable in overall terms.  

 
Main issues: 
 
Are the policies for the development and delivery of three new garden 
communities in North Essex justified, effective and consistent with national 
policy? 
 
Questions: 
 
The three proposed garden communities 
 

 

Q.1) How were the broad locations for the proposed garden communities 
selected, and what evidence documents were produced to inform their 
selection? 

 
3 The Garden Communities Topic Paper (EB/028) states that the selection of the best 

sites to deliver Garden Communities were informed by Sustainability Work and 

consideration of alternatives (paragraph 3.2). 
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4 Paragraph 3.7 of the Paper specifies that within Braintree District, two broad 

locations were one to the west of Braintree and Rayne (including some land within 

Uttlesford District) and one to the east of Coggeshall; and Feering at Marks Tey, 

much of which is situated within Colchester Borough.     

5 However, it would appear that the broad locations have been primarily chosen on the 

basis of their large size, and the willingness of landowners and developers to 

promote them for development and their capacity for funding infrastructure, rather 

than necessarily being the most appropriate locations in which to site development.  

6 Consequently, it is not evident from the evidence base documents how the site 

selection process finally resulted in the proposed allocation of two new Garden 

Settlements (West of Braintree and Colchester Braintree Borders). 

Q.2)  Have landscape, agricultural land, flood-risk and heritage assessments 
been carried out to inform the locations of the proposed garden 
communities? 

 
7 SPC’s Regulation 19 representations questioned the appropriateness of developing 

and losing 2,500 acres of the best and most versatile Grade 2 agricultural land when 

other less valuable sites are available elsewhere. It highlighted the landscape impact 

of the proposals (particularly in relation to ancient woodland) given the flat nature of 

the West of Braintree countryside, and the many vantage points that exist.  

 

8 Therefore, whilst landscape, agricultural land, flood-risk and heritage assessments 

may have been carried out, SPC does not consider that adequate weight has been 

given to the baseline information available.  

 

Q.3)  Is the Sustainability Appraisal of the garden community options [EB/014 
Appendix 1] robust, particularly with regard to its threshold of 5,000 
dwellings? 
 

9 The Sustainability Appraisal (SD/001) refers on p.185 to the consideration of 

reasonable Garden Community Options. It states that the threshold for the 

identification of what constituted a reasonable Garden Community option is 5,000 

dwellings. This is said to be broadly based on that of the threshold for the required 

provision of a new secondary school from a mixed-use development in the ECC 

Developer’s Guide to Infrastructure Contributions - Revised Edition 2016, and 

otherwise identified as representing a sufficient scale of development to meet the 
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majority of day to day needs of new residents. It is specified that this will ensure self-

sustainability in providing sufficient new homes, fostering economic development, 

providing new and improved infrastructure, addressing education and healthcare 

needs and ensuring high quality outcomes. 

10 SPC considers that the 5,000 dwelling threshold is not robust. It notes that the 

Sustainability Appraisal has been prepared by Place Services, which is a trading arm 

of Essex County Council (ECC). The 5,000 dwelling threshold appears to have been 

set somewhat arbitrarily for the benefit of ECC in terms of funding secondary school 

provision. It is acknowledged that the larger the settlement size, the more scope 

there is to provide facilities and services.  

11 However, there is nothing in national policy guidance which mentions such a 

threshold. DCLG’s guidance on ‘Locally-Led Garden Villages, Towns and Cities 

(March 2016) contained the following reference to settlement size (see full document 

in Appendix 1):   

“13. For the purposes of this prospectus, we are defining garden 

villages, to include proposals that are not eligible under our 

existing offer, which is restricted to new garden towns and cities of 

over 10,000 homes. Therefore, to be eligible under this section of 

the prospectus, proposals must be for a new settlement of 1,500 – 

10,000 homes…”. 

12 Accordingly, there does not seem to be any sound basis for setting a 5,000 dwelling 

sustainability threshold. The Government clearly recognises that Garden 

Communities are capable of being delivered in a variety of different shapes and 

sizes.  

13 In setting a 5,000 dwelling sustainability threshold, the Plan is discounting a 

significant range of other development options which may be more sustainable in 

terms of overall impact. Furthermore, whilst larger settlements are likely to deliver 

more facilities, they are also likely to take longer to develop. A mix of settlements of 

varying sizes and locations would be more likely to ensure that housing delivery 

occurs in a timely fashion.   
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Q.4)  Are the locations for the proposed garden communities and any 
Associated green buffers adequately and accurately identified on the 
Policies Maps? Should they be more or less defined? 

14 Whilst the boundaries of the proposed garden communities are identified, the extent 

of intended built development within them is currently unspecified. SPC does not 

consider that any associated green buffers are adequately identified on the Policies 

Map. The extent to which new housing development from the new Garden 

Communities will impact upon existing communities and impacts is an important 

matter which requires greater clarity.    

Q.5)  Have the infrastructure requirements of the proposed garden 
communities been adequately identified and costed? including the 
requirements for: 

 
(a) road improvements; 
(b) rapid public transit, bus and park-and-ride services; 
(c) water supply and waste water treatment; 
(d) primary healthcare; 
(e) schools and early years’ provision; 
(f) leisure and sports facilities. 

 
15 Whilst many indicative costings have been identified, others remain unknown. There 

is also considerable uncertainty regarding realistic funding streams and timescales. 

Q.6) Is there evidence that the infrastructure required will come forward within 
the necessary timescales? 

 
16 With regard to the A120/B1256 East Junction Improvements, p.117 of the Movement 

and Access Study (EB014) highlight doubts concerning the delivery of an important 

infrastructure element for the West of Braintree site.   

“A direct link from the A120 / B1256 eastern junction to the Garden 

Community would help spread traffic impacts. The full junction 

improvement can only be delivered once the 15 years of mineral 

extraction is complete. Depending on the extraction undertaken and 

restoration proposed this may or may not be possible at this location. 

Should an eastern access point be available then a junction 

arrangement such as the following could be implemented: 
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• Traffic signal Control crossroads between the B1256, B1417 

and Eastern Entry boulevard with bus priority for left turning 

movements.  

• Dualling of structure across the A120 (this could be delivered 

earlier with just a bus lane provided on one of the lanes as 

suggested in the interim)  

• Consideration should be given to access arrangements for the 

Tarmac Quarry site and whether a junction for that could be 

repurposed for the Garden Community at a later date.  

 

17 The ‘assumptions’ which follow underneath on the same page of the study raise 

further questions regarding the overall cost and deliverability of the proposed 

scheme. 

“Full junction could only be potentially delivered following completion 

of mineral extraction and dependent on the nature of the restoration. 

Merge / diverge requirements needs analysis of future A120 flows and 

balance of demand between an eastern and western access junction 

(subject to development location). Cost from RJ Internal review 

(27/02/17) – does not include any costs for Eastern Boulevard into 

Garden Community. Based on assumption that new structure is built 

offline. £12.4M out turn costs for A12 J28 (2010) also provides another 

proxy for similar consideration”. 

18 The same study also highlights the major cost of some elements of the required 

infrastructure costings. For instance, the Guided Bus and Freeport Transit Hub is 

costed at between £115-152 million (p.98). The likelihood of such levels of being 

readily forthcoming for such provision must be somewhat questionable. 

Q.7) Should policies SP7, SP8, SP9 and SP10 make more specific requirements 
as regards the provision and timing of the infrastructure needed for the 
proposed garden communities? 

 
19 Yes, particularly with regard to key infrastructure provision, without which it will be 

difficult for Garden Communities to properly function. 
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Q.8)  Has the economic viability of each of the proposed garden communities 
been adequately demonstrated in the Hyas North Essex Local Plans 
(Section 1) Viability Assessment (April 2017) [the Hyas report, EB/013]? 

 
In particular, in the Hyas report: 

 
(a) are appropriate assumptions made about the level and timing of 

infrastructure costs? 
(b) is the contingency allowance appropriate? 
(c) are appropriate assumptions made about the rate of output? 
(d) are appropriate assumptions made about the timing of land 
purchases? 
(e) is it appropriate to allow for a Garden City premium? 
(f) is the viability threshold set at an appropriate level? 
(g) should an allowance have been made for inflation? 
(h) is an appropriate allowance made for finance costs? 
(i) is the residual value methodology (GCLS model) appropriate? Should a 
discounted cash-flow methodology have been used instead? 
 

20 There are very considerable up-front infrastructure works and associated costs 

arising in respect of the provision of the new Garden Communities. It is fully apparent 

that the Viability Study looked at broad assumptions, rather than matters of great 

financial detail, and that these are liable to further change. We note that EB/013 

states on p.21 that infrastructure will start to be provided on the West of Braintree site 

in 2023/23, with the first completions in the following year, and a maximum delivery of 

300 dwellings per annum within the current Plan period. 

21 The Councils have stated that commercial negotiations for the land deals are 

currently ongoing; and that reasoned assumptions about the outcomes of these 

negotiations in respect of the base value of land have been included within the 

modelling. Clearly, if those assumptions prove misguided or wrong, the modelling will 

be both flawed and inaccurate. 

22 SPC would question the delivery timescales, given it is unclear whether the 

landowners will all be willing sellers of their land in line with the stated assumptions. 

Given that inflation has significantly increased in recent times, it is important that this 

is factored in to future financial assumptions. 

Q.9)  Is there evidence to demonstrate that 30% affordable housing can be 
viably provided at each of the proposed garden communities? Is it 
appropriate for this figure to be set as a “minimum” requirement? 

 
23 EB014 recognises that residual land values are higher at lower rates of affordable 

housing. It acknowledges that tenure mix will also be important, with a higher 
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proportion of shared ownership, intermediate and potential starter homes generating 

higher residual land values (p.38).  

24 Given known substantial infrastructure costs, and the potential for significant 

additional costs to be identified in the future, it seems somewhat doubtful that a 

minimum of 30% affordable housing provision will always be achievable. Indeed, 

SPC understands that only 20% affordable housing provision may be realised due to 

other infrastructure costs. Development will only be capable of delivery if it is 

financially viable. 

Q.10) Is there evidence to demonstrate that each of the proposed garden 
communities can support the range of facilities that are required by 
policies SP7, 8, 9 & 10? 

 
25 No. SPC has highlighted its strong concerns regarding the inability of the surrounding 

road network to accommodate the levels of growth envisaged. It does not consider 

that the proposed highway works will be capable of adequately addressing this. It has 

also commented upon the likelihood of new residents driving considerable distances 

to much larger retail centres given the absence of any large-scale town centres 

nearby. This would generate significant amounts of unsustainable travel. 

Q.11) Is there evidence to show that each proposed garden community is 
capable of delivering 2,500 dwellings within the Section 1 Plan period? 

 
26 It is acknowledged by the North Essex Authorities that the significant majority of the 

land within the project areas is not currently in the control of the Councils. The 

Councils have jointly worked to build working relationships with the relevant 

landowners and promoters of the sites with a view to securing a controlling interest in 

the land. 

27 The commercial negotiations for the land deals is currently ongoing; although 

reasoned assumptions about the outcomes of these negotiations in respect of the 

base value of land have been included within the modelling. 

28 Consequently, SPC is sceptical that 2,500 dwellings is capable of being delivered 

within the Section 1 Plan period. 
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Q.12) Have appropriate arrangements been made to apportion dwelling 
numbers at each proposed garden community between the respective 
housing requirements of the relevant local planning authorities? 

 
29 The precise apportionment of dwelling numbers between Braintree and Uttlesford 

Districts in relation to each of their respective housing requirements currently remains 

unclear.   

Q.13) How much employment land is to be allocated at each proposed garden 
community, and how many jobs is each expected to provide, both within 
and beyond the Section 1 Plan period? Should this information be 
included in the policies? 
 

30 The proposed amount of employment land and envisaged job numbers is crucial to 

know, and lies at the very heart of assessing the overall sustainability of new Garden 

Communities. Accordingly, this information should be included within policy SP10.   

Q.14) Do the policies for the proposed garden communities make adequate 
provision for the protection and/or enhancement of the natural 
environment and biodiversity? Is there consistency between policy SP7 
and policies SP8, 9 & 10 in these respects? 

 
31 No. SPC has highlighted what it considers to be harmful impacts to the environment 

and biodiversity. These concerns focus upon the loss of 2,500 acres of Grade 2 

agricultural land, and to the adverse impact upon Boxted Wood SSSI. The Parish 

Council does not consider that policy SP10 as currently worded makes adequate 

provision for the protection and/or enhancement of the natural environment and 

biodiversity. 

Q.15) Do the policies for the proposed garden communities provide adequate 
protection for heritage assets? 
 

32 No. SPC has expressed concerns in relation to harm to Andrewsfield Airfield, which is 

both an active flying facility and a military heritage asset. 

Q.16) Should policies SP7, 8, 9 & 10 include: 
 

(a) a requirement for the optional national water use standard of 110 
litres per person per day? 

(b) a requirement to minimise the impact of external lighting? 
(c) reference to specific standards for green infrastructure? 
(d) provision for bridleways? 
(e) specific reference to places of worship as part of their requirement 

for community facilities? 
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33 Yes. SPC considers SP10 should make reference to those matters listed above. In 

particular, it believes that measures to minimise the impact of external lighting to be 

essential in order that surrounding communities will not be adversely affected. 

Consequently, a requirement to minimise the impact of external lighting should 

indeed be incorporated within policy SP10. 

Q.17) Is the proposal to prepare subsequent Development Plan Documents 
[DPDs], setting out the design, development and phasing principles for 
each garden community, justified? 

 
34 It is important that detailed guidance is set out as early as possible in the process in 

order to demonstrate clarity, steer future development and provide transparency. 

Q.18) In guiding the development of the proposed garden communities, is 
there an appropriate division between the roles of the Section 1 Plan 
and the DPDs; or should the Section 1 Plan set out more detailed 
requirements than it does currently? 

 
35 It is important that clear guidance is set out as early as possible in the planning 

process in order to steer future development. It is vitally important that local 

communities who will be affected have as clear as possible understanding from the 

outset regarding how they will be directly affected. Consequently, SPC considers that 

more detailed requirements should be set out in the Section 1 Plan.    

Q.19) Will current and future land ownership arrangements facilitate the 
delivery of the proposed garden communities? 

 
36 It is not at all apparent that they will (see our response to Q.8).  

Q.20) Are the proposed governance and delivery mechanisms for the garden 
communities, potentially involving Local Delivery Vehicles, appropriate?

  
37 We note that the key elements in the approach have been publicly stated as being:  

• A company (North Essex Garden Communities Limited) owned equally by the 

four Councils to oversee the project across North Essex and to drive the 

delivery of the three planned communities.  

• Legally binding deals with local landowners to secure a share in the land 

value which will arise from the development in return for the Local Delivery 

Vehicles providing early infrastructure for the developments (with the 

infrastructure costs being paid for in due course from the land sales).  
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• A Local Delivery Vehicle for each of the planned Garden Communities with 

Council, landowner and independent membership and with the clear purpose 

of delivering the Garden Communities.   

• Clear Masterplans for each Garden Community to be developed. 

38 LDV’s have somewhat of a chequered history. Delivery by this means, and at this 

scale, is untested since the delivery of New Towns.  

39 The Councils have said that the LDVs will have a high level of autonomy to deliver 

the development and ensure that a commercially appropriate approach is taken to 

delivery within the context of the proposal and the Garden Community Principles. 

The key control mechanism outside of the planning process will be the approval by 

the Councils / NEGC of the business plans and budgets.  

40 SPC considers that there is a potential conflict between the Council’s role as 

planning authority and its role with respect to the LDV. Given that the Councils will be 

playing a significant role in the delivery of garden communities within their area it has 

been suggested that this could prejudice proper decision making. 

 

PC/1472/NW 
3 December 2017  
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